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The House met at 10 a.m.

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P.
Coughlin, offered the following prayer:

All powerful and ever-living God,
Your Divine Providence has blessed
this Nation from its beginning. Your
Divine Providence is evidenced in our
Declaration of Independence and
speaks through our Constitution to the
rest of the world.

Lord, help us to embrace this same
truth of Your Provident Love as this
country wrestles with national issues
today and desires to address problems
facing the international community of
nations in our times.

May every individual working in
Congress see that every moment is
given to us by You, Loving Lord, and
thereby bears Your holy will for us
now.

May each of us seek Your divine pur-
pose for us and be disposed to become
Your instrument to accomplish the
great task of establishing Your king-
dom of peace, Your reign of truth and
Your rule of justice by every word we
utter, every decision we make and
every action we take this very day.
Amen.

———

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
her approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

———
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. ALTMIRE) come
forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. ALTMIRE led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-
tain up to ten 1-minutes on each side.

———————

OVERSIGHT FINALLY IN THE
HOUSE

(Mr. ALTMIRE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. ALTMIRE. Madam Speaker, with
Democrats now in control of Congress,
oversight is finally being conducted.
The new Democratic Congress has al-
ready held 81 separate hearings on im-
portant issues involving the war in
Iraq, including the billions of dollars
that are unaccounted for. The docu-
mented pattern of neglect at Walter
Reed goes back at least 3 years, yet
previous Congresses did nothing. But
just this week the new Congress held
four separate hearings on the treat-
ment of our wounded soldiers.

Also, this week the House held hear-
ings on the firing of seven U.S. attor-
neys for purely political reasons. Par-
tisanship and politics have no place in
our justice system, and this House is
going to aggressively investigate this
situation.

Madam Speaker, this level of over-
sight is part of the Democrats’ effort to
bring real change to Washington. Two
months into the new Congress, we are
already delivering on that promise.

————
CONGRESSIONAL INACTION JEOP-
ARDIZES MALHEUR COUNTY

EMERGENCY SERVICES

(Mr. WALDEN of Oregon asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WALDEN of Oregon. Mr. Speak-
er, the failure of Congress to reauthor-
ize the Secure Rural Schools and Com-
munity Self-Determination Act will
have an extensive and extreme impact

on more than 1,800 local governments
that receive ‘“‘Payments in Lieu of
Taxes’ funds, also known as PILT. The
loss of the county payments program
means these counties can now apply for
the limited PILT fund, thus reducing
funds to counties reliant on PILT, and
many counties will see a 20 percent re-
duction.

For Malheur County, Oregon, which
is nearly 10,000 square miles and is 72
percent under Federal ownership and is
larger than the States of Vermont,
New Hampshire, New Jersey, Con-
necticut, Delaware and Rhode Island, it
can mean real problems.

As we all know, rapid response for
emergency services is a life-and-death
issue. In many areas of Malheur Coun-
ty, it can take well over an hour to re-
spond to a situation. Loss of critical
PILT funds will mean a reduction in
vital public services, and that is unac-
ceptable.

County Judge Dan Joyce, who is in
Washington today, says loss of PILT
funds will devastate our ability to re-
spond rapidly in emergency situations.
I call on the new Democrat majority to
move H.R. 17. Services are being lost.
Libraries are closing. Teachers are
being given notices they won’t be re-
hired. It is time for action.

———

PROTECTING OUR CHILDREN
AGAINST INTERNET PREDATORS

(Mr. LAMPSON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, last
month I was proud to be part of an im-
portant announcement concerning the
safety of our children. And thanks to
the tremendous generosity of Quest
Foundation, the National Center For
Missing and Exploited Children was
able to establish netsmartz4ll.org, a
first of its kind online service.

NetSmartz41l1l provides a direct line
for experts at the National Center for
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Concerned Parents. Through this pro-
gram, questions and concerns about on-
line safety can be answered quickly
and accurately. We are all too familiar
with stories of Internet predators mak-
ing their way into our homes with the
simple click of a mouse. More and
more teenagers are joining social net-
working Web sites and roaming the
Internet freely, with little or no adult
supervision. These Web sites have
given predators the freedom to search
for pictures, ages, even nearby schools.
By empowering more parents than ever
before, NetSmartz411 will reinforce our
efforts to make the Internet a safer
place.

So for those who want more infor-

mation, my colleagues, and would
like to find that out, please
visit www.netsmartz4ll.org, or
www.missingkids.com.
————

OUR VETERANS DESERVE THE

BEST
(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina

asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I stand before you as a grate-
ful veteran of the South Carolina Army
National Guard, and I have four sons
currently serving in the military. You
can imagine my concern upon learning
of the dire conditions our Nation’s
wounded service members have re-
cently been made to endure. My appre-
ciation for our troops is as a member of
the Armed Services Committee, a vet-
eran and as a parent who expects the
best for the courageous troops who pro-
tect American families.

While Walter Reed Medical Center is
renowned as a world-class facility, re-
cent management neglected to provide
adequate care. I appreciate Defense
Secretary Robert Gates’ decisive ac-
tion in dealing with this disturbing sit-
uation. I was honored to attend Presi-
dent Bush’s speech earlier this week to
the American Legion where he an-
nounced a creation of a bipartisan com-
mission to review military and vet-
erans’ care.

We in Congress are committed to en-
suring our military heroes are well
cared for and receive the medical at-
tention they deserve.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September 11.

———

BUSH ADMINISTRATION NOT
PROPERLY FUNDING THE NEEDS
OF OUR MILITARY PERSONNEL

(Mr. WILSON of Ohio asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. WILSON of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
when we send our Nation’s young men
and women into harm’s way, it is al-
ways with the commitment that we
will provide them with all the care
they need if they are wounded in com-
bat. Unfortunately, this administra-
tion has broken its commitment to our
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soldiers. Saying that they support the
troops is easy for the President and the
Vice President; actually coming up
with examples is becoming more dif-
ficult every day.

Dana Priest, the Washington Post re-
porter who uncovered the conditions at
Walter Reed Hospital recently, said
that money is the root of the problem
exposed at Walter Reed. Yet in testi-
mony before the House Oversight Gov-
ernment Reform Committee on Mon-
day, top military brass said they were
given all the money that they needed.
How could this be? If they indeed have
all the money they need, then why are
we attempting to nickel-and-dime the
injured soldiers who have put their life
on the line for our country?

Mr. Speaker, this is just another ex-
ample of this administration’s inabil-
ity to make government work. Fortu-
nately, this Democratic Caucus is not
going to let them get away with it.

———

LET THE JURY HEAR ALL THE
EVIDENCE

(Mr. POE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. POE. Mr. Speaker, if the prosecu-
tion negligently or intentionally or by
incompetence fails to give beneficial
information to the defense, then our
law says a new trial should be ordered.
In the Ramos and Compean border
agents trial, the prosecution based its
whole case on the testimony of a drug
smuggler who not only brought in $1
million worth of marijuana to the
United States but was given immunity
for it. He was portrayed as just a mule
trying to get some money for his poor
sick mama. Well, now it seems that
after he got immunity for his crimes
and while waiting to testify against
Ramos and Compean, he brought in an-
other large load of marijuana.

Here is the DEA report on the second
case. I have read it. This case is simple
enough that a third-year law student
could prosecute it. But the U.S. Attor-
ney’s Office refused to prosecute the
drug smuggler in the second case, and
the jury never heard about this matter.
The jury should have known about the
second case to judge the credibility of
the drug smuggler’s testimony. The
border agent should receive a new trial.
Let the jury hear the truth about the
star witness the Federal Government
made a backroom deal with.

And that’s just the way it is.

——
THE KUCINICH PLAN, H.R. 1234

(Mr. KUCINICH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KUCINICH. In a few short days,
this Congress will make a momentous
decision as to whether or not to fund
the continuation of the war in Iraq.
And yet, at this time, the American
people clearly want our troops brought
home. Funding the war will keep the
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troops there. Stopping the funding will
enable us to bring them home.

BARBARA LEE has an amendment that
will fund the orderly return of our
troops. I have offered H.R. 1234, which
is compatible with the Lee amend-
ment. The money is there right now in
the pipeline to bring the troops home.
Once we bring the troops home or a
plan is put forth to bring the troops
home, we have to have a plan to sta-
bilize Iraq. That’s what H.R. 1234 will
do.

This Congress cannot stand by as the
casualties pile up. We have to remem-
ber that the families of the troops are
waiting for us to take action. Let’s act
now. Support the Lee amendment and
support H.R. 1234.

——————

WE NEED SPENDING RESTRAINT,
NOT TAX HIKES

(Mr. CONAWAY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Speaker, we are
anxiously awaiting the arrival of the
2008 budget that the Democrats are
putting together. In all likelihood, it
will require a spending of $2.9 trillion.
Let me put that money in perspective.
That is $90,000 plus every second of the
fiscal year. It is a 1ot of money.

Tax rates will be going up under cur-
rent law unless this Congress acts to
not do that. There is a myth being pur-
ported by the other side that we can
somehow tax the rich and balance the
budget. That is a myth. The top 10 per-
cent of taxpayers already pay two-
thirds of the taxes that are being paid
in this country.

Spending restraint is far more
impactful on balancing the budget than
raising taxes. We have a spending prob-
lem, not a tax-raising problem. I urge
my colleagues to work on spending re-
straint as the true measure of how we
fix this deficit.

——————

PRESIDENT BUSH CANNOT TURN
HIS BACK ON SOLDIERS WHO'VE
BEEN WOUNDED IN HIS WAR

(Mr. HODES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HODES. Mr. Speaker, when
President Bush sent American troops
to war in Iraq, he had an obligation to
ensure they were cared for if they came
home wounded. Unlike in past wars,
medical technology and protective
gears have advanced to the point that
soldiers who would have died in the
past are now surviving devastating
combat injuries. Their survival, of
course, is a great development. Unfor-
tunately, as the case at Walter Reed
shows, many of our injured soldiers are
not receiving the treatment they need
and deserve when they return home.

We should all be outraged at what is
happening at our military hospitals.
Fortunately, this Congress is taking
action. At the end of this week, House
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committees will have held four hear-
ings on the inadequate treatment our
wounded soldiers are receiving at Wal-
ter Reed. We are now learning that this
is more widespread than Walter Reed,
and we must explore major reform op-
tions that fix this problem imme-
diately.

Inadequate oversight of the Bush ad-
ministration by past Congresses al-
lowed these conditions to develop. The
new Democratic Congress is going to
hold those responsible accountable and
ensure that our soldiers receive the
help they have more than earned.

———————

UNT WINS TO EARN FIRST NCAA
BID SINCE 1988

(Mr. BURGESS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, my col-
lege, the University of North Texas,
back in my district, on Tuesday night
won the Sun Belt Conference.

Calvin Watson, a forward, scored 24
points and hit six of seven 3-point shots
against Arkansas State University and
was named the tournament’s most out-
standing player.

The University of North Texas was
locked in a tight game but made all the
key plays down the stretch to pull out
an 83-75 win at the Cajundome to claim
not only the Sun Belt title but an
NCAA tournament bid as well.

The University of North Texas, my
college men’s basketball team, last
went to the NCAA tournament when
Reagan was President during the 1987-
1988 season.

The Mean Green claimed its second
NCAA bid by closing the game on an
11-5 run to set off a wild celebration.
My team is under the leadership of
head coach Johnny Jones. They were
the No. 5 seed in the tournament and
had to win all of their games to win the
tournament title. They came up with
standout performance throughout the
tournament and in the finals.

I congratulate the fine men of the
men’s basketball team, their coaches
and the staff of the University of North
Texas on a great win.

———
O 1015

FEMALE TROOPS IN IRAQ

(Ms. CLARKE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. CLARKE. Mr. Speaker, the war
in Iraq has presented numerous hard-
ships for our troops, their families, and
by extension, our Nation. Over 3,000
American soldiers have been Kkilled.
Every day brings news of more explo-
sions and more soldiers coming home
with traumatic brain injuries and
other maladies. However, this war has
been a particular hardship for our Na-
tion’s courageous female troops.

In this, the first full week of Na-
tional Women'’s History Month, I feel it
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is vital that we recognize the historic
trials being faced by the women who
are defending our country. As of 2005,
there was a record 203,000 female troops
on active duty in military, along with
many thousands more National Guard
and Reserve troops activated to work
in Iraq.

Like their male counterparts, many
of these female troops never expected
to fight in a war and certainly not for
such an extended period of time.
Countless soldiers are mothers who
joined the National Guard and Re-
serves to give back to their country.
Now they find themselves half a world
away from their homes and families,
fighting a war on the sun-hardened bat-
tlefields of Iraq with no resolution or
end in sight.

———
CONDITIONS AT WALTER REED

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, the re-
cent reports of substandard conditions
at the outpatient facility at Walter
Reed Medical Center are deeply dis-
turbing. The brave men and women
who put their lives on the line every
day to protect our country do not de-
serve the shoddy conditions, nor do
they deserve to be trapped in the bu-
reaucratic morass that has engulfed
Walter Reed.

It is necessary to put into place a
seamless program for our veterans
from the time they are injured through
rehabilitation and home care and work
support. I urge Secretary Nicholson of
Veterans Affairs to do just that.

The proper treatment of our wounded
members of the Armed Forces is not a
partisan issue. It is a moral issue. And
Congress needs to ensure that our in-
jured brave men and women receive the
best, most advanced, and most timely
medical care possible. Anything less
would be immoral and a dereliction of
our duty.

———

VETERANS, MEMBERS OF MILI-
TARY DESERVE THE FINEST
MEDICAL CARE

(Mr. REICHERT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today, as a member of the U.S. Air
Force Reserves a number of years ago,
in support of our troops. It is uncon-
scionable for the soldiers who defend
our freedom to receive anything less
than the finest medical care.

I visited the veterans hospital in Se-
attle again recently and talked at
length to one soldier about the quality
of care he has received. I was relieved
to hear that from the time he was
wounded in Iraq to his treatment at
Bethesda and his time at Seattle’s VA
Hospital, the care that he received was
excellent. Unfortunately, this is not
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the case in every hospital for every sol-
dier.

I will soon be visiting Walter Reed to
speak with soldiers there and make
sure they are receiving the excellent
care that they deserve. I am encour-
aged by the efforts to hold accountable
those responsible for the appalling con-
ditions at Walter Reed.

This issue transcends party lines and
requires an immediate response by all
parties. This is about young men and
women who have sacrificed much for
our country and for our freedom. We
owe it to them to correct this injus-
tice.

———

CELEBRATING THE LIFE OF ARMY
SERGEANT PHILLIP McNEILL

(Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, today I rise to honor the legacy of
a brave young man who lost his life
serving in Iraq. Sergeant Phillip
McNeill, who grew up in Owingsville,
Kentucky, was killed in Iraq on Janu-
ary 20, 2007. Sergeant McNeill was serv-
ing with the 3rd Battalion, 509th Para-
chute Infantry Regiment, based in Fort
Richardson, Alaska, when his Humvee
was struck by an IED, bringing his
bright young life to a tragic end.

Sergeant McNeill came from a family
steeped in American military tradi-
tion. His military service was inspired
by the brave men in his family who had
served before him. His family described
his dedication to his mission, saying
that he ‘‘believed in the cause and that
he was a soldier who wanted to be over
there.”” This was Sergeant McNeill’s
second tour in Iraq.

As we celebrate the spirit of this
great soldier, my thoughts and prayers
are with Sergeant Phillip McNeill’s
family and friends. We are humbled by
Sergeant McNeill’s dedication, and we
are forever indebted to him for making
the ultimate sacrifice for our Nation
and for our freedom.

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 700, HEALTHY COMMU-
NITIES WATER SUPPLY ACT OF
2007

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 215 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 215

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 700) to amend
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to
extend the pilot program for alternative
water source projects. The first reading of
the bill shall be dispensed with. All points of
order against consideration of the bill are
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waived except those arising under clause 9 or
10 of rule XXI. General debate shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. After general debate the bill shall
be considered for amendment under the five-
minute rule. The bill shall be considered as
read. Notwithstanding clause 11 of rule
XVIII, no amendment to the bill shall be in
order except those printed in the portion of
the Congressional Record designated for that
purpose in clause 8 of rule XVIII and except
pro forma amendments for the purpose of de-
bate. Each amendment so printed may be of-
fered only by the Member who caused it to
be printed or his designee and shall be con-
sidered as read. At the conclusion of consid-
eration of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNULTY). The gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CARDOZA) is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. HASTINGS). All
time yielded during consideration of
the rule is for debate only. I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

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

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 215 provides for the consid-
eration of H.R. 700, the Healthy Com-
munities Water Supply Act of 2007,
under an open rule with a preprinting
requirement. The rule provides 1 hour
of general debate equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.
The rule waives all points of order
against consideration of the bill except
for clause 9 and 10 of rule XXI. The bill
shall be considered as read.

The rule provides that any amend-
ment to the bill must be printed in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD prior to consid-
eration of the bill. Finally, the rule
provides one motion to recommit with
or without instructions.

Mr. Speaker, simply stated, main-
taining an adequate water supply is
critical to the health and livelihood of
our agricultural industry, our econ-
omy, and our environment.

However, as critical as water is to
sustaining our way of life, all too often
we take it for granted. Water does not
come in an infinite supply. It is, in
fact, a very, very scarce resource, par-
ticularly in my region of the country.

There are significant water supply
issues in my home district of Califor-
nia’s Central Valley. The valley faces
water shortages as various interests
compete for this scarce resource.

The Central Valley is not unique.
Water scarcity is occurring across the
country and is becoming more wide-
spread due to several factors. Popu-
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lation is on the rise. Pollution is a con-
stant threat. Growth and development
are expanding. And drought can strike
us at any time.

Despite these pressing needs, we are
severely lacking in programs that ad-
dress the looming shortage. The Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, the Con-
gressional Budget Office, and other or-
ganizations have estimated that $400
billion is needed for programs to main-
tain existing and build new water in-
frastructure. The EPA has also esti-
mated that programs to address sewer
overflows need in excess of $140 billion.

However, even meeting the needs of
these programs has been challenging as
this administration has constantly cut
funding. Moreover, these programs deal
exclusively with protecting our water
quality and do not address scarcity or
shortages.

While these programs are just as im-
portant, it doesn’t make sense to have
a one-track mind. Improving the qual-
ity of water is just one part of the
equation. We also have to find innova-
tive ways to reuse and recycle water
that we have so it will be there to meet
our needs as well as the needs of future
generations. The rule and the bill we
have before us today will begin to ad-
dress this problem.

Mr. Speaker, the Healthy Commu-
nities Water Supply Act of 2007, H.R.
700, is quite simple. H.R. 700 extends a
critical pilot program for alternative
water source projects. Alternative
water source projects allow local com-
munities to develop innovative ways to
reuse and recycle water, thereby saving
money and expanding water use op-
tions for the entire country. This pilot
program was initially created in 2002,
but the program has expired.

The bill authorizes $125 million to
help communities finance pilot
projects to recycle or reuse water or to
develop alternative water sources. It is
not an excessive investment. Given the
scarcity and challenges we face, this is
just a start, but this funding is abso-
lutely critical and is a step in the right
direction. This will help spur techno-
logical development so that individ-
uals, agriculture, and industry have ac-
cess to the water they need. The bill is
also fiscally responsible as it provides
a 50 percent matching requirement.

Many should be recognized for their
interest in ensuring that the future
water supply will meet future water de-
mands. I would like to commend my
colleagues Mr. MCNERNEY, Mrs.
TAUSCHER, and Mr. KAGEN for intro-
ducing this important bill. I would also
like to thank Mr. OBERSTAR and Mr.
MicA for their leadership in bringing
this legislation to the floor.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill. This
is a necessary bill. And this is a criti-
cally important investment for people
today and for generations to come.

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. CARDOZA)
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for yielding me the customary 30 min-
utes, and I also want to congratulate
the gentleman from California on the
managing of his first rule in his capac-
ity on the Rules Committee.

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

(Mr. HASTINGS of Washington asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, when most people think of
the State of Washington, they imagine
a cloudy day with a good chance of
rain. However, much of the eastern
part of Washington that I represent is
very dry and very arid. In fact, my
hometown of Pasco averages only 8
inches of rain a year, which is even less
than the Central Valley, where my
friend from California resides. This
part of the State is also noted for its
irrigated agriculture, which is the
foundation of our rural communities.

Water is a valuable and limited re-
source that is critical for farmers and
our agricultural economy. Two areas of
my district in particular know the
value and importance of water: the
Yakima River Basin and the Odessa
Subaquifer of the Columbia Basin. The
Bureau of Reclamation is examining
both areas for potential additional
water storage, and I hope this Congress
will continue past commitments to
finding solutions that protect the
farmers and the communities in these
areas.

I also recognize the need to develop
alternative sources of usable water for
drinking and for agriculture purposes.
By exploring innovative approaches
such as membrane-filtering tech-
nologies and aquifer storage and re-
trieval, we can ensure that Kkitchen
faucets and irrigation lines won’t run
dry in the future. Fresh water is a
scarce and valuable resource and cer-
tainly one that we cannot afford to
lose.

The underlying legislation continues
a pilot program under the Clean Water
Act that provides grants to encourage
water reclamation and reuse. The bill
would increase authorized funding for
this program by $50 million without
any fiscal-year limitation. However,
Mr. Speaker, I think it is important to
point out that this program has never
been funded. Therefore, the real ques-
tion of whether this program warrants
Federal funding will be left up to the
Appropriations Committee and the sub-
committee in charge of water spending
to decide.

So I urge my colleagues to support
this modified open rule, and I hope that
we can continue this openness in future
legislation, including the supplemental
spending bill, the budget resolution,
and the Water Quality Financing Act
that is expected to be on the floor later
this week.

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

J 1030

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, as I said
earlier, maintaining an adequate water
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supply is critical to the health and
livelihood of our agricultural industry,
our economy and our environment.
Water is not an infinite supply, and
water scarcity is occurring across the
country and becoming more wide-
spread. We have to find innovative
ways to reuse and recycle the water
that we have so it will be there to meet
our needs, as well as the needs of fu-
ture generations, and we have to pro-
vide the means to make that happen.
This bill does just that.

I urge a ‘‘yes’” vote on the rule and
on the previous question.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

COMMITTEE FUNDING
RESOLUTION

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 219 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 219

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider in
the House the resolution (H. Res. 202) pro-
viding for the expenses of certain commit-
tees of the House of Representatives in the
One Hundred Tenth Congress. The amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on House Ad-
ministration now printed in the resolution,
modified by the amendment printed in the
report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution, shall be considered
as adopted. The resolution, as amended, shall
be considered as read. The previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the resolu-
tion, as amended, to final adoption without
intervening motion or demand for division of
the question except: (1) one hour of debate
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on House Administration; and (2)
one motion to recommit which may not con-
tain instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from New York (Ms. SLAUGH-
TER) is recognized for 1 hour.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of debate only, I yield the
customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER).
All time yielded during consideration
of the rule is for debate only.

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

(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, H.
Res. 219 provides for consideration of
House Resolution 202, the 110th Con-
gress committee funding resolution.
The rule provides for 1 hour of general
debate in the House, equally divided
and controlled by the Chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee
on House Administration.
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The rule makes in order the com-
mittee funding substitute adopted by
the Committee on House Administra-
tion. It also provides for a new Select
Committee on Energy Independence
and Global Warming, the text of which
is printed in the Rules report accom-
panying the rule. The rule waives all
points of order against consideration of
the resolution and provides that the
resolution, as amended, shall be consid-
ered as read.

Mr. Speaker, the rule before us would
allow for the consideration of a bipar-
tisan committee funding resolution. It
was reported out of the House Adminis-
tration Committee with the support of
both Chairwoman MILLENDER-MCDON-
ALD and Ranking Member EHLERS.

I want to take a moment to say how
pleased I am with the way in which
this bill embodies the spirit of fiscal
responsibility that is so often advo-
cated by this body.

The financial pressures on our gov-
ernment are immense. Recent years
have left us with an unprecedented
amount of foreign debt. At the same
time, my fellow Democrats and I are
struggling to ensure the safety of tens
and hundreds of thousands of troops
abroad, while refusing to shortchange
vital domestic programs here at home.

The resolution reflects that reality.
While not all committees have received
the budget increases they hoped for,
this funding resolution provides a bi-
partisan approach to ensuring that
they can fulfill their duties and obliga-
tions without asking Congress to spend
money we don’t have. It includes only
a 2.4 percent increase in funding from
last year, one of the smallest increases
in committee funding in the last 12
years.

As vital as it is to start bringing
home some fiscal sanity back to Wash-
ington, there is another reason why the
legislation is significant. As a result of
actions taken by the Rules Committee
yesterday, it now contains a provision
that represents a profound departure
from the approach that recent Repub-
lican Congresses have taken toward
one of the most pivotal issues of our
time, global warming.

Global warming is not merely an en-
vironmental issue. It is also a social
issue and an economic one. It affects
all nations and all peoples, and its con-
sequences, if left unchecked, could
produce truly dramatic changes to
human society the world over.

For decades, evidence has mounted
that our planet’s temperature is rising,
and that evidence has become so uni-
versally recognized that it is no longer
in dispute. President Bush himself even
used the phrase ‘‘climate change’ in
his State of the Union Address this
year, the first time he has acknowl-
edged it.

But the question raised today by
some is a different one: Is global warm-
ing caused by human activity? Or is it
merely a natural phenomenon akin to
the last ice age, something that we
have to adapt to but we cannot affect?
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Efforts to break the link in the pub-
lic imagination between human activ-
ity and climate change are still ongo-
ing. Doubt is still being seeded in the
public mind. Sometimes these efforts
are blunt. Despite the President’s re-
cent admission, his administration has
also been accused of rewriting sections
of impartial Federal scientific reports
that tie human activity to global
warming.

Other times, the efforts are more
subtle. We hear all the time Members
of this body express their desire to, as
they put it, ‘‘get to the bottom™ of the
problem of climate change so that we
may come to understand its true cause.

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues and I on
the Democratic side of the aisle do not
share this degree of doubt, nor do we
seek to disseminate it. We have been
convinced by numerous internationally
recognized scientific studies, by years
of careful analysis and by endless
measurements taken around the world.
We have been convinced, as have people
the world over, by the overwhelming
weight of available, impartial and sci-
entific evidence. We have been con-
vinced of a simple idea, that human
beings are altering the planet’s envi-
ronment.

And, as such, we have committed
ourselves to being the party of per-
sonal, environmental responsibility.
We have pledged to confront this great
challenge before it is beyond our grasp,
beyond our ability to change even if we
wanted to.

We have promised a strong path of
action, and this bill represents the first
steps along that path taken by this
Congress in years, if not ever.

The resolution will create a fully
funded select committee whose sole
purpose will be to focus on global
warming. The committee will have 15
members, nine from the majority and
six from the minority. It will serve as
a much-needed congressional forum for
hearings, investigations and discus-
sion, and will have the chance to make
recommendations concerning climate
change.

Simply put, people all the world over
can breathe easier because the resolu-
tion will institutionalize the commit-
ment of the House of Representatives
to confronting global warming.

Mr. Speaker, I also want to take a
moment to address one of the criti-
cisms of this rule that is likely to be
voiced by the minority. We may be told
that a hearing and markup process for
the select committee did not take
place before the rule was authored.

But a question like this one, the
question of whether or not we should
address global warming, has had an on-
going public hearing for a generation.
Numerous arguments on both sides of
the question have been made. And at
the end of it all, the overwhelming con-
sensus, both among the public and
among internationally recognized cli-
mate scientists, is that global warming
is real; it is human influenced; and it is
our responsibility to control.
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The creation of this select committee
is a response to that international pub-
lic hearing. Democrats have called for
the need to fight climate change for
years, and today we have the chance to
turn that call into action, and we don’t
intend to waste it.

Mr. Speaker, we can’t forget that, in
1997, the Republican-controlled Senate
rejected the Kyoto Protocol, a path-
breaking international effort to con-
trol global warming. And we must not
forget that, back in 2001, one of the ad-
ministration’s first acts of inter-
national significance was the dramatic
rejection of that same set of principles.

It is time for this House to join the
vast majority of the world community
that recognizes the threat global
warming poses and the role that our
Nation plays in it. It is time for us to
be leaders on this issue and to take re-
sponsibility for our actions.

I urge the passage of this rule and of
the resolution.

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
express my great appreciation to my
very distinguished friend from Roch-
ester, New York, the Chair of the Com-
mittee on Rules, Ms. SLAUGHTER, and I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise this morning in
strongest opposition to this rule and
the underlying legislation, House Reso-
lution 202, which provides for the ex-
penses of certain committees of the
House of Representatives in the 110th
Congress. While I consider the funding
of the committees of the House a very,
very important priority, I, unfortu-
nately, Mr. Speaker, oppose this rule
since the resolution goes far beyond,
far beyond the very important task in
one respect, and, unfortunately, it falls
extraordinarily short in another task.

Mr. Speaker, on March 1, the Com-
mittee on House Administration or-
dered reported House Resolution 202, a
clean committee funding resolution. If
passed by the full House, the resolution
will provide approximately a 2.6 per-
cent across-the-board increase in House
committee budgets between the last
session of the 109th Congress and the
first session of the 110th Congress.
While most committees can make do
with that very modest increase, we
have one committee that absolutely
cannot. It is called the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct.

Mr. Speaker, on the opening day of
the 110th Congress, Ms. SLAUGHTER and
I both stood here as we debated and
then ended up supporting a very impor-
tant part of the opening day rules
package. On that day, we asked the
Ethics Committee to take on substan-
tial new responsibilities.

They are now responsible, Mr. Speak-
er, the Ethics Committee, based on
what the passage of the opening days
rules package imposed on them, they
are now required to pre-approve all
trips. They are required to issue guid-
ance on rules that they were not in-
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volved in drafting at all. As I said, we
imposed that on them. They are re-
quired to provide training for every
employee of the House on the new eth-
ics rules that we have just put into
place and forced them to implement.
And they are still in a position where
they have to now provide timely advice
to every single Member who makes a
request for the application of this rule.

On top of that, Mr. Speaker, they
have the responsibility of investigating
allegations of wrongdoing whenever
they do occur.
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Now already, I understand, the Com-
mittee on Ethics, the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct, is fall-
ing behind. Appropriation season is
well under way, and we have absolutely
no guidance whatsoever about the new
ethics standards for earmarks. We have
new travel and gift rules, but those
regulations created as many questions
as they answered; and the Ethics Com-
mittee is already months behind in its
correspondence with Members.

We are going to hear from a number
of our colleagues who have been deal-
ing with this very difficult situation.
The chairman and the ranking mem-
ber, the chairman and the ranking
member of the Committee on Ethics
appeared before the Committee on
House Administration. In fact, Ms.
SLAUGHTER and I were both there be-
cause our testimony followed them.
Mr. HASTINGS and Mrs. TUBBS JONES,
Republican and Democrat in a bipar-
tisan way, they came to plead their
case to provide an increase beyond that
2.6 percent so they can deal with this
massive new mandate imposed upon
them. It was a large request, but the
members of the Ethics Committee need
it because they want to do their job
and they need the resources to do it.

What the House Administration Com-
mittee did, and we were there during
that testimony, they expressed great
sympathy with their plight. And at the
end, they felt they could do a little
more. That decision leaves every single
Member of this House in jeopardy, and
it is one that we cannot let stand.

That is why, as I said, Mr. HASTINGS,
the former chairman of the Ethics
Committee and Mrs. TUBBS JONES, the
new chairman of the Ethics Com-
mittee, took the very unusual step of
just yesterday appealing to us up in
the Rules Committee to correct this
problem.

Now my Rules Committee colleague,
Mr. HASTINGS, has the dual responsi-
bility of serving not only as the distin-
guished ranking member of the Ethics
Committee, but also he serves on the
Rules Committee, and he sat before us
and asked that we simply allow the
House to debate this issue. He didn’t
argue that we have to do it. I happen to
believe we do have to do it, but he sim-
ply was making the request that the
Rules Committee make in order a
chance for this House to discuss this
very important ethics issue, one with
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which we are all very familiar. He was
joined in this request by the distin-
guished Chair of the committee. She
wasn’t there, but I know she has sup-
ported his request for us to have an op-
portunity to debate this issue, and I
know she strongly supports the effort,
as she did in her testimony before the
Administration Committee asking for
the additional resources so the Ethics
Committee, Mr. Speaker, can in fact do
their job.

This is particularly important given
the other aspect of this rule. This rule
self-executes an amendment estab-
lishing the new Select Committee on
Energy Independence and Global
Warming, about which the distin-
guished Chair of the Rules Committee
was just speaking.

Without impugning the necessity or
desire to establish that select com-
mittee, my colleagues got to hear me
explain at the Rules Committee yester-
day exactly why this process was so
outrageous and why this is the wrong
way to go about establishing a select
committee.

Mr. Speaker, never mind that the mi-
nority was never given the language
creating this select committee until we
literally walked into the room yester-
day at 2 p.m., and never mind the fact
the Democratic majority is denying us
a motion to recommit with instruc-
tions which would have been made in
order if the privileged resolution came
to the floor, never mind that the Rules
Committee never held a hearing or pro-
duced an original jurisdiction com-
mittee report on the establishment of
this select committee, something I be-
lieve is totally unprecedented.

With all of the committees estab-
lished in the history of this institution,
I am convinced that never before has
this process been used, and never mind
that the House is completely side-step-
ping regular order by self-executing
this amendment.

Mr. Speaker, never mind all of those
horrible procedural outrages that have
been imposed. I am not going to talk
about those. The most troubling part
of this whole episode is that this self-
executing amendment grants the new
select committee some $3.7 million
over the course of this Congress. So if
we can find an additional $3.7 million
to fund this new select committee that
will have no legislative power whatso-
ever, I don’t understand why we can’t
fund a mere $1 million to fully fund the
bipartisan request that was made be-
fore the Rules Committee to provide
the necessary funding for our very
hardworking colleagues, Mr. HASTINGS,
Mrs. TUBBS JONES and their colleagues
on the Ethics Committee.

Mr. Speaker, at the end of this de-
bate on this rule, I will be asking Mem-
bers to oppose the previous question so
I may amend the rule to make in order
the bipartisan Tubbs Jones-Hastings
amendment so that the 430 Members
that supported the new ethics rules
may live up to the commitment that
they made right here on opening day.
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Mr. Speaker, if you think we needed
new ethics standards, if you believe
that the Ethics Committee should do
its job, then you have a moral obliga-
tion to defeat the previous question
and allow the House to work its will by
at least considering the chance to
make sure that Mrs. TUBBS JONES, the
distinguished Chair of the Ethics Com-
mittee, and Mr. HASTINGS, the ranking
member, have the resources they need
to do what we, 430 Members, told them
they had to do.

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, let
me take 30 seconds to say to my good
friend, Mr. DREIER, that while he has
made much of the fact that a bipar-
tisan group went before the committee
to beg for money, that it was turned
down by a bipartisan pair, the Chair
and the ranking member of that com-
mittee, perhaps he should take up his
complaint with Mr. EHLERS who was
the Republican ranking member on
that committee.

Now I am pleased to yield 3 minutes
to the gentleman from Vermont (Mr.
WELCH).

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Mr. Speak-
er, the issue here is global warming.
There is a separate issue of Ethics
Committee funding. It should be clear
to all of us that we don’t have to com-
bine the two to let both defeat what is
in the interest of this country to
achieve. The crisis of global warming is
real. It is urgent and it requires our
immediate action. By embracing the
challenge of global warming, we can
open the door to innovative local ap-
proaches as we work towards solutions
that are going to create jobs, improve
the environment, and improve and
strengthen our national security.

This is a very critical issue in my
own State, as it is in every State. Even
in a small State such as Vermont, we
realize that we can and we must make
a contribution towards a more sustain-
able local economy, a more environ-
mentally friendly future. Meaningful
Federal policy must be part of that.

I commend this House of Representa-
tives’ bipartisan action that in our
first days we reversed those tax breaks
that went to big oil companies and in-
stead funded renewable energy. The
leadership in this Congress has also set
a priority on making a green capital
initiative. We are going to work, I hope
together with my friend from Cali-
fornia, on greening this capital and
putting our example forward as part of
what can be achieved.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. DREIER. I would just like to say
that I do look forward, Mr. Speaker, to
working with my friend from Vermont
on this very, very important issue. And
we are at this moment, in fact, going
through his legislative initiative. I
hope to work closely with him on it.

I thank the gentleman.
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Mr. WELCH of Vermont. I thank my
friend from California. What that is
about, we can take concrete steps. Last
month my office introduced a bill that
would allow us to be a carbon-neutral
office by working with a couple of local
initiatives in Vermont to offset the 54
tons of carbon pollution that turning
on the lights in my office here in Wash-
ington and my office at home in
Vermont and my travel back and forth
around the State generates.

What we can accomplish by working
together requires us to take concrete
steps together. This committee, this
special select committee, is something
in my view that deserves bipartisan
support because we have to focus the
attention of this Congress on the big
issue of global warming, but also on
the concrete and specific steps that we
can take that will reduce the damage
that we do to the environment by our
activities by creating jobs that will in-
crease wealth and economic security
for our country, and absolutely take
steps towards reducing the strangle-
hold that foreign oil has on limiting
our foreign policy options.

This is overdue and something that
can be accomplished, and I commend
the Speaker for her initiative in put-
ting together this special panel that is
going to help this Congress and this
country make the overdue steps that
are required.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am very
happy to yield 3 minutes to my very
good friend, the former chairman of the
Committee on Standards, the gen-
tleman from Pasco, Washington (Mr.
HASTINGS).

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I thank my very good friend
from San Dimas for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in opposi-
tion to House Resolution 219. I am dis-
appointed that a bipartisan amend-
ment that I offered, along with the
chairman of the Ethics Committee,
Chairwoman TUBBS JONES of Ohio, to
the Rules Committee was not made in
order under this closed rule.

The amendment that we offered
would simply set the funding levels for
the Ethics Committee at the level that
was requested by Chairwoman TUBBS
JONES and by me, the amount that we
jointly determined was necessary to ef-
fectively carry out the Ethics Commit-
tee’s responsibilities.

Regrettably, the budget we requested
was not provided by the House Admin-
istration Committee. Yesterday, the
Rules Committee refused to allow the
House to vote on whether the Ethics
Committee will have the resources it
needs to fully fund its responsibilities.

Mr. Speaker, the Ethics Committee
is responsible for two primary tasks:
one, educating, informing and advising
members and staff about their ethical
responsibilities pursuant to the House
rules; and, two, enforcing those rules
firmly and fairly without regard to
friendship, favor, or political party.

Two years ago in a bipartisan fash-
ion, I requested a substantial increase
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in funding to better fulfill these re-
sponsibilities, and I was pleased that 2
years ago the House Administration
Committee supported and approved the
full funding that was requested. How-
ever, as the Speaker and Members
know, the 110th Congress passed sig-
nificant changes to the House rules
that we are living under in this Con-
gress. Those rules require, Mr. Speak-
er, I want to repeat, require that our
committee take on additional respon-
sibilities that we haven’t had in the
past in areas of gift, private travel,
mandatory ethics training, and public
disclosure.

Our budget request this year, $6.11
million, and it is the lowest of any
standing committee in the House,
would provide the additional staff to
improve the quality of advice, author-
ize detailees from the Government Ac-
countability Office to help process pub-
lic disclosure office, increase ethics
training for Members and staff
throughout the country, and enhance
the communication of the new ethics
rules.

Mr. Speaker, we all recognize the
need to live under a tight budget. Yet
the budget requested by the Ethics
Committee for this Congress is not ar-
bitrary. It is the amount of funds need-
ed to do the work that we are asked to
do by a vote of the House. Limiting the
Ethics Committee budget limits the
Ethics Committee’s ability to do its
job. I do regret that this matter has
reached the House floor, and I know
that the chairwoman and I seek simply
to have the resources we need to serve
Members of this House and to uphold
the integrity of this institution.

I am committed to working hand in
hand with the chairwoman, and I know
that she is sincerely dedicated to car-
rying out the committee’s responsibil-
ities. For these reasons, Mr. Speaker, 1
must ask my colleagues to join me in
voting against the rule and against the
previous question so that the amend-
ment providing the Ethics Committee
the necessary funding can be consid-
ered by the full House.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume to enter into the RECORD a very
important piece of information which
has just come my way.

Printed in the New York Times this
morning: ‘‘Internal memorandums cir-
culated in the Alaskan division of the
Federal Fish and Wildlife Service ap-
pear to require government biologists
or other employees traveling in coun-
tries around the Arctic not to discuss
climate change, polar bears or sea ice
if they are not designated to do so.

“In December, the Bush administra-
tion, facing a deadline under a suit by
environmental groups, proposed listing
polar bears throughout their range as
threatened under the Endangered Spe-
cies Act because the warming climate
is causing a summertime retreat of sea
ice that the bears use for seal hunting.

“It remains unclear whether such a
listing will be issued. Over the past
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week, biologists and wildlife officials
received a cover note and two sample
memorandums to be used as a guide in
preparing travel requests. Under the
heading ‘Foreign Travel—New Require-
ment—Please Review and Comply, Im-
portance: High,’ the cover note said.”

O 1100

‘““‘Please be advised that all foreign
travel requests and any future travel
requests involving or potentially in-
volving climate change, sea ice and/or
polar bears will also require a memo-
randum from the regional director to
the director indicating who’ll be the of-
ficial spokesman on the trip and the
one responding to questions on these
issues, particularly polar bears.’

‘“The sample memorandums, de-
scribed as to be used in written travel
requests, indicate that the employees
seeking permission to travel ‘under-
stands the administration’s position on
climate change, polar bears, and sea
ice will not be speaking on or respond-
ing to these issues.’

‘‘Electronic copies of the memoran-
dums and cover note were forwarded to
The New York Times by Deborah Wil-
liams, an environmental campaigner in
Alaska and a former Interior Depart-
ment official in the Clinton adminis-
tration.

‘““‘This sure sounds like a Soviet-
style directive to me,” Ms. Williams
said.

“Limits on government scientists’
freedom to speak freely about climate
change became a heated issue last year
after news report showed that political
appointees at NASA had canceled jour-
nalists’ interview requests with -cli-
mate scientists and discouraged news
releases on global warming.”’

Mr. Speaker, if there was ever a time
for this Congress to take up global
warming, and if there was ever a ques-
tion that it was not the position of this
administration to ignore it, I hope this
puts it to rest.

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, let me
say, we are all concerned about global
warming. At this time, I would like to
yield 2 minutes to my very distin-
guished friend from Miami (Mr. LIN-
COLN DIAZ-BALART).

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
friend from California.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that our col-
leagues that may be watching this de-
bate realize what is being debated.
That is, that at the beginning of this
Congress, as we all know because we
voted on it, the Congress, pursuant to
the request of the new majority and
the Rules of the House, significantly
increased the responsibilities of the
Ethics Committee.

And yesterday, the distinguished
chairman of the Ethics Committee and
the distinguished ranking member
sought to have an amendment made in
order in this legislation before us
today, which is funding of the commit-
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tees, to sufficiently fund the Ethics
Committee, especially now that it has
new significant additional responsibil-
ities. That amendment was not made
in order.

So what we are saying is, let’s defeat
the previous question so that the Eth-
ics Committee, with all of its addi-
tional new responsibilities, can be
funded because you can’t have the
newspaper article saying, oh, we’re in-
creasing all these requirements, ethics
requirements, that are going to be su-
pervised and executed by the Ethics
Committee and then not fund the Eth-
ics Committee sufficiently.

That is what our distinguished
friends in the majority are doing. They
get the headlines, but then they don’t
want to fund the Ethics Committee
sufficiently so it can do its job cor-
rectly.

So what we are saying is, defeat the
previous question and let’s not support
this rule because we need to fund the
Ethics Committee sufficiently so it can
do its job.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am very
pleased to yield 2 minutes to my very
good friend from Dallas (Mr. SESSIONS),
a hardworking member of the Rules
Committee.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman from California
giving me time.

I rise in opposition to this closed rule
and to the unprecedented creation of a
new panel with no legislative jurisdic-
tion and no authority to take legisla-
tive action. Mr. Speaker, it is like
being air-dropped into this usually
noncontroversial resolution without
any committee oversight or consider-
ation being given.

The cost to the taxpayers for this
lopsided new committee to study the
serious issue of climate change but
that is not given the power by the
Democrat leadership of actually doing
anything; yet it costs $4 million.

This resolution also represents an in-
crease of 14.3 percent over last year’s
Congress, raising the funding levels for
these committees and staff salaries
from just over $250 million to just over
$291 million, one Congress to the next.

But with all of this new spending, the
Democrat majority cannot find a way
to adequately fund one of the most vo-
cally stated priorities, at least on the
campaign trail, the Ethics Committee.

This lack of funding is hindering the
committee’s struggle to untangle the
confusingly drafted new ethics package
passed by the new Democrat majority
and to provide the training mandated
by House Rules.

So, today, the American people can
see where the Democrats’ true prior-
ities lie, in crafting and creating an un-
funded mandate and leaving a cam-
paign promise unfilled, while spending
millions of taxpayer dollars on a new
panel that has no authority to do any-
thing.

Mr. Speaker, I do encourage all my
colleagues to hear the straight story,
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and I also encourage them to vote
against this rule and to defeat it.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire of the distinguished Chair of the
Committee on Rules how many speak-
ers she has remaining.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I have none. I am
ready to close.

Mr. DREIER. Would the gentle-
woman like to yield me some of the
time because we have got loads of peo-
ple here who want to talk?

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Go ahead and use
it any way you like.

Mr. DREIER. Well, I just wondered if
you wanted to give us some of your
time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I am not giving
you my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman reserves the balance of her
time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, in light of
that, I am very happy to yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Kiron,
Iowa (Mr. KING) who came before the
Rules Committee offering a very
thoughtful amendment last night, our
good friend.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for yielding, and
I am compelled to come to the floor
and stand up and speak in opposition
to this rule.

The rules package that came before
the floor of the House, an unamendable
rules package, was amended before it
came to the 109th, to the 110th Con-
gress, eliminating the requirement
that the Rules Committee and other
committee votes be published when
there is a recorded vote.

Yesterday, before the Rules Com-
mittee, I brought an amendment that
would require the Rules Committee to
print recorded votes if they were to re-
ceive any of the funding that is author-
ized. I got about a third of the way
through my presentation when I was
interrupted by the chair, and the point
was made that they have printed their
votes to this date. The argument was
made that since they have complied
with my amendment, then there is no
reason for my amendment, in fact, no
latitude for me to continue my debate
with regard to that and my presen-
tation.

So I rise in opposition to this rule be-
cause, first of all, we need to have sun-
light on everything we do, and a re-
quirement to provide to the public ac-
cess to recorded votes is something
that ought to be in the rule. It ought
not to be an option. If it is the practice
of the Rules Committee, then this
amendment codifies the practice of the
Rules Committee, and it should not re-
ceive objection, especially the vocif-
erous interruption objection.

I also object to the way I was treated
before the Rules Committee. I will
keep coming back regardless. I will not
be intimidated, and I intend to raise
the sunlight on everything we do in
this Congress. I want to see all of our
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work become available on the Internet,
in a searchable, sortable, downloadable
format. I want all the sunlight pos-
sible, so the bloggers can see, and I
would love to see television cameras up
before the Rules Committee as well,
Mr. Speaker. I think that will help the
decorum of the Rules Committee.

But I intend to come back. Like the
Governor from California, I will be
back.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate my friend from Iowa quoting Gov-
ernor Schwarzenneger. He can do it
any time.

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to yield 3
minutes to the distinguished former
Governor of the State of Delaware, the
gentleman from Wilmington (Mr. CAS-
TLE), who is back.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the distinguished gentleman from Cali-
fornia for yielding to me.

I rise today in opposition to the pre-
vious question for the committee fund-
ing resolution. The resolution at hand
underfunds our Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct, not compared
to previous years but in light of prob-
lems that exist and the education that
is needed.

At a time crucial to restoring Amer-
ica’s faith in our ability to govern our-
selves, the Rules Committee dismissed
an amendment offered by Chairwoman
STEPHANIE TUBBS JONES and Ranking
Member DoC HASTINGS which would
have allowed us to equip the Ethics
Committee with the resources nec-
essary for enacting meaningful reform.

Opposing this previous question will
enable the House to consider the
amendment to fully fund the Ethics
Committee, which I believe will actu-
ally save us money in the long run, and
I encourage my colleagues to allow us
to debate and support this important
amendment.

Mr. Speaker, some will say that the
increase to the Ethics Committee is al-
ready substantial. To those Members, 1
would like to remind them that when
making their request, the chairwoman
and ranking member took into consid-
eration the past problems and the re-
cent changes to our rules, and deter-
mined the staffing and resources nec-
essary to provide training, oversight
and interpretation of those rules to
this body.

We have rightfully tightened our
travel rules, requiring preapproval; fi-
nally banned travel on corporate jets;
and we have enacted specific restric-
tions on accepting food and drinks at
briefings, and T-shirts or books from
organizations or constituents. Some
are allowed, and some are not.

Mr. Speaker, more than a memo is
needed to convey these guidelines.
Members and staff should already be
receiving training on the Rules gov-
erning the 110th Congress. Instead, we
are beginning the month of March, and
it is unclear even when the training
could be available.

On top of the new rules already
adopted, there is more to be done, in
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my opinion. We need to have a perma-
nent and professional committee staff,
and we need to expand ethics training
to lobbyists.

How can we expect the committee to
exercise duties of even the most min-
imum oversight and investigations
with a budget that does not meet the
stated needs of the chairwoman and
the ranking member of that com-
mittee?

As elected representatives, we come
to Congress with the trust of those we
represent. The poor decisions of a few
have dishonored this great body and
have challenged the faith Americans
deserve to have in each of us. Enforcing
high standards of ethics and civility
may seem to be the responsibility of
the majority party, but they are, in
fact, essential within every one of us
elected to hold the public trust.

Mr. Speaker, I encourage my col-
leagues to oppose this previous ques-
tion to allow consideration of this
amendment.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
continue to reserve my time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am
happy to yield 3% minutes to a
thoughtful former member of the Com-
mittee on Rules, the gentleman from
Moore, Oklahoma, (Mr. COLE).

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to speak
against the rule and the underlying bill
as it is currently written. Frankly, my
concerns are not about the global
warming issue. It is about the ethics
issue.

As a former member of the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct, I understand and appreciate the
tremendously difficult job that we ask
the staff and the members of that com-
mittee to face on a daily basis. It is
common knowledge in this body that
no one wants to serve on the Ethics
Committee. It is a responsibility that
no one seeks but, frankly, must be han-
dled.

I think, frankly, everyone under-
stands that there have been ethical
lapses by some of our colleagues in the
last few years. That committee has
dealt with those lapses as best it could,
handling a workload that is unpredict-
able, and it is by its very nature highly
charged and occasionally and unfortu-
nately partisan.

To do that job, the last Congress in-
creased the funding for the committee
by approximately 40 percent. Even that
was probably not enough to handle the
job which had been given to us by the
House, but it is certainly not enough to
deal with the new responsibilities that
the majority has chosen to extend to
that committee.

The majority party ran on a platform
of ethics and made it a major issue in
the last campaign, and frankly, it
passed with strong, bipartisan support
an ethics package as the very first act
that calls, again, on Members to do
more in the committee to supervise
and do more.
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Now the majority party is actually
refusing to do what they promised;
that is, they are refusing to fund the 41
percent increase in the underlying leg-
islation that their own chairman of the
Ethics Committee and the ranking
member have jointly requested.

We have been able to find millions of
dollars to fund the global warming ef-
fort, a select committee, a committee,
frankly, that has no duties, no respon-
sibilities, no legislative priorities, but
it is an important committee, and I
recognize the importance of looking at
that extremely important issue. At the
same time, we will not fund a com-
mittee that already has the smallest
budget of any standing committee,
whose responsibilities we have mag-
nified, compounded and increased
greatly.

My colleagues on the other side of
the aisle again made ethics a major
issue in the last campaign, and frank-
ly, they have threatened to make it a
major issue in the next campaign. Fair
enough. I think everybody should be
scrutinized that is privileged to serve
in this body, but if you are going to do
that, you have to give the committee
the financial resources to do the job
that it is charged to do, and frankly,
you have to provide the Members of
this body with the services that they
need to avoid inadvertently breaking
the rules and becoming the target for
political cheap shots, whether they are
launched by one side or the other.

It is simply irresponsible to the
Members of this body. I am not sur-
prised that our friends on the other
side of the aisle do not want to yield us
some more time to talk about this sim-
ply because they are in an indefensible
position.

Do the right thing: Vote against this
hollow rule and give the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct the fund-
ing it needs to get its job done.
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Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 6 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman who chairs the Ethics Com-
mittee, the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Mrs. JONES).

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Madam Chair-
woman, thank you for the time.

Mr. Speaker, to my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle, I was actually in
a Ways and Means hearing on waste,
fraud and abuse in Medicare, and all of
a sudden, someone called and said,
they’re using your name, they’re using
your name, they’re using your name.
So I turned on the television to see
what was going on, and I was forced to
come to the floor.

First of all, let me say that I feel like
I am blessed to have the opportunity to
chair the Ethics Committee of the U.S.
Congress. I come from Cleveland, Ohio.
My father carried bags for 40 years for
United Airlines, and my mother was a
factory worker. To have the oppor-
tunity to sit in this seat, the seat that
my predecessor, the honorable Con-
gressman Louis Stokes, held for so
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many years is indeed an honor and an
opportunity.

I am so pleased to have an oppor-
tunity to work with the committee of
men and women who want to do the job
of chairing and overseeing the HEthics
Committee. I want you to know that
Doc HASTINGS and I have worked to-
gether for the past 5 or 6 years on eth-
ics, and we will continue to work dili-
gently on behalf of the Members of
Congress, the people of the United
States, because it is through our re-
sponsibilities that we will be able to
help people to understand how great
the Members of the U.S. Congress are
and how great we are at doing our job
and taking our responsibilities seri-
ously.

I come to the floor reluctantly. I did,
in fact, sponsor an amendment with
Doc HASTINGS and both of us, in fact,
believe that the Ethics Committee
could use additional dollars; but I am
not going to be used. I am not going to
allow the process of a bill with regard
to other issues to hold up the dollars
that are available to other committees.
We understand we operate within a
framework of having only so much
money.

It was not the Rules Committee that
had the responsibilities of granting ad-
ditional dollars. It was the previous
committee that previously said on a bi-
partisan basis, we are not going to give
you any more money. So here comes
the Rules Committee. We lost in the
Rules Committee. I am a big girl, I lost
that money, but it doesn’t mean I am
not going to do my job.

Let me finish. Then you can jump up,
and, Mr. DREIER, I will, in fact, yield
you some of my time. I guarantee you
that there may be another mechanism
or another vehicle for us to be able to
provide the support to the Ethics Com-
mittee.

Understand, we are going to do our
job. We are going to do our job, and I
am not going to be used or my amend-
ment to allow anyone to say we can’t
do our job. Guaranteed, I wouldn’t have
taken the job. NANCY PELOSI said I was
tough and smart. I am both of those.
Doc Hastings is tough, and he is smart.
We will do our job.

I thank you for elevating the Ethics
Committee to a level where people
think that we ought to have another
opportunity.

I am so happy to see the majority
leader on the floor. We are both from
Ohio. In fact, I am going to yield you
some of my time. Come on, baby, let’s
talk. Let’s interact.

Mr. BOEHNER. Would the gentlelady
yield?

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Absolutely.

Mr. BOEHNER. I appreciate the
gentlelady yielding.
Mr. Speaker, my colleague, the

gentlelady from Ohio, knows I have
deep respect for her and the other
members of the Ethics Committee and
Mr. HASTINGS. They do a good job on
behalf of our Members, and it is thank-
ful from the Members, but it is a very
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unwelcome job that you have; and we
do appreciate your work.

With what the House did in early
January, in terms of adopting a new
ethics package, it is clear that the re-
sponsibility of the Ethics Committee
has expanded significantly. Members
supported that, and I think it is long
overdue.

Now, we all know, and I am not going
to talk about the amendment that was
offered last night, but there is insuffi-
cient money in the budget for the Eth-
ics Committee to do what we have
charged them with doing.

Now, we do this with Federal agen-
cies all the time and can look the other
way. If we want Members to abide by
the rules that we have adopted, we
have to have an Ethics Committee that
can provide services to those Members
so they understand the rules, they un-
derstand the limits, what they can and
can’t do. The concern that we have is
that because there is insufficient
money for the Ethics Committee in
this resolution that Members are going
to be charged with living under new
rules and not having the service com-
ponent necessary from the Ethics Com-
mittee to carry out our job.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. BOEHNER,
thank you very much, all of you. But
let’s find a forum to address this issue
other than in this process. I guarantee
you that our leadership can sit down
and work this out. I'm not going to be
used. I’'m telling you, the Ethics Com-
mittee has to stand on its own. We are
not going to be in this process. Let’s
find a way. There is a vehicle by which
we can work on giving the Ethics Com-
mittee the money that they need with-
out being caught up in this process.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Absolutely.

Mr. DREIER. I thank my friend for
yielding.

First, let me say I have utmost re-
spect for both Ohioans, Mr. BOEHNER
and Mrs. JONES, as well as the ranking
member of the Ethics Committee, Mr.
HASTINGS.

Mr. Speaker, on the opening day, we
did, in fact, establish unprecedented
ethics rules. Since that time, we have
continued to hear complaints from
Members about the lack of ability for
the Committee on Standards to provide
Members with information that is
needed.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. DREIER, I
take my time back. You can continue
to make those comments if you want
to, but I guarantee you that the Mem-
bers who needed to get information by
a certain date got their information.
You are not going to use my com-
mittee on the floor to be a battling
horse for anybody. I tell you, I will live
within the dollars I get. I want more.
Get them for me.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, we are
trying to get the resources necessary.

With that, I am happy to yield 4 min-
utes to my very good friend, my Cali-
fornia colleague who serves on the
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House Administration Committee, Mr.
LUNGREN.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing.

Mr. Speaker, at the time that the
Ethics Committee came before our
committee for their funding, I inquired
as to what they needed, because I was
concerned about the insufficiency of
funds for that committee per the direc-
tions we had received from the leader-
ship as to what we could actually give
them.

So during that presentation before
our committee, the distinguished
chairwoman of the committee said
these words regarding her request:
“These positions,” that is the positions
that will be funded by their additional
money request, ‘‘are needed to satisfy
the mandates of the House Ethics Com-
mittee.”” She continued: ‘“‘Importantly,
the figures presented today represent
the collaborative efforts of my ranking
member, Representative Doc HASTINGS,
and I to advance,” again, quoting her,
‘“‘the past needs of the committee and
the current mandates of the House eth-
ics rules.”

That’s the nub of this whole debate.
That is why we ask that this rule be
voted down and that we will be allowed
to have an amendment dealing specifi-
cally with funding for the Ethics Com-
mittee.

We have to understand, ‘‘additional
mandates,” those are the words from
the chairperson of the committee, cur-
rent mandates of the House ethics
rules. I am just asking Members on
both sides of the aisle to think about
this. We have said that we are going to
be the most ethical Congress in his-
tory. We have adopted new rules that
mandate new concerns with specificity
as to conduct by Members and their
staff.

One of the enforcing mechanisms is
guidance to be given to us by that very
Ethics Committee. Therefore, we have
imposed additional obligations, addi-
tional work on that committee; and
yet we are not giving them the addi-
tional resources.

Now, if I were a corporation having
received the new mandate under Sar-
banes-Oxley, and the first thing I told
my employees and my shareholders is,
I am not going to beef up our lawyers,
I am not going to beef up our account-
ants to give us advice as to what we
should do under the law, the share-
holders would probably throw me out
of my position because I would not be
doing the job that is necessary.

We on this floor in these committees
have two shareholders. We have our
peers, that is the other Members to
whom we owe a responsibilities to give
them that which they need to ensure
that they follow those rules, and we
have an obligation to our ultimate
shareholders, the taxpayers of Amer-
ica, our constituents, who expect us to
put our money where our mouth is to
expect us to live up to our promises.
May I just say, I thank the committee
for the work they did.
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I had to make a specific request of
the committee about a particular trip I
was going on to visit a friend that I
have known for 40-some years, before
our last break, and I received oral as-
surance from the committee that it
was appropriate. But, technically, I
was supposed to receive written assur-
ance, and I received that a week after
the visit.

Now, it turned out my wife slipped on
the ice and we were not able to go on
the visit, so I have to write a letter to
the committee to make it clear I didn’t
do that, and that is why it will not be
in my report at the end of the year.
But the fact of the matter is, those
technical violations that could occur
because we don’t give them enough in
the way of personnel can come back to
haunt us as individual Members, but,
more importantly, to undercut, under-
cut the confidence the American people
have in this place that we are ethical.

All T am saying is, we can save
money in a number of different places;
but we ought not to skimp on this par-
ticular issue, this particular com-
mittee.

Therefore, I would ask Members to
vote down this rule so we can have this
simple amendment brought forward.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire of the distinguished Chair of the
Committee on Rules how many speak-
ers she has remaining.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, how
much time do we have remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California has 2 minutes
remaining, and the gentlewoman from
New York has 11 minutes remaining.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, obviously there has
been a great deal of thought and talk,
and it has been understandable about
the issue of ethics and lobbying reform.
Last year, Speaker HASTERT and I ini-
tiated a package that we passed
through the House but, unfortunately,
we were not able to come to an agree-
ment in the Senate. On the opening
day, 430 Members voted to put into
place unprecedented ethics reform, un-
precedented ethics reform.

Why? Because the American people
know we should be held to the highest
possible standards. Now, there is an ex-
pression that I think is a very impor-
tant one, and that is ‘“‘put your money
where your mouth is.” Now the very
distinguished Chair of the committee
on ethics, my good friend Mrs. JONES,
talked about the fact that she wants to
address this as concerns come forward.

Mr. Speaker, this is the committee
funding measure that we are bringing
to the floor. We are doing some other
things to it, self-executing establish-
ment of a committee, but we are pro-
viding for that committee that will
have no legislative authority whatso-
ever, $3.7 million. All we are asking,
Mr. Speaker, is that we have a chance,
a chance to debate the issue of funding
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for the Ethics Committee here on the
floor.

That is why I am going to urge my
colleagues to vote ‘‘no”’ on the previous
question. Why? Because while this new
committee that will have no legislative
authority whatsoever will receive $3.7
million, we are simply asking for what
is being denied, and that is a chance for
$1 million to be provided so that our
Members will not be facing the week-
end situation that Mr. LUNGREN just
described where he sent a letter to the
Ethics Committee, asked for a response
about going on a trip, and he didn’t re-
ceive approval until a week after the
trip was to take place.

Mrs. JONES and Mr. HASTINGS came
before the House Administration Com-
mittee and made this request for addi-
tional funding; and Mr. HASTINGS, rep-
resenting Mrs. JONES before the Rules
Committee, asked that this amend-
ment be made in order.

Mr. Speaker, any Member who votes
for the previous question is denying
this institution the opportunity to con-
sider implementing the resources that
are necessary to hold us to the highest
possible ethical standards. Vote ‘‘no”
on the previous question.

AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 219 OFFERED BY REP.
DREIER OF CALIFORNIA

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing:

Sec. 2. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this resolution, after conclusion of
the time for debate on the resolution it shall
be in order without intervention of any point
of order to consider the amendment in sec-
tion 3, if offered by Mr. Hastings of Wash-
ington or his designee. The amendment shall
be considered as read, shall be separately de-
batable for one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an opponent,
and shall not be subject to amendment or de-
mand for division of the question.

Sec. 3. The amendment referred to in sec-
tion 2 is as follows:

In section 1l(b), strike ‘“Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct, $4,994,181;”
and insert ‘““‘Committee on Standards of Offi-
cial Conduct, $6,119,301;".

In section 2(b), strike ‘“Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct, $2,460,915;”
and insert ““Committee on Standards of Offi-
cial Conduct, $2,996,561;"".

In section 3(b), strike ‘“Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct, $2,533,266;
and insert ‘““Committee on Standards of Offi-
cial Conduct, $3,122,740;"".

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
just have one statement to say, that it
is not the job of the Rules Committee
to change the amounts of money given
to various committees by House ad-
ministration. Frankly, I am sorry Mr.
LUNGREN missed his trip, and I do know
the Ethics Committee is going to be
very busy. We have been reading about
it.
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I want to say the same thing Mrs.
TUBBS JONES said: our leadership is not
going to let it go without the money
that it requires.

I urge a ‘‘yes’” vote on the rule and
on the previous question.
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Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to clause 9 of rule XX, the
Chair will reduce to 5 minutes the min-
imum time for any electronic vote on
the question of adoption of the resolu-
tion.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 228, nays
195, not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 127]

Evi-

YEAS—228
Abercrombie Emanuel Marshall
Ackerman Engel Matheson
Allen Eshoo Matsui
Altmire Etheridge McCarthy (NY)
Andrews Farr McGovern
Arcuri Fattah McIntyre
Baca Filner McNerney
Baird Frank (MA) McNulty
Baldwin Giffords Meehan
Bean Gillibrand Meek (FL)
Becerra Gonzalez Meeks (NY)
Berkley Gordon Melancon
Berman Green, Al Michaud
Berry Green, Gene Millender-
Bishop (GA) Grijalva McDonald
Bishop (NY) Gutierrez Miller (NC)
Blumenauer Hall (NY) Miller, George
Boren Hare Mitchell
Boswell Harman Mollohan
Boucher Hastings (FL) Moore (KS)
Boyd (FL) Herseth Moore (WI)
Boyda (KS) Higgins Moran (VA)
Brady (PA) Hill Murphy (CT)
Braley (IA) Hinchey Murphy, Patrick
Brown, Corrine Hinojosa Murtha
Butterfield Hirono Nadler
Capps Hodes Napolitano
Capuano Holden Neal (MA)
Cardoza Holt Oberstar
Carnahan Honda Obey
Carney Hooley Olver
Carson Hoyer Ortiz
Castor Inslee Pallone
Chandler Israel Pascrell
Clarke Jackson (IL) Pastor
Clay Jackson-Lee Payne
Cleaver (TX) Perlmutter
Clyburn Jefferson Peterson (MN)
Cohen Johnson (GA) Pomeroy
Conyers Johnson, E. B. Price (NC)
Cooper Jones (OH) Rahall
Costa Kagen Rangel
Costello Kaptur Reichert
Courtney Kennedy Reyes
Cramer Kildee Rodriguez
Crowley Kilpatrick Ross
Cuellar Kind Rothman
Cummings Klein (FL) Roybal-Allard
Davis (AL) Kucinich Ruppersberger
Davis (CA) Lampson Rush
Davis (IL) Langevin Ryan (OH)
Davis, Lincoln Lantos Salazar
DeFazio Larsen (WA) Sanchez, Linda
DeGette Lee T.
Delahunt Levin Sanchez, Loretta
DeLauro Lewis (GA) Sarbanes
Dicks Lipinski Schakowsky
Dingell Loebsack Schiff
Doggett Lofgren, Zoe Schwartz
Donnelly Lowey Scott (GA)
Doyle Lynch Scott (VA)
Edwards Mahoney (FL) Serrano
Ellison Maloney (NY) Sestak
Ellsworth Markey Shea-Porter
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Sherman Tauscher Waters
Shuler Taylor Watson
Sires Thompson (CA) Watt
Skelton Thompson (MS) Waxman
Slaughter Tierney Weiner
Smith (WA) Towns Welch (VT)
Snyder Udall (CO) Wexler
Solis Udall (NM) X
Space Van Hollen guson (OH)
. oolsey
Spratt Velazquez
; Wu
Stark Visclosky
Stupak Walz (MN) Wynn
Sutton Wasserman Yarmuth
Tanner Schultz
NAYS—195
Aderholt Frelinghuysen Murphy, Tim
Akin Gallegly Musgrave
Alexander Garrett (NJ) Myrick
Bachmann Gerlach Neugebauer
Bachus Gilchrest Nunes
Baker Gillmor Paul
Barrett (SC) Gingrey Pearce
Barrow Gohmert Peterson (PA)
Bartlett (MD) Goode Petri
Barton (TX) Goodlatte Pickering
Biggert Granger Platts
Bilbray Graves Poe
Bilirakis Hall (TX) Porter
Bishop (UT) Hastert Price (GA)
Blackburn Hastings (WA) Pryce (OH)
Blunt Hayes Putnam
Boehner Heller Ramstad
Bonner Hensarling Regula
Boozman Herger Rehberg
Boustany Hobson Renzi
Brady (TX) Hoekstra Reynolds
Brown (SC) Hulshof Rogers (AL)
Brown-Waite, Hunter Rogers (KY)
Ginny Inglis (SC) Rogers (MI)
Buchanan Issa Rohrabacher
Burgess Jindal Ros-Lehtinen
Burton (IN) Johnson (IL) Roskam
Buyer Johnson, Sam Royce
Calvert Jones (NC) Ryan (WI)
Campbell (CA) Jordan Sali
Cannon Keller Saxton
Cantor King (IA) Schmidt
Capito King (NY) Sensenbrenner
Carter Kingston Sessions
Castle Kirk Shadegg
Chabot Kline (MN) Shays
Coble Knollenberg Shimkus
Cole (OK) Kuhl (NY) Shuster
Conaway LaHood Simpson
Crenshaw Lamborn Smith (NE)
Cubin Latham Smith (NJ)
Culberson LaTourette Smith (TX)
Davis (KY) Lewis (CA) Souder
Davis, David Lewis (KY) Stearns
Davis, Tom Linder Sullivan
Deal (GA) LoBiondo Tancredo
Dent Lucas Terry
Diaz-Balart, L. Lungren, Daniel =~ Thornberry
Diaz-Balart, M. E. Tiahrt
Doolittle Mack Tiberi
Drake Manzullo Turner
Dreier Marchant Upton
Duncan McCarthy (CA) Walberg
Ehlers McCaul (TX) Walden (OR)
Emerson McCotter Walsh (NY)
English (PA) McCrery Wamp
Everett McHenry Weldon (FL)
Fallin McHugh Weller
Feeney McKeon Westmoreland
Ferguson McMorris Whitfield
Flake Rodgers Wicker
Forbes Mica Wilson (NM)
Fortenberry Miller (FL) Wilson (SC)
Fossella Miller (MI) Wolf
Foxx Miller, Gary Young (AK)
Franks (AZ) Moran (KS) Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—10

Bono Larson (CT) Pitts
Camp (MI) McCollum (MN) Radanovich
Davis, Jo Ann McDermott
Kanjorski Pence
0O 1157

Messrs. PETRI, SULLIVAN, TIAHRT
and BARTON of Texas changed their
vote from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”

So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The
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Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD. Mr.
Speaker, pursuant to the rule pre-
viously adopted, I call up the resolu-
tion (H. Res. 202) providing for the ex-
penses of certain committees of the
House of Representatives in the One
Hundred Tenth Congress, and ask for
its immediate consideration in the
House.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The text of the resolution is as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 202

Resolved,

SECTION 1. COMMITTEE EXPENSES FOR THE ONE
HUNDRED TENTH CONGRESS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—With respect to the One
Hundred Tenth Congress, there shall be paid
out of the applicable accounts of the House
of Representatives, in accordance with this
primary expense resolution, not more than
the amount specified in subsection (b) for the
expenses (including the expenses of all staff
salaries) of each committee named in such
subsection.

(b) COMMITTEES AND AMOUNTS.—The com-
mittees and amounts referred to in sub-
section (a) are: Committee on Agriculture,
$12,398,755; Committee on Armed Services,
$15,469,004; Committee on the Budget,
$12,026,478; Committee on Education and
Labor, $16,334,250; Committee on Energy and
Commerce, $25,874,614; Committee on Finan-
cial Services, $16,575,710; Committee on For-
eign Affairs, $17,953,805; Committee on Home-
land Security, $16,511,877; Committee on
House Administration, $10,214,461; Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence,
$10,409,000; Committee on the Judiciary,
$16,657,587; Committee on Natural Resources,
$15,581,951; Committee on Oversight and Gov-
ernment Reform, $22,876,214; Committee on
Rules, $6,781,540; Committee on Science and
Technology, $13,209,820; Committee on Small
Business, $6,257,410; Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct, $6,119,301; Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure,
$19,724,511.24; Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs, $6,933,319.44; and Committee on Ways
and Means, $20,059,513.60.

SEC. 2. FIRST SESSION LIMITATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the amount provided
for in section 1 for each committee named in
subsection (b), not more than the amount
specified in such subsection shall be avail-
able for expenses incurred during the period
beginning at noon on January 3, 2007, and
ending immediately before noon on January
3, 2008.

(b) COMMITTEES AND AMOUNTS.—The com-
mittees and amounts referred to in sub-
section (a) are: Committee on Agriculture,
$5,954,462; Committee on Armed Services,
$6,883,959; Committee on the Budget,
$6,013,239; Committee on Education and
Labor, $8,025,500; Committee on Energy and
Commerce, $11,013,668; Committee on Finan-
cial Services, $8,029,5617; Committee on For-
eign Affairs, $8,762,228; Committee on Home-
land Security, $8,132,028; Committee on
House Administration, $5,033,242; Permanent
Select Committee on Intelligence, $5,077,000;
Committee on the Judiciary, $8,165,484; Com-
mittee on Natural Resources, $7,638,213; Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form, $10,790,667;, Committee on Rules,
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$3,357,198; Committee on Science and Tech-
nology, $6,475,402; Committee on Small Busi-
ness, $3,009,086; Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct, $2,996,561; Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure,
$9,528,749.39; Committee on Veterans’ Affairs,
$3,398,686; and Committee on Ways and
Means, $9,785,128.60.

SEC. 3. SECOND SESSION LIMITATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the amount provided
for in section 1 for each committee named in
subsection (b), not more than the amount
specified in such subsection shall be avail-
able for expenses incurred during the period
beginning at noon on January 3, 2008, and
ending immediately before noon on January
3, 2009.

(b) COMMITTEES AND AMOUNTS.—The com-
mittees and amounts referred to in sub-
section (a) are: Committee on Agriculture,
$6,444,293; Committee on Armed Services,
$8,685,045; Committee on the Budget,
$6,013,239; Committee on Education and
Labor, $8,308,750; Committee on Energy and
Commerce, $14,860,946; Committee on Finan-
cial Services, $8,546,193; Committee on For-
eign Affairs, $9,191,577; Committee on Home-
land Security, $8,379,849; Committee on
House Administration, $5,181,219; Permanent
Select Committee on Intelligence, $5,332,000;
Committee on the Judiciary, $8,492,103; Com-
mittee on Natural Resources, $7,943,738; Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form, $12,085,547; Committee on Rules,
$3,424,342; Committee on Science and Tech-
nology, $6,734,418; Committee on Small Busi-
ness, $3,248,324; Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct, $3,122,740; Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure,
$10,195,761.85; Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs, $3,5634,633.44; and Committee on Ways
and Means, $10,274,385.

SEC. 4. VOUCHERS.

Payments under this resolution shall be
made on vouchers authorized by the com-
mittee involved, signed by the chairman of
such committee, and approved in the manner
directed by the Committee on House Admin-
istration.

SEC. 5. REGULATIONS.

Amounts made available under this resolu-
tion shall be expended in accordance with
regulations prescribed by the Committee on
House Administration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 219, the
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the resolution, modi-
fied by the amendment printed in
House Report 110-34, is adopted and the
resolution, as amended, is considered
read.

The text of the resolution, as amend-
ed, is as follows:

H. RES. 202

Resolved,

SECTION 1. COMMITTEE EXPENSES FOR THE ONE
HUNDRED TENTH CONGRESS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—With respect to the One
Hundred Tenth Congress, there shall be paid
out of the applicable accounts of the House of
Representatives, in accordance with this pri-
mary expense resolution, mot more than the
amount specified in subsection (b) for the ex-
penses (including the expenses of all staff sala-
ries) of each committee named in such sub-
section.

(b) COMMITTEES AND AMOUNTS.—The com-
mittees and amounts referred to in subsection
(a) are: Committee on Agriculture, $11,995,306;
Committee on Armed Services, $14,618,946; Com-
mittee on the Budget, 312,520,064, Committee on
Education and Labor, $16,213,840; Committee on
Energy and Commerce, $21,056,249; Committee
on Financial Services, $16,189,138; Committee on
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Foreign Affairs, 317,391,504, Committee on
Homeland Security, $16,448,403; Committee on
House Administration, $10,214,461; Permanent
Select Committee on Intelligence, $10,467,084;
Committee on the Judiciary, 316,347,324, Com-
mittee on Natural Resources, $15,288,192; Com-
mittee on Owversight and Government Reform,

$21,602,950; Committee on Rules, $6,852,908;
Committee on  Science and Technology,
$12,963,775; Committee on Small Business,

$5,965,945; Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct, $4,994,181; Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, 3$19,261,795; Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs, $7,076,347; and
Committee on Ways and Means, $19,040,609.

SEC. 2. FIRST SESSION LIMITATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the amount provided
for in section 1 for each committee named in
subsection (b), not more than the amount speci-
fied in such subsection shall be available for ex-
penses incurred during the period beginning at
noon on January 3, 2007, and ending imme-
diately before noon on January 3, 2008.

(b) COMMITTEES AND AMOUNTS.—The com-
mittees and amounts referred to in subsection
(a) are: Committee on Agriculture, $5,910,765;
Committee on Armed Services, $7,203,581; Com-
mittee on the Budget, $6,169,343; Committee on
Education and Labor, $7,989,475; Committee on
Energy and Commerce, $10,375,603; Committee
on Financial Services, $7,977,303; Committee on
Foreign Affairs, $8,569,776; Committee on Home-
land Security, $8,105,057; Committee on House
Administration, $5,033,242; Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence, $5,157,724; Committee
on the Judiciary, $8,055,250; Committee on Nat-
ural Resources, $7,533,355; Committee on Owver-
sight and Government Reform, $10,644,994; Com-
mittee on Rules, $3,376,815; Committee on
Science and Technology, $6,387,984;, Committee
on Small Business, $2,939,758; Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct, $2,460,915; Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure,
$9,491,374; Committee on Veterans’ Affairs,
$3,486,916; and Committee on Ways and Means,
39,382,384.

SEC. 3. SECOND SESSION LIMITATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the amount provided
for in section 1 for each committee named in
subsection (b), not more than the amount speci-
fied in such subsection shall be available for ex-
penses incurred during the period beginning at
noon on January 3, 2008, and ending imme-
diately before noon on January 3, 2009.

(b) COMMITTEES AND AMOUNTS.—The com-
mittees and amounts referred to in subsection
(a) are: Committee on Agriculture, $6,084,541;
Committee on Armed Services, $7,415,366; Com-
mittee on the Budget, $6,350,721; Committee on
Education and Labor, $8,224,365; Committee on
Energy and Commerce, $10,680,646;, Committee
on Financial Services, $8,211,835; Committee on
Foreign Affairs, 38,821,728, Committee on Home-
land Security, $8,343,346; Committee on House
Administration, $5,181,219; Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence, $5,309,361; Committee
on the Judiciary, $8,292,074; Committee on Nat-
ural Resources, $7,754,836; Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform, $10,957,956; Com-
mittee on Rules, $3,476,093; Committee on
Science and Technology, $6,575,791;, Committee
on Small Business, $3,026,187; Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct, $2,533,266; Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure,
$9,770,421; Committee on Veterans’ Affairs,
$3,589,431; and Committee on Ways and Means,
39,658,226
SEC. 4. CREATION OF SELECT COMMITTEE ON EN-

ERGY INDEPENDENCE AND GLOBAL
WARMING.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is hereby estab-
lished a Select Committee on Energy Independ-
ence and Global Warming (hereinafter in this
section referred to as the ‘‘select committee’’).

(b) COMPOSITION.—The select committee shall
be composed of 15 members appointed by the
Speaker, of whom 6 shall be appointed on the
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recommendation of the Minority Leader. The
Speaker shall designate one member of the select
committee as its chairman. A vacancy in the
membership of the select committee shall be
filled in the same manner as the original ap-
pointment.

(c) JURISDICTION.—The select committee shall
not have legislative jurisdiction and shall have
no authority to take legislative action on any
bill or resolution. Its sole authority shall be to
investigate, study, make findings, and develop
recommendations on policies, strategies, tech-
nologies and other innovations, intended to re-
duce the dependence of the United States on
foreign sources of energy and achieve substan-
tial and permanent reductions in emissions and
other activities that contribute to climate
change and global warming.

(d) PROCEDURE.—(1) Except as specified in
paragraph (2), the select committee shall have
the authorities and responsibilities of, and shall
be subject to the same limitations and restric-
tions as, a standing committee of the House, and
shall be deemed a committee of the House for all
purposes of law or rule.

(2)(A) Rules X and XI of the Rules of the
House of Representatives shall apply to the se-
lect committee where not inconsistent with this
resolution.

(B) Service on the select committee shall not
count against the limitations in clause 5(b)(2) of
rule X.

(e) FUNDING.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—There shall be paid out of
the applicable accounts of the House of Rep-
resentatives not more than $3,725,467 for the ex-
penses (including the expenses of all staff sala-
ries) of the select committee.

(2) LIMITATIONS.—Of the amount provided for
in paragraph (1) for the select committee—

(A4) not more than 31,666,667 shall be available
for expenses incurred during the period begin-
ning at noon on March 1, 2007, and ending im-
mediately before noon on January 3, 2008; and

(B) not more than $2,058,800 shall be available
for expenses incurred during the period begin-
ning at noon on January 3, 2008, and ending im-
mediately before midnight on January 1, 2009.

(f) REPORTING.—The select committee may re-
port to the House from time to time the results
of its investigations and studies, together with
such detailed findings and recommendations as
it may deem advisable. All such reports shall be
submitted to the House by October 31, 2008.

(9) DISSOLUTION AND WINDUP OF AFFAIRS.—
The select committee shall cease to exist on De-
cember 31, 2008.

(h) DISPOSITION OF RECORDS.—Upon dissolu-
tion of the select committee, its records shall be-
come records of such standing committee or com-
mittees as the Speaker may designate.

SEC. 5. VOUCHERS.

Payments under this resolution shall be
made on vouchers authorized by the committee
involved, signed by the chairman of such com-
mittee, and approved in the manner directed by
the Committee on House Administration.

SEC. 6. REGULATIONS.

Amounts made available under this resolu-
tion shall be expended in accordance with regu-
lations prescribed by the Committee on House
Administration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD) and the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. EHLERS)
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California.

Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

I would like to thank the ranking
member, Mr. EHLERS, and all of the
members on the Committee on House
Administration for their assistance in
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meeting a very tight schedule. We have
been able to perform what normally
takes many months in a much shorter
time period. Unfortunately, that neces-
sitated some quick decisions, which we
would all have preferred more time to
make.

I would also like to thank the Chairs
and the ranking members of the com-
mittees for meeting the deadline that I
set forth. I know that there were con-
cerns about foreshortening the process,
but this resolution will provide for op-
erating certainty.

The committee’s recommendations
are driven by the amount of funds
available to be allocated to the com-
mittees. The continuing resolution, the
CR, funding all government operations
contained a very modest amount for
committees, and it is the CR funds
which my committee had to work with.

All committees which testified were
treated in exactly the same way. At
our hearing, the first question of each
committee was, Is the minority satis-
fied with the allocation of funds for its
operations? Almost without exception,
Mr. Speaker, the minority expressed
satisfaction. Even when there was ini-
tial disagreement, the chairman and
ranking member found common ground
before the House Administration mark-
up.

This committee recognizes that each
standing committee carefully assessed
its anticipated workload and requested
all of its sums it considered necessary
to discharge its responsibilities. Unfor-
tunately, when the 109th Congress ad-
journed, the fiscal 2007 appropriations
process was unfinished. That led to the
CR, which greatly limited this commit-
tee’s options in the authorization proc-
ess for the 110th Congress. And with se-
verely limited resources, my com-
mittee was able to recommend across-
the-board inflationary adjustments of
2.6 percent for 2007, and 2.94 percent for
2008. Without additional appropria-
tions, no further adjustments were pos-
sible.

My committee’s amendment in the
nature of a substitute authorizes
$280,234,490 for the entire 110th Con-
gress, and that includes funding for the
select committee just added by the
rule.

The committee believes that the
Chairs and ranking members will shep-
herd their resources carefully and de-
spite the approximately $1 million
shortfall will still be able to fulfill
their responsibilities to the House. The
lone panel to receive a supplemental
amount was the Armed Services Com-
mittee, which bears an exceptionally
heavy burden and must be considered a
special case.

The war in Iraq has taken the lives of
more than 3,000 American service per-
sonnel, wounded tens of thousands
more, and consumed hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars over the last 4 years.
The Armed Services Committee has an
enormous responsibility going forward
and must have the resources with
which to oversee America’s military
policy in Iraq and around the world.
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Given the gravity of Armed Services’
task, House Administration rec-
ommended an additional increase of
$500,000 for 2007. While appropriations
for 2008 have yet to be enacted, the
committee’s amendment reflects the
best assessment by the appropriators
and by the House financial managers of
the amount that will be available to
support committees during the second
session.

Committee workloads increase dur-
ing the second session of any Congress,
and I expect this pattern to continue as
committees engage in the critical leg-
islative and oversight work which the
American people voted for last Novem-
ber.

As I indicated earlier, every effort
was made to ensure that the fairness
principle was applied during the fund-
ing process. The purpose is to ensure
that the minority party can serve as
the loyal opposition and contribute
fully to the legislative and oversight
initiatives of each committee.

The fairness principle takes the form
of the one-third rule, which was advo-
cated by both Republicans and Demo-
crats when they served in the minor-
ity. The committee believes the prin-
ciple has now become firmly estab-
lished in the allocation of resources,
committee by committee, and that ir-
respective of which party is in the ma-
jority, the one-third rule will be car-
ried forward. Each committee must
nonetheless implement the principle
consistent with its own operating prac-
tices and procedures. As Chairs and
ranking members change from Con-
gress to Congress, the committee ex-
pects that the fairness principle will
continue to address the needs of the
minority.

There were many concerns expressed
during this year’s truncated funding
process, not the least of which was the
overall inadequacy of funds to meet the
collective needs of the committees.
From the beginning of the Congress,
even before the adoption of the CR,
committees were counseled to operate
on a flatline spending basis in order to
avoid a shortfall later in the Congress.
Most committees followed that guide-
line and many Kkept their eventual
funding requests within a few percent-
age points of the flatline spending rate
of the preceding session, one com-
mittee even restraining its request to
preclude an inflation adjustment for
both personnel costs and operating ex-
penses.

The committee appreciates the ef-
forts of committees to keep their re-
quests as low as feasible, given the
backlog of the oversight responsibil-
ities to be carried out and the legisla-
tive agenda set out by the House lead-
ership. However, the committee recog-
nizes the continuing needs of many
committees to support and expand
their agendas. As a result, both I and
the ranking member, Mr. EHLERS, indi-
cated that if additional funds became
available for distribution, the com-
mittee would entertain future requests
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to supplement the authorized levels in
this resolution.

In addition to the Chairs’ and rank-
ing members’ concerns about the over-
all spending shortfall and the impact
on staffing levels, there were addi-
tional concerns expressed about the
ability of committees to attract and
maintain senior legislative and over-
sight professionals because the current
salary cap is not competitive with the
private sector. A few committees indi-
cated that some new employees were
accepting committee positions at sala-
ries below their previous private sector
levels based upon a desire to perform
public service, and we are very grateful
to those staff persons who have done
that and will do that. While this is
laudable, and some individuals may be
willing to make such sacrifices, it re-
mains imperative that committee sal-
ary caps become competitive or con-
gressional oversight will suffer.

Another theme carried forward from
the 109th Congress committee funding
process was crowding, insufficient of-
fice space to manage and maintain op-
erations and adequately house the staff
necessary to perform the legislative
and oversight duties. While some com-
mittee have received additional work
space, it is often in other buildings,
and not even contiguous to other com-
mittee offices, making it very difficult
to work. This broken-up space intro-
duces operation inefficiencies, and we
recognize that, Mr. Speaker. And while
the committee does not assign or man-
age office space, it agreed to bring the
committee’s overall office space con-
cerns to the attention of the House
leadership in the hope that future
building changes or innovations will
take committee needs into consider-
ation.

Again, I thank all of the members on
the Committee on House Administra-
tion. I thank the ranking member, Mr.
EHLERS, and all of those committee
members, both sides of the aisle, who
partook of this extremely long hearing
that we got all of the committees and
the ranking members in, and I applaud
all of them for their tolerance.

And with that, Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

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

I rise today in support of H. Res. 202,
which provides approximately a 2.4 per-
cent increase to committee budgets in
the 110th Congress.

I believe I speak for both myself and
my colleague, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDON-
ALD, when I say we would have liked to
have seen a larger increase to relieve
some of the financial constraints that
have been placed on committees. I to-
tally agree with her concerns, which
she expressed a moment ago, about the
salaries of staff members, both in per-
sonal offices and in committees, and
several Members on our side of the
aisle have raised that same concern
with me.
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We, of course, as Members of the Con-
gress, will not receive any increase in
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salary this year, but we expected that,
and we have no problem dealing with
that. However, it is different for our
staffs. They have lush fields of oppor-
tunity outside of this institution, and
we hope that all staff members will
bear with us during this lean time dur-
ing the next year or two and not be at-
tracted to these lush fields, but remain
with us, so that the institution can
continue to function as well as it has.

The committee and ranking members
alike face an increasing workload each
year with limited resources and staff.
Despite the funding limitations we
have this year, it is my sincere hope
that even a modest increase will be of
use to committees in performing the
important work that they do, and also
my fond hope that through a normal
appropriations process this year, there
will be adequate funding to deal with
the business of the Congress during the
next fiscal year.

My goal during the course of pro-
viding funding levels for House com-
mittees in the 110th Congress has been
twofold: first, to maintain what has in
the last few years been a relatively
smooth committee funding process.
Many of our chairmen and ranking
members have established standing
precedents about the operating prac-
tices within their respective commit-
tees and have functioned for many
years in accordance with those prin-
ciples. Based on the productive hearing
we held last week during which the
chairs and ranking members testified
on their budget requests, I believe we
have continued that smooth process
following the pattern of the last sev-
eral Congresses.

Second, I wanted to ensure that an
equitable division of funding continues.
When the Republicans previously
served in the minority, we were not
provided with sufficient funds or staff.
As an example, one of the major com-
mittees was given only 11 percent of
the resources assigned to that com-
mittee, whereas the then majority, the
Democrats, retained 89 percent for
themselves. This is not appropriate or
fair.

During the course of the past 12
years, the Committee on House Admin-
istration has reached an agreement on
maintaining two-thirds of the funding
for the majority and one-third for the
minority, and I am very pleased that
every committee chairman who came
before the committee promised to
honor and continue that commitment,
that allocation, and we are delighted
that the new majority’s continuation
of that split will serve as good guid-
ance for the future as well. It is vital
to the strength of the House of Rep-
resentatives as an institution that the
minority, no matter which party it is,
continues to be given adequate re-
sources, and that each chairman and
ranking member be able to come to an
arrangement that is satisfactory for
both parties.

Adjustments to the two-thirds/one-
third budget allocation have been made
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in the past, for instance through the
years of shared staff or a centrally
managed budget for non-personnel ex-
penditures. My goal is not to discour-
age these types of arrangements be-
tween the chairman and the ranking
minority member. In fact, I admire the
creativity and cooperation dem-
onstrated by some of our chairmen and
ranking members to establish a process
that works for their particular com-
mittees. However, I do want to ensure
that those in the minority continue to
be given adequate resources and that
each chairman and ranking member
are able to come to an arrangement
that is satisfactory for both parties.

I conclude by thanking our chair-
woman, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, for
conducting this process in an open and
transparent fashion. While we were
only able to provide a small percentage
increase for each committee when com-
pared to last year’s budget, we are
pleased that we have accomplished the
goals of a smooth process that main-
tains the two-thirds/one-third alloca-
tion.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr.
Speaker, I continue to reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MCCAR-
THY), a junior member of our com-
mittee, but a very experienced junior
member, one of the outstanding fresh-
men and a member of the steering com-
mittee.

Mr. McCARTHY of California. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding, and I appreciate the work
that he has done.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to reluc-
tantly oppose this. As a member of the
House Administration Committee, I sat
through the hearings that we had,
where the chairmen and the ranking
members came before us and talked
about what they needed in funding, and
it was our accountability, our role to
oversee that. We went through the
committees.

But after this resolution was done
and went to the Rules Committee, the
Rules Committee created a new select
committee, added $3.7 million, going
beyond the jurisdiction of House Ad-
ministration. Where is the account-
ability? Where is the approval process?
Where is the role of this House and this
committee to oversee that?

If the Rules Committee felt we had
$3.7 million more to spend, I think
there would be other places to spend it.
For one, when we look at the ethics
and the changes in this House and what
this House wants to accomplish, I am a
new Member, I sat on this floor the day
we were sworn in, and I listened to our
Speaker when she said she wanted a
new House, when she talked about
changing partisanship and making it
partnership.

I do not see partnership with the
Rules Committee overstepping the
bounds of the House Administration
Committee. I do not see partnership
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when we have put new rules on this
floor, when the Ethics Committee
needs to oversee them, when the Ethics
Committee needs to be able to inter-
pret them and bring them back to this
floor so this floor understands it, is
able to live by it and be the House that
the people want it to be.

So I stand before you reluctantly, be-
cause I voted for the version that went
before the House Administration Com-
mittee, but I will not vote for the
version that came back from the Rules
Committee. I believe it is overstepping
its bounds. I believe the jurisdiction,
the accountability, rests in the House
Administration Committee, just like
every other individual when they were
the chair or ranking member and had
to stand before us and had to justify
the money they were going to spend.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr.
Speaker, I continue to reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume for
a brief comment.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from California for his comments, and
I certainly agree with him. It would
have been much better had that special
committee been processed through the
Committee on House Administration,
as all other committees are. I want to
also let him know it is even worse than
he said, because the total over the 2-
year life of this special committee, the
select committee that is being formed,
is approximately, $3.7 million, which is
a large amount of money for any com-
mittee to have.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to yield 9
minutes to another gentleman from
California (Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN),
who is also on our committee.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, at first I would like to
congratulate both the chairwoman and
the ranking member of this committee
for the bipartisan way in which they
have acted in bringing this bill to the
floor, this funding resolution, which is
part of the regular business of this
House, making sure that we can do the
people’s business here in an organized
fashion.

We listened to all of the presen-
tations made by the various committee
chairs and ranking members. I was
very pleased to see the agreement on
the one-third/two-thirds funding rule.
As one who served here in a prior life,
I can recall when it wasn’t so. I can re-
call at one point in time on one of the
committees that I won’t mention
where I believe the difference in staff
ratio at the time I served was some-
thing like 7-to-1. I can recall when we
got something like 11 percent of the
total funding. That made it difficult.

We used to encourage our people by
saying you have to be that much better
than the others. We have to be seven
times better. You have to work seven
times harder. You can only say that for
so long, and you can only do so much
with limited resources.
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So the rule that has been established
over the last number of years that the
minority receives one-third of the
funding, approximately, is one that
works well for both the majority and
the minority. It is good for the minor-
ity to have sufficient resources so they
not only can present their point of
view, but also it keeps the majority on
its toes. The direct result of that is
better legislative product. So I am
pleased that that came through.

However, I must once again register
my objection to our inability to give
appropriate funding to the Committee
on Standards of Official Conduct. As
the chairwoman of that committee said
when she appeared before our com-
mittee, ‘‘Ethics is neither a Demo-
cratic nor a Republican issue. It is an
American issue.”

It is an issue that is essential to the
proper functioning of this House, and it
is something for which we have re-
ceived black eyes of recent vintage and
for which we deserve those black eyes
because of the conduct of errant Mem-
bers in this House. And to provide
against that from happening again, to
encourage that that does not happen
again, we have adopted more stringent
rules than we have had in this House,
in recent memory at least.

In order to assure that Members are
able to follow the details of the rules
that have been established, the Ethics
Committee, or the committee properly
understood as the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct, has been
given additional responsibilities so
that Members can rely on their advice
in a timely fashion. They do great
work. We have dedicated people there,
but they will not be able to do the job
we give them without additional re-
sources.

This should not be a partisan issue. I
for the life of me do not understand the
decision made not to give this money.
I would have thought the leadership
could have put a spotlight on this,
given additional money to the Ethics
Committee and issued a press release
about how they were ensuring that we
were going to actually put our money
where our mouth was and we were
going to have the adequate resources in
order to make real the promise that we
have given the American people on eth-
ics.

For the life of me, I don’t understand
why we couldn’t find another $1 million
for the Ethics Committee. I don’t serve
on the Ethics Committee, but I don’t
want to see a Member caught in tech-
nical violation of the rules we have
adopted for lack of adequate informa-
tion or available or timely informa-
tion. I don’t want to see a Member who
has technically violated our rules be-
cause that Member couldn’t get a time-
ly response from the committee. Not
because the committee doesn’t wish to
give them that, but because the com-
mittee essentially doesn’t have the per-
sonnel to be able to do that.

We may very well tie ourselves up in
knots. Now, the American people prob-
ably aren’t concerned about whether
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we tie ourselves up in knots, but they
are concerned about whether our ac-
tions reflect the best standards of eth-
ics that we can have. So it is a ques-
tion of maintaining the confidence of
the American people in this institu-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I come here not to talk
about a partisan issue and not to talk
about an issue that just affects Mem-
bers of Congress, but an institutional
issue. If, in fact, we have created a
bond with the American people, and
part of that bond is a contract where
we hold ourselves out to perform our
duties at the highest level of ethical
conduct, then in fact we should ensure
that that is not difficult to do, but that
is expected and easy to do because we
have established the strictures in this
House and we have established the re-
sources to allow Members to perform
within those ethical strictures.

That is why I would stand on this
floor today and say that the request of
the Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct for $6.1 million, which would
be an increase of $1.35 million, is abso-
lutely necessary.

I had every intention of supporting
the committee’s work on this and
being able to recommend this to my
fellow Members. I cannot do this.

We have the argument about the
other committee that came in with the
funding that was put in by a self-exe-
cuting aspect of the rule just adopted.
But that is not what I am arguing
about. I am arguing about the abso-
lutely essential need for us to give suf-
ficient resources for the Committee on
Ethics to do its work.

As the chairwoman of the committee
said in testimony to us directly, these
positions that are requested by the
Ethics Committee for which they
sought the funding that was denied
them, these positions are needed to
satisfy the mandates of the House eth-
ics rule. She did not say it would be
nice to have them. These are addi-
tional. These are surplus, to make sure
we can do our job. The words were
carefully chosen: These positions are
needed to satisfy the mandates of the
House Ethics Committee.
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We need to continue talking about
this. We need to work as a committee.
If we can do anything about this, I
would implore the leadership to take
another look at this because it doesn’t
hurt a Democrat or Republican; it
doesn’t hurt one individual Member or
another. It hurts us all collectively if
we fail to give ourselves the best oppor-
tunity to show the American people
not only are we doing the American
people’s work, we are doing it based on
merit. We are doing it based on a sys-
tem that is fully ethical, and we don’t
take this as a burden. We take it as a
necessary responsibility, and we under-
stand that not only are we doing the
people’s business, but we are in a real
sense on a stage which requires us to
be teachers for many people.
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Many young people look at this place
and many young people have the oppor-
tunity to visit here, and many young
people have the opportunity to see our
workings here by way of C-SPAN, and
I don’t want them to be watching in
the well of the House as we condemn a
Member, as we expel a Member, or we
reprimand a Member for inappropriate
conduct, and have that Member stand
here and say: if only you had given me
the resources so I would have known
what the rules really were.

I don’t want that to be the excuse. I
want us to say that we stand here as an
ethical, collective body, and that we
will put our money where our mouth is.
I would just end by saying this: we
would not allow a corporation to say
they couldn’t comply with Sarbanes-
Oxley and the new responsibilities
under ethics and reporting because
they couldn’t afford to hire the lawyers
and the accountants to do it. We would
say that was your obligation.

If we believe that is the obligation in
the private sector, we ought to do the
very same for ourselves as we stand
here in the largest corporation in the
world. As the members of the board of
directors of the largest corporation in
the world that spends more money in
the world, we stand here saying we will
be as serious about our responsibilities
as we expect you to be about yours.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr.
Speaker, I agree with Mr. DANIEL E.
LUNGREN that we need to take another
look at perhaps supplemental funding,
and we welcome that thought and we
will pursue that, Mr. DANIEL E. LUN-
GREN, because there is no Member of
this House who doesn’t want to make
sure that the voices of the American
people last year will not be taken seri-
ously and will be heard and responded
to.

I am so very happy, Mr. Speaker,
that the chairwoman on the Com-
mittee on Standards and the Ethics
Committee came to the floor during
the rules deliberation, and she stated
that while she would want additional
funding, she will guarantee us that
that committee will work effectively
and efficiently to provide the type of
service that is necessary to make sure
that the Ethics Committee gives us
what it wants us to have. And she said
that the best standards of ethics will
still be maintained irrespective of.

Now, Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN did say
we need an extra million dollars. If you
look at this, there is a possibility that
half a million per session each year
would perhaps be the type of funding
that we need. If that is the case, Mr.
Speaker, the supplemental expense res-
olution pursuant to House rule X for
additional funding is where we will
pursue that.

I thank the gentleman, but we are
complying with, and the Ethics Com-
mittee chairwoman said that there will
still be maintained, the highest level of
standards, and they will do their work
efficiently.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, I have no
other speakers, and I yield myself the
balance of my time to conclude.

I wish to make a few comments
about some of the points raised by the
members of the committee on our side
of the aisle.

First, I voted for this resolution as it
came out of committee, without any
dissent, because I thought we had done
the best job we could, with both parties
working together, to fairly distribute
the limited funds that we had.

What is upsetting our side of the
aisle and upsetting a number of indi-
viduals are two things: first, the select
committee apportionment. I can assure
you I am not opposed to forming the
Energy Independence and Global
Warming Select Committee. It is a
major issue, a major topic, which prob-
ably has to be studied by a special task
force, a select committee, simply be-
cause the issue is so complex and cuts
across so many committees’ jurisdic-
tions that this is the only way to effec-
tively conduct the study and come to
an answer.

I do, however, strongly object to the
process of adding this huge amount of
money, $3.7 million, in the confines of
the Rules Committee. That is some-
thing that I had hoped and expected
would come to our Committee on
House Administration so that the
Chair of the committee and I could
work on this issue with all of the par-
ties involved and ascertain the needs of
the select committee and determine
the precise allocation needed.

What particularly angers me about
this is that we did not fully fund the
Ethics Committee at the level it
should be funded. The reason was we
simply didn’t have the money. Now,
suddenly, there is an extra $3.7 million.
I would have much preferred to allo-
cate part of that to the Ethics Com-
mittee and reduce the amount for the
select committee. I am sure they would
not have noticed the difference, where-
as the Ethics Committee would notice
a huge difference and would be able to
do its work effectively.

With those caveats, I want to express
my disappointments with the process,
not within our committee, but the
process outside our committee. I wish
it would have gone through our com-
mittee, and we would have dealt with
it properly.

My final comment is simply to say
most Members of Congress do not real-
ize what an incredible amount of work
goes into this budget process. It took
our committee a full day just to hear
the testimony, but that was the easy
part. The tough part is for the staff to
assemble all of the numbers and get
them in order, particularly when there
is a transition from one party to the
other. That adds complexity and dif-
ficulty to the task.

I want to thank Peter Sloan and
George Hadijski from our side of the
aisle, who did an excellent, an out-
standing job on this issue. But even
though normally one only praises the
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people on their own side of the aisle, I
want to take special note of some indi-
viduals who worked very, very hard on
the majority side, simply because their
job was monumental having to do it for
the first time.

I particularly want to commend
Charlie Howell, Janelle Hu and Matt
Pinkus for their hard work. They
worked closely with our team, and we
were very happy to help them. But I
can’t emphasize enough what a horren-
dous task this is to put together all
these budgets very quickly, and both
sides did yeomen’s work. I am very
pleased.

I think they set a pattern for the
committee because they worked so
closely together on this, both parties
equally shouldering the burden and not
worrying about how many hours they
were spending on whose job; and I
think that is a good pattern for us to
follow for the next 2 years.

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

Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to join with the
ranking member again in thanking him
for his forbearance during that very
strenuous hearing process.

I also join him in thanking the staff:
Charlie Howell, who is just an extraor-
dinarily effective person, and who
worked very hard with me to make
sure that all of the very thick material
that was needed for this process of
hearings was available. And also Matt
Pinkus, Janelle Hu and Kristin
McCowan, who all played an extraor-
dinary part in making sure that the
process went smoothly, although it was
very long.

I would also like to thank the minor-
ity staff because together they worked
very well with the staff to ensure that
this process went as smoothly as it
could. So I thank all of these folks and
the ranking member and all of the
members of the committee, the Chairs
and the ranking members of all com-
mittees, for bearing with us in a tight-
1y budgeted Congress.

I know that our resolution satisfies
no one; however, I also know that when
legislative and oversight agendas are
set, they will be set with a keen eye to
how to best use available funds. I want
to assure all Chairs and ranking mem-
bers that my committee will consider
all requests for supplemental funding
based upon whether or not additional
funds are made available to the House.
Right now, however, we must all live
within our flatline budget constraints
because, after all, there was no budget
passed last year in the 109th Congress,
and we are operating under a con-
tinuing resolution.

Indeed, the American people have
spoken. They spoke last year, and the
Congress must respond to their de-
mands. We all serve as trustees for
their voices and their dollars, and I
know that each committee will use the
funds entrusted to it wisely.

This committee recognizes that each
standing committee carefully assessed
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its anticipated workload and requested
only the sums it considered necessary
to discharge its responsibilities. None-
theless, with severely limited re-
sources, the across-the-board infla-
tionary adjustments share the pain
equally.

This resolution has the lowest over-
all committee expenditure authoriza-
tion level in the last three Congresses,
even including the new select com-
mittee. At $280 million for the entire
110th Congress, it is an overall decrease
of approximately 2 percent, Mr. Speak-
er. And that is a reversal for which this
House should take credit.

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Speaker, | strongly
commend Speaker PELOSI for showing tre-
mendous leadership on this issue and creating
the Select Committee on Energy Independ-
ence and Global Warming. This committee will
provide Congress the opportunity to conduct
important and essential oversight that is long
overdue.

| remain deeply concerned about global
warming and have been appalled by the Bush
Administration’s failure to provide any leader-
ship on one of the most important environ-
mental, economic, and moral issues of our
time. As the largest producer of greenhouse
gasses in the world, the United States must
enact national emissions controls to curb our
country’s contribution to global warming.

European Union leaders are meeting this
week to consider plans to cut greenhouse gas
emissions by 20 percent by the year 2020, a
first step in a post-Kyoto global warming strat-
egy that could lead to mandatory limits for
cars and pollution allowances for airlines.

While these actions are critical, the United
States needs to lead in this area as Speaker
PELOSI is working to achieve. It is high time for
the Bush administration to stop questioning
the science behind global warming and act to
protect future generations.

The Secretary General of the United Na-
tions stated this week that “the danger posed
by war to all of humanity—and to our planet—
is at least matched by the climate crisis and
global warming.”

As a Representative of California, | am
proud to be a cosponsor of the Safe Climate
Act, which was introduced last year and will
be offered again this year. The goal of the
Safe Climate Act is to reach 1990 emissions
levels by 2020 and then to continue to cut
emissions through 2050.

In order to achieve these cuts, the Environ-
mental Protection Agency would be instructed
to set national standards for vehicle emissions
at the levels mandated by California state law,
which has the strictest vehicle emissions laws
in the country. By focusing on an increased
use of renewable energy and allowing the na-
tion’s largest polluters to meet new federal
standards by buying and selling emissions al-
lowances, the Safe Climate Act sets out effec-
tive common-sense energy policies that will
reduce the United States’ dependence on for-
eign oil while actively addressing global warm-
ing.

g’-\gain, | praise Speaker PELOSI for drawing
attention to this important issue and working
toward a solution.

| strongly support the passage of the Com-
mittee Funding Resolution for the 110th Con-
gress and the authorization for the Select
Committee on Energy Independence and
Global Warming.
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Ms. MILLENDER-MCcDONALD. Mr.
Speaker, I yield back the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCNERNEY). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 219, the previous question is or-
dered on the resolution, as amended.

The question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

——

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days to revise and extend their re-
marks in the RECORD on H. Res. 202.

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

There was no objection.

————
GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that all Members may have 5
legislative days to revise and extend
their remarks on H.R. 700.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Texas?

There was no objection.

———

HEALTHY COMMUNITIES WATER
SUPPLY ACT OF 2007

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 215 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 700.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 700) to
amend the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act to extend the pilot pro-
gram for alternative water source
projects, with Mr. MCNULTY in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered read the
first time.

The gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON) and the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. BOOZMAN)
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas.
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Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.
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I rise today in strong support of H.R.
700, the Healthy Communities Water
Supply Act of 2007. This important leg-
islation would reauthorize appropria-
tions of $125 million for the EPA’s al-
ternative water sources grant program.

Mr. Chairman, rapid population
growth and development along with an
increased awareness of the impact of
massive water withdrawals and the
threat of global climate change have
forced many local communities to ex-
plore alternative sources of water.

H.R. 700 provides one alternative for
meeting these future water needs by
encouraging the testing and implemen-
tation of technology that reclaim and
reuse water from municipal, industrial
and agricultural needs.

I applaud the efforts of my colleagues
on the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure, Congressman
MCNERNEY and Congresswoman
TAUSCHER, for their efforts in moving
this legislation forward and ensuring
that communities are able to meet cur-
rent and future water needs.

This committee approved similar leg-
islation in the 109th Congress, and it is
my hope this year Congress will finally
approve legislation and forward it to
the President for his signature.

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor
of this legislation.

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

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I rise in support of H.R. 700, the
Healthy Communities Water Supply
Act of 2007. I want to thank the chair-
woman and the ranking member, Mr.
BAKER, for their hard work on this par-
ticular bill.

H.R. 700 extends the pilot program
under the Clean Water Act for alter-
native water source projects.

Growth in population, increasing de-
mands for water, and drought are re-
sulting in water shortages in many
areas around our Nation, both in the
west and the east.

Many communities are finding that
their water supply needs cannot be met
by existing water supplies. As a result,
many communities and their water re-
source development agencies are look-
ing at alternative ways to alleviate
their water shortages and enhance
water supplies to meet their future
water needs.

This is an important issue not only
for my home State of Arkansas but for
the many other parts of the country
facing increasing demands for water.

Adequate water is needed to sustain
our country’s economic growth and vi-
ability. Some of the approaches they
are looking at involve reclaiming,
reusing or conserving water that has
already been used.

H.R. 700 provides an authority to help
communities meet some of their crit-
ical water supply needs through water
reclamation, reuse, conservation and
management.

H.R. 700 authorizes $125 billion for
the EPA to make grants to water re-
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source development agencies for these
sorts of alternative water source
projects. The program leverages non-
Federal resources by requiring a non-
Federal cash of 50 percent.

I urge all Members to support this
important bill.

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

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time
as he may consume to the gentleman
from California (Mr. MCNERNEY).

Mr. McNERNEY. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to thank Chairmen Oberstar
and Johnson and Ranking Members
Mica and Baker for their leadership on
clean water issues and for their work
to bring the legislation we are consid-
ering today to the floor. In addition, I
would like to thank my colleague and
good friend, Mrs. TAUSCHER, for sup-
porting this legislation with me. Mrs.
TAUSCHER and I have adjoining dis-
tricts in California, and we have simi-
lar water needs.

My bill, H.R. 700, the Healthy Com-
munities Water Supply Act of 2007, is
straightforward and helpful legislation
that I hope both parties will support.

Everyone recognizes the need for
clean water. It does not matter wheth-
er you live in a city or in the rural, it
does not matter what your political
persuasion is. We all need clean water.
Therefore, it is vitally important to
identify new water sources for use in
agriculture, industry and for residen-
tial consumption.

In the past, the State Revolving
Loan Funds and Clean Water Act con-
struction grants were available for
identifying new water sources. But
communities now increasingly depend
on those funds just to provide for the
maintenance and upkeep of existing
water infrastructure, rather than find-
ing new and potentially less expensive
water supplies.

H.R. 700 will provide $125 million so
that local governments can innovate to
collect, clean and distribute new
sources of water. The Healthy Commu-
nities Water Supply Act will encourage
municipalities, public and private
water agencies and nonprofit organiza-
tions to find ways to provide new
sources of water.

For the small investment of Federal
funding provided in this bill, we can
spur innovation in water resources and
move towards solving the increasingly
pressing need to ensure clean water for
drinking, for family farms, for busi-
nesses and for households.

H.R. 700 encourages innovation by
funding pilot projects and forward-
thinking ideas that lead to practical
solutions, which can be applied across
the board. This legislation means jobs
in local communities by spurring the
kind of research that can create new
businesses and make our towns and cit-
ies more livable at the same time.

The constant threat of drought in the
Western States, along with the reality
of global warming, emphasizes why the
Healthy Communities Water Supply
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Act of 2007 is so important. We must
begin to investigate alternative water
sources now, so that we can make
strides in ensuring that we have water
that we need in the future.

I am hopeful that we can move quick-
ly to pass H.R. 700 and to work with
the other body so we can provide water
relief for our communities.

Again, I urge all my colleagues to
support the Healthy Communities
Water Supply Act.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time
as he may consume to the distin-
guished chairman of the full com-
mittee, the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. OBERSTAR).

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the chair of the subcommittee,
the gentlewoman from Texas, for yield-
ing the time and compliment her and
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
BAKER), the ranking member of the
subcommittee, for developing this leg-
islation and preparing it and bringing
it so early in the session to the House
floor. I also appreciate the bipartisan
cooperation with the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. MicA), the ranking mem-
ber of the full committee, and it is
good to have the gentleman from Ar-
kansas on the floor and managing the
bill. I thank the gentleman for his ever
thoughtful approach to legislation.

This alternative water sources initia-
tive is not something that we devel-
oped in the course of this Congress. It
started way back in 2000, in fact, ear-
lier than that, as the committee held
hearings over a period of several years
to raise the visibility of issues of water
supply and groundwater withdrawals
and needs of communities well off into
the future.

In fact, I should point out that a
former colleague of ours, later Speak-
er, Jim Wright, in 1958 wrote a book
entitled, ‘“The Coming Water Famine,”’
where then new Congressman Wright
gathered enormous amount of data
about water usage by industry, by agri-
culture, by homeowners, and did a cal-
culation that showed the rising use of
water intersecting with a line of steady
availability.

All the water there ever was, there
ever will be, is available now. We will
not create new water, and he showed
that in the 1980s the lines would inter-
sect, and that, at that point, the Na-
tion and the Congress need to face up
to the need to assure the continuity of
availability of water supplies, that con-
tinued withdrawal of water from the
Ogallala aquifer that covers west Texas
and eastern Oklahoma, a huge area of
the central portion of the TUnited
States, could not continue forever.
That water would be withdrawn, and
there would be no further water avail-
able, just simply was not replenishing
as fast as surface needs were drawing
upon it.

That was the background. That was
the stimulus for the alternative water



March 8, 2007

sources program that our committee
included in the Estuaries and Clean
Water Act of 2000, which passed the
House, the Senate and was signed into
law.

The legislation was developed to ad-
dress the concerns by communities all
across the country over availability of
water to meet their future require-
ments, especially in the more arid re-
gions of the country, as we have al-
ready heard from the gentleman from
California (Mr. MCNERNEY) and Mrs.
TAUSCHER, also from California, who
was the initiator of this legislation in
previous Congresses.

I have read a great deal about cli-
mate change that followed the enor-
mous amount of scientific data pouring
forth from +the international geo-
physical year by the United Nations
scientific panel, scientists in the U.S.
who are reporting on global climate
change, and the effect that it is having
upon weather and the increasing vola-
tility and variability of the amount,
timing and distribution of moisture,
not just rainfall but moisture that
comes in the form of snow or freezing
rain. There is consensus among the cli-
matology scientific community that
the timing, intensity and duration of
floods, droughts and high-intensity
storms are going to continue to plague
us over the decades ahead.

Pressure for additional sources of
drinking water, usable water for indus-
try and agriculture will only grow and
magnify across this country, putting
greater pressure on reclamation, on
reuse, on advanced wastewater treat-
ment, and even on desalination, as
many countries in the world are doing.

In the 1970s, there was an experiment
by a Saudi prince who chartered a ves-
sel to go to Antarctica and harness an
iceberg, put a huge plastic wrap under
that iceberg so it would not melt and
had it towed by tug boats to a point off
the shore of Saudi Arabia. Then they
drilled a hole in the center of it and
pumped the water out for several years
to bring fresh water to Saudi Arabia.
There are not going to be very many
icebergs left to be towed as the polar
caps melt faster than we can harness
the icebergs.

Furthermore, that experiment proved
enormously expensive. It also dem-
onstrated that there is a considerable
amount of loss of iceberg water capa-
bility as the 'berg is towed.

We have to do much better than just
towing icebergs. We create with this
legislation a modest start on a pro-
gram to help communities provide for
their current needs, for household re-
quirements, industrial needs, for agri-
cultural uses of water, well off into the
future.
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This is but one important step in the
long-term effort we must make to en-
sure the availability of water supplies
and the viability of those water sup-
plies off into the future in this time of
highly uncertain climate conditions.
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Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the committee chairman’s
comments, and I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, what time do we
have left?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from Texas has 18 minutes remaining,
and the gentleman from Arkansas has
28 minutes remaining.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes
to the gentlewoman from California,
the primary author of the legislation,
Mrs. TAUSCHER.

Mrs. TAUSCHER. I thank my friend,
Chairman JOHNSON, for the opportunity
to speak today in support of the
Healthy Communities Water Supply
Act.

Mr. Chairman, I can’t tell you how
pleased I am to have joined my good
friend and neighbor, JERRY MCNERNEY,
in introducing H.R. 700. As Califor-
nians, Mr. MCNERNEY and I know how
precious every drop of water is to our
communities, our economy, and our
way of life.

Our legislation provides a real Fed-
eral commitment to exploring alter-
native water sources now so we can
have the water supplies we will need in
the future. This legislation will reau-
thorize a critical EPA program which
was authorized in 2000 by the then Re-
publican-controlled Congress.

Unfortunately, the Republican Con-
gress’ commitment to the program and
water supply reliability ended with
words, not deeds. The program was
never funded, and the EPA never im-
plemented it.

Fortunately, today is a very new day.
This Congress has the opportunity to
provide local communities with the
means to invest in critical alternative
water source projects.

By providing a modest $125 million
authorization for this EPA program,
we will help communities plan for their
future; and investing in innovative
projects such as water recycling, water
reuse and aquifer storage will allow our
local communities to use water more
effectively and efficiently.

In my own district, these types of
projects are already under way and will
benefit from  today’s legislation.
Projects like the Bay Area Regional
Water Recycling Program and the Bay
Area Regional Desalination Project are
all advancing alternative water sources
now and will be able to continue their
work through access to these grants.

If we are effectively to plan for our
Nation’s future to use critical re-
sources, there has to be Federal invest-
ment and innovation. The passage of
H.R. 700 will clearly indicate that this
Congress is ready to lead.

Today, some are trying to say that
this program is duplicative, that these
types of projects can already be funded
through existing sources. First, let me
say that we all understand that pro-
grams such as the Clean and Drinking
Water State Revolving Loan Funds can
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be used for alternative water source
projects.

However, in fiscal year 2007, the
President’s budget cut the Clean Water
State Revolving Fund by 22 percent,
and in the fiscal year 2006 he rec-
ommended that the fund be cut by $370
million.

So let me ask a simple question:
Where will our communities find the
resources to maintain and improve
critical infrastructure and plan for the
future if the Bush administration and
the Republicans in Congress keep cut-
ting the funds? It is disingenuous for
anyone to claim that there are already
resources available for these critical
water projects while they are cutting
the funds.

So it is time for us all to be respon-
sible. It is time to make critical in-
vestments in water infrastructure
which have been neglected for all too
long, and it is time to ensure our com-
munities can plan for their future
water needs.

Mr. Chairman, I hope all of my col-
leagues will join me in supporting H.R.
700, the Healthy Communities Water
Supply Act, which was passed by a
voice vote in the Transportation and
Infrastructure Committee. I urge all of
my colleagues to support this very im-
portant legislation.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Chairman, again,
I rise to support this bill, very much
so. I want to thank Chairman OBER-
STAR, Chairman JOHNSON, Ranking
Member MICA and Ranking Member
BAKER and their staffs for their hard
work and the efforts that they put into
this.

Again, I would urge my colleagues to
support passage of this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, I have no further
requests for speakers. I want to express
my appreciation to all of the staff of
the committee. I ask for support of
H.R. 700.

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California. Mr.
Chairman, | rise to support H.R. 700, Healthy
Communities Water Supply Act of 2007, a re-
authorization of a Pilot Program for Increasing
Usable Water Supply. As you well know, this
Pilot Program for increasing usable water sup-
ply was authorized for 2002 through 2004, but
the previous majority never appropriated any
funds and let the authorization expire.

| want to take this opportunity to remind my
colleagues just how important it is to supple-
ment existing water supplies by providing reli-
able high-quality sources of water, particularly
in areas of the country that are under the
threat of the desert. In California, especially in
Orange County, the population is increasing;
so is the need for water.

For over 15 years, the Orange County
Water District has maintained a Groundwater
Replenishment System designed to reuse ad-
vanced treated wastewater to recharge the
County’s groundwater aquifers and basin. This
will help them meet the annual water needs of
over 144,000 families that keep growing. Also,
the county is barely 3 miles from the coast
and has an added need to protect the Basin
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from further degradation due to seawater intru-
sion. To this end, the OCWD under its Phase
| project provides over 72 million gallons of
water per day to replenish its aquifers as well
as protect them from seawater intrusion by
pumping water through injection wells. This
phase will end in September, 2007.

In Phase Il of the project, they will be able
to process over 250 million gallons of waste-
water per day and have enough to support the
recharge effort and combat seawater intrusion.
There are currently 30 such injection wells that
can pump water up to 60—100 feet depth.

The beauty of this project is the collabora-
tion the Water District has with the County’s
Sanitation District (OCSD) who provides the
wastewater that would have been pumped out
to the ocean thereby which would have de-
prived the Water District of the water that is
now being reclaimed for the replenishment of
groundwater aquifers. And the State Health
Department provides the oversight, to make
sure water quality is maintained.

With projects like this, communities such as
Orange County will benefit tremendously. This
OCGW project has attracted experts in public
water management systems from other States
and countries (Japan, Korea, and Taiwan)
who come to Orange County to look at this
tertiary system and learn from it. So, this is of
national and even internatlonal significance.
Also, projects like the OCGWR provides for
the necessary investments to ensure water se-
curity for the future.

This bill will help improve water availability
and quality by authorizing a total of $125 mil-
lion to fund projects that increase usable water
supply by encouraging innovation in water rec-
lamation, reuse and conservation. The Orange
County Water Reclamation Project is a perfect
example of such a project and | urge my col-
leagues to support H.R. 700.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. | rise in
strong support of H.R. 700, the “Healthy Com-
munities Water Supply Act of 2007” which au-
thorizes $125 million to enhance water sup-
plies in shortage-plagued areas through the
development of such alternative sources as
waste water reuse and other water recycling
projects. The funding will be used to help fi-
nance pilot projects to recycle water for drink-
ing and agricultural use in states like Texas
that have long faced chronic supply shortages
amid continuing population booms. States
would have to pay half the cost of the
projects.

Mr. Chairman, the new majority in this
House understands that ensuring clean water
is a top priority for America’s working families.
A clean and healthy environment begins with
clean water. H.R. 700 will help to make the
Nation’s water supply cleaner and healthier by
utilizing alternative water sources such as
waste water and recycled water. If we explore
alternative water supplies now, we take a
giant step toward ensuring that we will have
adequate supplies in the future.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, I yield back the
balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr.
TIERNEY). All time for general debate
has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be
considered read for amendment under
the 5-minute rule.

The text of the bill is as follows:
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H.R. 700
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Healthy
Communities Water Supply Act of 2007"’.

SEC. 2. PILOT PROGRAM FOR ALTERNATIVE
WATER SOURCE PROJECTS.

Section 220(j) of the Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1300(j)) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘$75,000,000 for fiscal years
2002 through 2004 and inserting
‘$125,000,000".

The Acting CHAIRMAN. No amend-
ment to the bill shall be in order ex-
cept those printed in the designated
place in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
and pro forma amendments for the pur-
pose of debate. Amendments printed in
the RECORD may be offered only by the
Member who caused it to be printed or
his designee and shall be considered
read.

Are there any amendments to the
bill?

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. KUCINICH

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk
will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 4 offered by Mr. KUCINICH:

Page 2, after line 5, insert the following:

(a) ELIGIBILITY.—Section 220(c) of the Fed-
eral Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C.
1300(c)) is amended by inserting before the
period at the end ‘‘and the entity does not
permit the use of its water for retail sale of
water in containers of 5.7 gallons (20 liters)
or less”.

Page 2, line 6, before ‘“‘Section’ insert ‘‘(b)
AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—’.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, H.R.
700, the Healthy Communities Water
Supply Act, is designed to help commu-
nities with current or impending water
shortages. I support the bill.

We know that such shortages can
have many causes. For example, global
warming is likely to cause or exacer-
bate water shortages in the U.S., espe-
cially in the Southwest. Under those
conditions, alternative water sources
will be more important than ever, but
communities all over the United States
are also fighting to protect their water
supplies from overpumping by bottled
water companies, who are making bil-
lions of dollars from this public re-
source. My amendment would remove
from consideration for these Federal
subsidies those areas where bottled
water companies are contributing to
the demise of the water supply.

According to the International Bot-
tled Water Association, the volume of
water privatized has increased between
8 and 12 percent every year since 2001.
In 2006, bottled water companies en-
joyed $11 billion in revenue from the
United States alone. It is estimated
that about 25 percent of the bottled
water consumed in the United States
comes from municipal water supplies.

The effects of the excessive influence
of the bottled water industry can go
beyond the regional confines of water
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source depletion and environmental de-
struction. It codifies a preference for
corporate access to water over public
access.

I represent the Cleveland area, that,
like many cities nearby, relies on Lake
Erie for drinking water. A few years
ago, there were two instances in which
a company received a permit to pri-
vatize Great Lakes water in bulk.

In both instances, the projects were
abandoned because of the public out-
cry. In response, the Great Lakes
States, with assistance from Canadian
Premiers and other stakeholders, at-
tempted to negotiate the conditions
under which water could be withdrawn
from the lake.

As the negotiations closed, bottled
water companies managed to wedge
their language into the final agree-
ment. The language also allowed vir-
tually unlimited withdrawals for bot-
tled water companies, while attempt-
ing to protect against other privatiza-
tion attempts.

Such unprecedented favoritism can
actually represent a giant step back-
wards for the notion of water as a pub-
lic trust. The loophole leaves the entire
agreement open to commerce clause
challenge or to a challenge in the
World Trade Organization. If such a
challenge were successful, there would
be no limits to privatization of Great
Lakes water. It would open the water
of the Great Lakes to use by the grow-
ing and increasingly thirsty regions
where they are having water shortages
and where water shortages make it fi-
nancially viable to pipe water across
several States. We would not just be
back to square one; we would take a
giant step backwards.

This is a classic example, Mr. Chair-
man, in which greed of the bottled
water companies is garnering profits at
the expense of the public. I have not
even talked about the overeffect of
pumping, like the increased cost of
finding a replacement source, the loss
of connected streams, lakes and rivers,
the land subsidence, the salt water in-
trusion near coasts that render the
water undrinkable, and the loss of
wildlife habitat.

Another example is emblematic of
conflicts between communities and
bottled water companies all over the
United States. In two small towns in
New Hampshire, Nottingham and Bar-
rington, a company called USA Springs
is attempting to drill wells that would
pump 310,000 gallons a day in an area
populated with homes that get their
water from small private household
wells. The community is worried about
a loss of water supply, loss of water
quality, and degradation of nearby wet-
lands.

A very conservative estimate said
that USA Springs is looking at about
$303 million per year in revenue from
this site alone. With that kind of rev-
enue potential, it can be expected they
will spend big to make this project
happen. This is exactly what they are
doing. The result is that USA Springs
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is now dangerously close to winning a
battle that started in 2001.

The basic building blocks of life, like
water, must be accessible by people be-
fore corporations, period. When access
to the essentials is threatened by out-
side excessive private gain, I will stand
firmly in defense of the public every
time.

Mr. Chairman, I intend to explore
this issue deeply as Chair of the Do-
mestic Policy Oversight Subcommittee
of the House Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform. I ask the
chairman, my good friend from Min-
nesota, to work with me as Chair of
Transportation and Infrastructure on
the broader issue of water privatization
and its effects on quality and access.

I yield to Mr. OBERSTAR.

Mr. OBERSTAR. The gentleman
raises a very important issue, one that
has been of deep concern. He raises two
aspects of a question, one that raises
deep concern among communities
along the Great Lakes who do not want
to see waters of the Great Lakes
pumped west to quaff the thirst of arid
western States.

Several years ago, there was a pro-
posal for a coal slurry pipeline to bring
coal in a slurry pipeline from the Pow-
der River Basin to the western end of
Lake Superior to ports of Duluth and
Superior; and we vigorously opposed it,
because that pipeline, if it pumps east,
can also pump west and could suck
water out of the Great Lakes in vast
amounts.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The time of
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
KUCINICH) has expired.

(On request of Mr. OBERSTAR, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. KUCINICH was
allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, sub-
sequently, in a Water Resources Devel-
opment Act, I succeeded with legisla-
tion to prohibit any withdrawals from
the Great Lakes unless there is unani-
mous agreement among the eight Gov-
ernors and the Province of Quebec and
the Province of Ontario. That language
is current law, but it is not strong
enough. It really needs to be rein-
forced. Now that I am in a position to
do that, we are going to reinforce it.

The second concern of the gentleman
is private companies profiting from the
public sector provision of water sup-
plies, and I think we should find a way
in which we can limit the profiteering
while not interfering with private sec-
tor developments.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The time of
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
KUCINICH) has again expired.

(On request of Mr. OBERSTAR, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. KUCINICH was
allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. OBERSTAR. For example, the
little town of Buhl, population 900 in
my district, has on its water tank the
slogan, ‘‘The Finest Water in Amer-
ica,” and the city began bottling that
water for sale. They are using their
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open resources to bottle this water in
these little 8-ounce and 16-ounce bot-
tles. I wouldn’t want to prevent Buhl,
which has fallen on hard times, from
drawing on its resources. But they are
using their own money to do that.

What the gentleman is concerned
about is a public, federally funded
process that might stimulate the pri-
vate sector. I commend the gentleman
for his concern, and we shall work to-
gether to address the situation.

Mr. KUCINICH. I want to thank the
chairman for his comments and his
dedication to the public good. I look
forward to working with you on this to
protect public water supplies and to
protect the public’s right to access.

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my amend-
ment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the amendment is withdrawn.

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. PRICE OF

GEORGIA

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I offer an amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk
will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 1 offered by Mr. PRICE of
Georgia:

At the end of the bill, add the following:
SEC. 3. REQUIREMENT OF OFFSETS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—No authorization of ap-
propriations made by this Act or other provi-
sion of this Act that results in costs to the
Federal Government shall be effective except
to the extent that this Act provides for off-
setting decreases in spending of the Federal
Government, such that the net effect of this
Act does not either increase the Federal def-
icit or reduce the Federal surplus.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the terms
‘“‘deficit” and ‘‘surplus’ have the meanings
given such terms in the Congressional Budg-
et and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 (2
U.S.C. 621 et seq.).

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I rise with a very simple amendment,
an amendment of responsibility.

As you and the House know, H.R. 700
grants $125 million for alternative
water source projects. It is a program
that Congress has never funded, may be
a very appropriate program. For some
in this Chamber, $125 million may not
be very much money, but for folks in
my district, and I suspect for folks
around this Nation, $125 million is a lot
of money.
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And, again, while what this bill does
may be very important, it is important
that we also make a statement for fi-
nancial responsibility. This amend-
ment would apply the principle of pay-
as-you-go, pay-as-you-go to any new
spending that would be authorized in
this legislation.

Very simple: If you are going to
spend money for this project, you
ought to make it a priority and iden-
tify an area where you desire to take
that money from in order to pay for
this project. It is a concept that has
been embraced by many in this Cham-
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ber. In fact, many Members on the ma-
jority side embraced the pay-as-you-go
project in their campaigns this past
year. In fact, the New Direction for
America, which was proposed by the
majority party in the 109th Congress,
says, ‘‘Our new direction is committed
to pay-as-you-go budgeting. No more
deficit spending. We are committed to
auditing the books and subjecting
every facet of Federal spending to
tough budget discipline and account-
ability, forcing the Congress to choose
a new direction and the right priorities
for all Americans.”

Mr. Chairman, I agree with that. It is
a wise idea. We ought to follow that.
We ought to follow that in this new
Congress.

I urge my colleagues to adopt this
amendment. I would respectfully sug-
gest that, unless adopted, then the new
direction in which we are heading is
one that will take us in a direction of
greater red ink and not that of finan-
cial responsibility. So I offer this sim-
ple amendment, this PAYGO amend-
ment to H.R. 700, and I encourage my
colleagues to support the amendment.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

I appreciate the fashion of the gen-
tleman from Georgia, and I respect his
consistency. He offered the same
amendment yesterday. We had quite a
thorough and extensive discussion and
a recorded vote, which ended 166-260.

Again, I appeal to the gentleman, Mr.
Chairman, that we are dealing with an
authorization. Tomorrow we will be
dealing with a different bill that does
result in a direct spending reduction as
determined by the Congressional Budg-
et Office and for which the committee
created an offset and reduced the size
of the bill.

This bill, H.R. 700, is not a direct
spending bill, and has been so verified
by the Congressional Budget Office and
by the Office of Management and Budg-
et. It is not subject to the so-called
PAYGO rules. An appropriation subse-
quently could well be subject to
PAYGO, but we have yet before us the
congressional budget process. We have
to vote on a budget, and then we con-
sider the appropriations. If this legisla-
tion is enacted in time for the appro-
priation process, hopefully it could be
considered and included, and then
there is a question of whether it is sub-
jected to the PAYGO rules.

But in its present form, this is an au-
thorization. It is not a direct spending.
It is not subject, as Congressional
Budget Office has ruled, to the PAYGO
rules. And we made that point yester-
day. We make it again today. And I
rise in opposition to the amendment,
but not in opposition to the approach
of the gentleman, who is a true fiscal
conservative and wants to ensure that
dollars are wisely spent and that we
are not overspending.

I assure the gentleman, this legisla-
tion, modest as it is in its scope of dol-
lars authorized, will be subjected to the
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rigorous oversight of OMB, Congres-
sional Budget Office, procedure and the
appropriation process in its new
course.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike
the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. PRICE), al-
most to say the same thing we said
yesterday: He has gotten the appro-
priations mixed up with the authoriza-
tion.

This is an authorization committee,
and actual funding of these programs
through the appropriations process,
which is where this will be more appro-
priate. A similar manner it was offered
yesterday, as we said, to H.R. 569, the
Water Quality Investment Act, and was
defeated by 166-260.

This amendment would require that
any authorization of appropriations be
considered with corresponding offsets
regardless of whether the program ever
receives any funding. It is possible that
it won’t.

In the example of the Alternative
Water Source pilot program under con-
sideration today, a program that again
has never been funded through the ap-
propriations process, this amendment
would require the identification of $125
million in offsets, regardless of wheth-
er appropriations are ever enacted for
this program.

During the first few days of the legis-
lative session, the new Democratic ma-
jority renewed the PAYGO rules to re-
quire the identification of offsets to
any changes in direct spending by leg-
islative initiatives.

This bill has no effect on direct
spending. According to the Congres-
sional Budget Office in its analysis of
the bill, enacting the bill would not af-
fect direct spending or revenues. There-
fore, the offset requirements of PAYGO
are never triggered.

I also remind my colleagues that the
PAYGO provision was allowed to expire
under Republican control of the House,
with no attempt by the former Repub-
lican leadership to restore its protec-
tions to the Federal budgetary process.
To now claim to be the champions of
fiscal responsibility and attempt to
hold Congress to stricter budgetary
principles than instituted under their
own leadership is a fairly hollow argu-
ment.

The gentleman’s amendment would
require offsets for any authorization of
appropriations, regardless of its impact
on Federal receipts. Were the gentle-
man’s amendment adopted, my expec-
tation is that every authorization of
appropriations, whether it be for clean
water, safer schools, better health care,
or national defense, would require
equal offsets. This is an inappropriate
limitation on the ability of Congress to
address the needs of the Nation.

Fiscal responsibility is a noble cause,
but not at the cost of hindering
Congress’s ability to meet the needs of
our constituents.
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Mr. Chairman, I oppose this amend-
ment.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word, and I
yield to the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman from Arkansas
for yielding. I will be very brief.

I rise to point a couple points of clar-
ification. And I appreciate the gentle-
woman from Texas and her comments,
but she did say that this amendment
would require finding $120 million of
offsets somewhere else, regardless of
whether there was any money that was
ever authorized for this particular
grant project. In fact, that is not the
case.

On line 4 of the amendment, it says
that, ‘‘any other provision that results
in costs to the Federal Government.”
So it would require that the Congress
had determined that, yes, there should
be money spent for these grant
projects, and then the equal amount of
offset money would need to be found.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. BOOZMAN. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Texas.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. I think what I did say is, it is
not the authorization; it is the appro-
priations that I spoke about that would
cause this to happen. It would trigger
it. It is not the authorization. We are
an authorizing committee.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. I understand
this is an authorizing piece of legisla-
tion; it is not requiring the money to
be spent; and that we have the Appro-
priations Committees to do that.

But I would suggest to my colleagues
that this is a matter of principle. It is
a matter of principle, and it is a matter
of making the statement now that we
believe that, if we are going to spend
money for this project and we believe
that it is a priority, that we ought to
find the money elsewhere in order to
cover that so that we do not increase
the deficit.

I appreciate the gentleman yielding
to me.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
PRICE).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the noes
appeared to have it.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Georgia will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. SESSIONS

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk
will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 5 offered by Mr. SESSIONS:

Page 2, line 9, after the dollar amount in-
sert ‘‘for fiscal years ending before October 1,
2008,
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Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Chairman, H.R.
700 follows an authorization that the
Republican Congress provided for in
the year 2000, which authorized $75 mil-
lion in grants for alternative water
source projects.

We learned that the population
growth was causing a number of com-
munities to have to explore alternative
supplies through reclamation, reuse
and conservation. And so Congress cre-
ated section 220 of the Clean Water
Act. This amendment to the Clean
Water Act required a 50 percent non-
Federal cost share. And it expired in
2004.

Today’s legislation doubles this au-
thorization, but the troubling part to
me is it allows this authorization to
continue indefinitely. So if this legisla-
tion passes, there will be no sunset, no
further oversight and no review of the
effectiveness of these grants. My
amendment would provide for the expi-
ration of this authorization in fiscal
year 2008.

I think it is fiscally responsible and
allows Congress to reevaluate these
grants, and not just leave them forever
without oversight.

Mr. Chairman, at this time I under-
stand that the gentleman Mr. OBER-
STAR would wish to engage with me in
a colloquy on this amendment.

I yield to the gentleman from Min-
nesota.

Mr. OBERSTAR. The gentleman from
Texas, a member of the Rules Com-
mittee, and I had a discussion about
the principle involved in the gentle-
man’s amendment in the course of our
presentation at the Rules Committee
for the rule covering this bill. As a re-
sult, the gentleman has offered an
amendment that I think is entirely ap-
propriate. But the point at which we
are in the consideration of the legisla-
tion, and given the time it might take
for the other body to act on it, would
create a time frame problem through
fiscal 2008. I would suggest that the
language be changed to reflect two fis-
cal years from date of enactment, so
that we have a precise time but that it
is linked to date of enactment of the
act, which then would be a very appro-
priate way to do it.

Mr. SESSIONS. Reclaiming my time.

It is my understanding then that the
chairman and I have engaged in an
agreement; that I would withdraw my
amendment, pending such that he
would place within the legislation that
agreement. And I would agree with
that, and I would agree to withdraw my
amendment. And I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gen-
tleman for his thoughtful presentation
and the questioning in the Rules Com-
mittee, and we will draft language in
cooperation with the gentleman and in-
clude that as we move forward to con-
ference with the Senate.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that my amend-
ment be withdrawn.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the amendment is withdrawn.
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There was no objection.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. CONAWAY

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk
will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 3 offered by Mr. CONAWAY:

Page 2, after line 5, insert the following:

(a) SELECTION OF PROJECTS.—Section
220(d)(2) of the Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Act (33 U.S.C. 1300(d)(2)) is amended by
inserting before the period at the end the fol-
lowing: ‘‘or whether the project is located in
an area which is served by a public water
system serving 10,000 individuals or fewer’’.

Page 2, at the beginning of line 6, insert
the following:

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Chairman, for
the past decade, within rural commu-
nities throughout the country, home
water bills have increased faster than
the rate of inflation, and it seems like-
ly that this trend will continue. Cur-
rently, rural populations across Amer-
ica are being forced to comply with ex-
tremely costly regulations regarding
standards that have been set forth by
the Environmental Protection Agency.

Mr. Chairman, I have rural constitu-
ents who are currently paying upwards
of 770 percent more for water service
than that of urban populations due to
regulatory items and the inability to
spread these costs over a wide basis.

As deregulations are implemented
and aging infrastructures replaced, the
affordability of water service in rural
America will continue to be of great
concern. Water systems, consumers,
administrators and policy makers will
need to focus on the ability of rural
households to pay for public water
service.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is not
a solution to the underlying problem;
it is a recognition of the issue and a
step in the right direction. My amend-
ment would simply add to the consider-
ations for these grants recognition of
water systems serving 10,000 people or
less.

Mr. SHULER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, as water bills con-
tinue to rise larger, in the rural com-
munities throughout the country home
water bills have increased faster than
the rate of inflation. Over 50,000 com-
munity water systems serve popu-
lations under 10,000. In North Carolina,
95 percent of our community water sys-
tems service populations of less than
10,000.

Currently, rural populations across
America are being forced to comply
with costly regulations. At this time,
many rural areas have a greater per-
centage of the poverty and lower mean
household income.
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This is imposing a major burden on
the rural families of America. In the
same rural communities, some citizens
are now paying 770 percent more for
the water services than that of urban
populations.
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The Conaway-Shuler amendment
does not call for more money or strike
existing language. This is a fiscally re-
sponsible approach which points us in
the right direction to take some of the
strain off of the rural communities as
they struggle to provide safety.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support this amendment.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Both gentlemen offer an amendment,
Mr. Chairman, to our bill that is well
intentioned to respond to the needs of
small communities, to assure that
communities under a population of
10,000 are not left behind, as this pro-
gram is administered. And I certainly
am in consonance with that concern.

There are only maybe four commu-
nities in my congressional district that
have population greater than 10,000. I
think of Big Fork, population 950, and
others of similar size who have needs
for water resource as great proportion-
ately as do the major metropolitan
areas.

In fact, in a drought in 1988, Min-
neapolis was trying to encourage the
Corps of Engineers to draw down the
head waters of the Mississippi River to
increase the flow to Minneapolis while
at the same time not banning car
washes, not banning sprinkling of
lawns, not taking other water con-
servation measures and also drawing
water from the Jordan Basin Reservoir
underneath the Twin Cities, a 50-mile
diameter basin that is water left over
from the melting of the glacier 10,000
years ago, water that can never be re-
placed because it is an impermeable
area.

And I said, oh, wait a minute. It just
happened I was chairman of the Sub-
committee on Investigation and Over-
sight; called the Corps of Engineers in
and made sure they didn’t draw any
matter down from the head waters of
the Mississippi River to serve the
thirst of Minneapolis while at the same
time St. Paul was incorporating water
conservation measures.

Well, I cite that history to show that
I am really sensitive to these needs.
But we do not want to create in this
legislation a preferential consider-
ation. And when the gentleman says
consider, when the language of the
amendment the gentlemen are offering
says consider, I take this to mean a
factor to be considered, along with
other relevant factors and not a set-
aside and not a preference.

May I ask the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. CONAWAY), and I yield to the gen-
tleman, to be assured that he concurs
in that interpretation.

Mr. CONAWAY. Yes, sir. This goes
into the part of the bill that talks
about additional consideration. The ad-
ministrator has wide leeway in how
they grant these grants, and I would
simply like in the RECORD, in the law,
that this is one of the things that ad-
ministrator should take into consider-
ation. This in no way binds or ties
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their hands to any particular size of
community or use but allows good
judgment by the administrator and in
recognition that rural America is out-
numbered on this floor. And having
those words in this language will be
particularly important to the constitu-
ents I serve who recognize that and un-
derstand that from time to time you
guys have got us outnumbered. So it
does not set up a preference, but it sim-
ply says, here is one other criteria to
look at when you decide on these ques-
tions.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gen-
tleman. Let me ask the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. SHULER)
whether he shares that viewpoint.

Mr. SHULER. I most certainly
would. In rural America, they struggle
so often. Although it is not binding, it
doesn’t cost any more; I would cer-
tainly like to see this in the amend-
ment.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, when
I was elected to Congress, took office
in 1975, we formed a Congressional
Rural Caucus. There were 250 members.
We had a voice on this floor, and a
presence on this floor. Today there are
less than 90 of us representing pri-
marily rural areas, so we do have to be
watchful for small towns, rural areas.
And in the spirit of our discussion just
concluded, I will accept the amend-
ment of the gentlemen.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
CONAWAY).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. PRICE OF
GEORGIA

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, the pending
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. PRICE) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded
vote has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 176, noes 256,
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 128]

AYES—176
Aderholt Boustany Chabot
AKkin Brady (TX) Coble
Alexander Brown (SC) Cole (OK)
Bachmann Brown-Waite, Conaway
Baker Ginny Crenshaw
Barrett (SC) Buchanan Cubin
Bartlett (MD) Burgess Culberson
Barton (TX) Burton (IN) Davis (KY)
Bilbray Buyer Davis, David
Bilirakis Calvert Dayvis, Tom
Bishop (UT) Campbell (CA) Deal (GA)
Blackburn Cannon Dent
Blunt Cantor Diaz-Balart, L.
Boehner Capito Diaz-Balart, M.
Bonner Carter Drake
Boozman Castle Dreier
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Duncan
Emerson
Everett
Fallin
Feeney
Ferguson
Flake
Forbes
Fortenberry
Fortuno
Fossella
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gingrey
Gohmert
Goode
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves

Hall (TX)
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Hoekstra
Hulshof
Inglis (SC)
Issa

Jindal
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jordan

King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk

Kline (MN)

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baldwin
Barrow
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bordallo
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd (FL)
Boyda (KS)
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson
Castor
Chandler
Christensen
Clarke
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Cramer
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings

Knollenberg
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Lamborn
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul (TX)
McCotter
McCrery
McHenry
McHugh
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Musgrave
Myrick
Neugebauer
Nunes
Paul
Pearce
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Poe
Porter
Price (GA)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Radanovich

NOES—256

Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Lincoln
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly
Doolittle
Doyle
Edwards
Ehlers
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emanuel
Engel
English (PA)
Eshoo
Etheridge
Faleomavaega
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Giffords
Gilchrest
Gillibrand
Gillmor
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Herseth
Higgins
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hobson
Hodes
Holden
Holt

Honda
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Ramstad
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reynolds
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Sali

Saxton
Schmidt
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shimkus
Shuster
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Stearns
Sullivan
Tancredo
Terry
Thornberry
Tiberi
Upton
Walberg
Walden (OR)
Walsh (NY)
Wamp
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (SC)
Wolf

Young (FL)

Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
Klein (FL)
Kucinich
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Latham
LaTourette
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lynch
Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Marshall
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum (MN)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNerney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud

Millender- Rodriguez Stupak
McDonald Rogers (KY) Sutton
Miller (MI) Ross Tanner
Miller (NC) Rothman Tauscher
Miller, George Roybal-Allard Taylor
Mitchell Ruppersberger Thompson (CA)
Mollohan Rush Thompson (MS)
Moore (K8) Ryan (OH) Tiahrt
Moore (WI) Salazar Tierney
Moran (VA) Sanchez, Linda Towns
Murphy (CT) T. Turner
Murphy, Patrick Sanchez, Loretta Udall (CO)
Murphy, Tim Sarbanes Udall (NM)
Murtha Schakowsky Van Hollen
Nadler Schiff Velazquez
Napolitano Schwartz Visclosk
Neal (MA) Scott (GA) y
Norton Scott (VA) Walz (MN)
Oberstar Serrano Wasserman
Obey Sestak Schultz
Olver Shays Waters
Ortiz Shea-Porter Watson
Pallone Sherman Watt
Pascrell Shuler Waxman
Pastor Simpson Weiner
Payne Sires Welch (VT)
Perlmutter Skelton Wexler
Peterson (MN) Slaughter Wilson (NM)
Pomeroy Smith (WA) Wilson (OH)
Price (NC) Snyder Woolsey
Rahall Solis Wu
Rangel Space Wynn
Regula Spratt Yarmuth
Reyes Stark Young (AK)
NOT VOTING—6
Bono Davis, Jo Ann Keller
Camp (MI) Hunter Larson (CT)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHATRMAN
The Acting CHAIRMAN (during the

vote). Members are advised there are 2

minutes remaining in this vote.
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Messrs. KAGEN, GONZALEZ,
RODRIGUEZ, DINGELL and TIAHRT
changed their vote from ‘“‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN and Mr.
SOUDER changed their vote from ‘‘no”’
to ‘‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. There being
no further amendments, the Com-
mittee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida) having assumed
the chair, Mr. TIERNEY, Acting Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union, re-
ported that that Committee, having
had under consideration the bill (H.R.
700) to amend the Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Act to extend the pilot
program for alternative water source
projects, pursuant to House Resolution
215, he reported the bill back to the
House with an amendment adopted by
the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

The question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. PRICE

OF GEORGIA

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 1

offer a motion to recommit.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. In its current
form, I am, yes, sir.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Price of Georgia moves to recommit
the bill H.R. 700 to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure with instruc-
tions to report back the same forthwith with
the following amendment:

At the end of the bill, add the following
(and conform the table of contents accord-
ingly):

SEC. 3. LIMITATION ON THE USE OF FUNDS.

None of the funds authorized by this Act,
including the amendments made by this Act,
may be used—

(1) to lobby or retain a lobbyist for the pur-
pose of influencing a Federal, State, or local
governmental entity or officer; or

(2) to pay for expenses related to the mem-
bership of any individual or entity in an or-
ganization or association.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Georgia is recognized for 5 minutes in
support of his motion.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 1
am pleased to offer this motion to re-
commit. And I am more pleased to
commend my Democratic colleagues
for yesterday’s recognition of the mo-
tion to recommit. They will recognize
today’s because it is exactly the same
motion.

I think with that recognition came
the realization and appreciation that
motions to recommit are, indeed, sub-
stantive moves and they are sub-
stantive proposals of policy by this
House of Representatives.

This motion to recommit is one
about honesty; it is about honesty in
the provision of the funds in the bill
that is about to be adopted.

Mr. Speaker, this motion to recom-
mit would reinforce existing Federal
law by making it clear that none of the
funds authorized under this act may be
used to lobby or retain a lobbyist to at-
tempt to influence Federal, State or
local governmental officials. It would
also expand upon existing law by spe-
cifically prohibiting Federal funds
from being used to pay for membership
in any association or organization.
And, Mr. Speaker, as I mentioned yes-
terday, many of those dues rise to the
sum of $48,000 to $50,000 or more. The
funds should only be used for the pur-
poses intended by Congress, namely,
identifying alternative water source
projects.

And while associations and organiza-
tions provide meaningful opportunities
for collaboration and knowledge dis-
semination, it would not be appro-
priate to use hard-earned scarce Fed-
eral tax dollars for such a purpose.
Such a diversion of these funds would
not only limit the amount of funds
available for the actual use and con-
struction of alternative water source
projects, it could indeed constitute an
end run around the lobbying restric-
tions since many of these associations
engage in lobbying activities.
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In recent years, Mr. Speaker, growth
in population and increasing environ-
mental awareness is causing many
communities to explore alternative
water supplies through reclamation,
reuse and conservation. And while the
Clean Water Act construction grants
prior to 1991 and State revolving loan
funds since 1989 have been available for
such activities, most expenditures to
date have been for more traditional
wastewater projects and not for en-
hancing water supplies through waste-
water reuse and water recycling. For
these compelling reasons, we need to
ensure that all available resources pro-
vided through this reauthorization are
used specifically for the purpose of
building and improving alternative
water source projects for municipal, in-
dustrial or agricultural uses in areas
that are experiencing critical water
supply needs.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues to recognize what they rec-
ognized yesterday, and that is that mo-
tions to recommit are substantive pol-
icy motions. I urge the adoption of this
motion to recommit.

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

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, al-
though I am not opposed to the mo-
tion, I ask unanimous consent to claim
the time in opposition.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentleman from Min-
nesota is recognized for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, this
amendment was offered yesterday by a
different gentleman from the other
side. I just want to read from the legis-
lative language in the act.

Subsection F: TUses of Grants.
“Amounts from grants received under
this section may be used for engineer-
ing, design, construction and final test-
ing of alternative water source projects
designed to meet critical water supply
needs. Such amounts may not be used
for planning, feasibility studies, for op-
eration, maintenance, replacement, re-
pair or rehabilitation.”” Although we do
not specifically prohibit use of funds
for lobbying, no such authorization is
permitted. Nonetheless, the gentleman
proposes to close a potential oppor-
tunity for money to be diverted, and,
therefore, we are prepared, as yester-
day, to accept the gentleman’s motion.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 and 9 of rule XX, this 15-
minute vote on the motion to recom-
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mit will be followed by 5-minute votes
on passage of H.R. 700, if ordered, and
adoption of House Resolution 202.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 427, nays 0,
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 129]

YEAS—427

Abercrombie Culberson Hodes
Ackerman Cummings Hoekstra
Aderholt Davis (AL) Holden
AKkin Davis (CA) Holt
Alexander Dayvis (IL) Honda
Allen Dayvis (KY) Hooley
Altmire Davis, David Hoyer
Andrews Davis, Lincoln Hulshof
Arcuri Dayvis, Tom Inglis (SC)
Baca Deal (GA) Inslee
Bachmann DeFazio Israel
Bachus DeGette Issa
Baird Delahunt Jackson (IL)
Baker DeLauro Jackson-Lee
Baldwin Dent (TX)
Barrett (SC) Diaz-Balart, L. Jefferson
Barrow Diaz-Balart, M. Jindal
Bartlett (MD) Dicks Johnson (GA)
Barton (TX) Dingell Johnson (IL)
Bean Doggett Johnson, E. B.
Becerra Donnelly Johnson, Sam
Berkley Doolittle Jones (NC)
Berman Doyle Jones (OH)
Berry Drake Jordan
Biggert Dreier Kagen
Bilbray Duncan Kanjorski
Bilirakis Edwards Kaptur
Bishop (GA) Ehlers Keller
Bishop (NY) Ellison Kennedy
Bishop (UT) Ellsworth Kildee
Blackburn Emanuel Kilpatrick
Blumenauer Emerson Kind
Blunt Engel King (IA)
Boehner English (PA) King (NY)
Bonner Eshoo Kingston
Boozman Etheridge Kirk
Boren Everett Klein (FL)
Boswell Fallin Kline (MN)
Boucher Farr Knollenberg
Boustany Fattah Kucinich
Boyd (FL) Feeney Kuhl (NY)
Boyda (KS) Ferguson LaHood
Brady (PA) Filner Lamborn
Brady (TX) Flake Lampson
Braley (IA) Forbes Langevin
Brown (SC) Fortenberry Lantos
Brown, Corrine Fossella Larsen (WA)
Brown-Waite, Foxx Latham

Ginny Frank (MA) LaTourette
Buchanan Franks (AZ) Lee
Burgess Frelinghuysen Levin
Burton (IN) Gallegly Lewis (CA)
Butterfield Garrett (NJ) Lewis (GA)
Buyer Gerlach Lewis (KY)
Calvert Giffords Linder
Campbell (CA) Gilchrest Lipinski
Cannon Gillibrand LoBiondo
Cantor Gillmor Loebsack
Capito Gingrey Lofgren, Zoe
Capps Gohmert Lowey
Capuano Gonzalez Lucas
Cardoza Goode Lungren, Daniel
Carnahan Goodlatte E.
Carney Gordon Lynch
Carson Granger Mack
Carter Graves Mahoney (FL)
Castle Green, Al Maloney (NY)
Castor Green, Gene Manzullo
Chabot Grijalva Marchant
Chandler Gutierrez Markey
Clarke Hall (NY) Marshall
Clay Hall (TX) Matheson
Cleaver Hare Matsui
Clyburn Harman McCarthy (CA)
Coble Hastert McCarthy (NY)
Cohen Hastings (FL) McCaul (TX)
Cole (OK) Hastings (WA) McCollum (MN)
Conaway Hayes McCotter
Conyers Heller McCrery
Cooper Hensarling McDermott
Costa Herger McGovern
Costello Herseth McHenry
Courtney Higgins McHugh
Cramer Hill MeclIntyre
Crenshaw Hinchey McKeon
Crowley Hinojosa McMorris
Cubin Hirono Rodgers
Cuellar Hobson McNerney
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McNulty Rahall Souder
Meehan Ramstad Space
Meek (FL) Rangel Spratt
Meeks (NY) Regula Stark
Melancon Rehberg Stearns
Mica Reichert Stupak
Michaud Renzi Sullivan
Millender- Reyes Sutton

McDonald Reynolds Tancredo
Miller (FL) Rodriguez Tanner
Miller (MI) Rogers (AL) Tauscher
Miller (NC) Rogers (KY) Taylor
Miller, Gary Rogers (MI) Terry
Mitchell - RosLebiinen  LROmpOn (C4)
Mollohan Roskam $Eg$ﬂi‘;ﬂ;Ms)
Moore (KS) Ross Tiahrt
Moore (WI) Rothman Tiberi
Moran (KS) Roybal-Allard .

Tierney
Moran (VA) Royce Towns
Murphy (CT) Ruppersberger Turner
Murphy, Patrick Rush Udall (CO)
Murphy, Tim Ryan (OH) Udall (NM)
Murtha Ryan (WI)
Musgrave Salazar Upton
Myrick Sali Vaq Hollen
Nadler Sanchez, Linda ~ Yelazauez
Napolitano T. Visclosky
Neal (MA) Sanchez, Loretta Walberg
Neugebauer Sarbanes Walden (OR)
Nunes Saxton Walsh (NY)
Oberstar Schakowsky Walz (MN)
Obey Schiff Wamp
Olver Schmidt Wasserman
Ortiz Schwartz Schultz
Pallone Scott (VA) Waters
Pascrell Sensenbrenner Watson
Pastor Serrano Watt
Paul Sessions Waxman
Payne Sestak Weiner
Pearce Shadegg Welch (VT)
Pence Shays Weldon (FL)
Perlmutter Shea-Porter Weller
Peterson (MN) Sherman Westmoreland
Peterson (PA) Shimkus Wexler
Petri Shuler Whitfield
Pickering Shuster Wicker
Pitts Simpson Wilson (NM)
Platts Sires Wilson (OH)
Poe Skelton Wilson (SC)
Pomeroy Slaughter Wolf
Porter Smith (NE) Woolsey
Price (GA) Smith (NJ) Wu
Price (NC) Smith (TX) Wynn
Pryce (OH) Smith (WA) Yarmuth
Putnam Snyder Young (AK)
Radanovich Solis Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—6
Bono Davis, Jo Ann Larson (CT)
Camp (MI) Hunter Scott (GA)
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Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. RANGEL and Mr.
NADLER changed their vote from
“nay’’ to ‘“‘yea.”

So the motion to recommit was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to the instructions of the House on
the motion to recommit, I report the
bill, H.R. 700, back to the House with
an amendment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment:

At the end of the bill, add the following
(and conform the table of contents accord-
ingly):

SEC. 3. LIMITATION ON THE USE OF FUNDS.

None of the funds authorized by this Act,
including the amendments made by this Act,
may be used—

(1) to lobby or retain a lobbyist for the pur-
pose of influencing a Federal, State, or local
governmental entity or officer; or

(2) to pay for expenses related to the mem-
bership of any individual or entity in an or-
ganization or association.

The
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This

will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 368, nays 59,
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 130]

YEAS—368

Abercrombie Costello Hare
Ackerman Courtney Harman
Aderholt Cramer Hastert
Alexander Crenshaw Hastings (FL)
Allen Crowley Hastings (WA)
Altmire Cubin Hayes
Andrews Cuellar Heller
Arcuri Cummings Herseth
Baca Davis (AL) Higgins
Bachus Davis (CA) Hill
Baird Davis (IL) Hinchey
Baker Davis, David Hinojosa
Baldwin Davis, Lincoln Hirono
Barrow Davis, Tom Hobson
Barton (TX) DeFazio Hodes
Bean DeGette Hoekstra
Becerra Delahunt Holden
Berkley DeLauro Holt
Berman Dent Honda
Berry Diaz-Balart, L. Hooley
Biggert Diaz-Balart, M. Hoyer
Bilirakis Dicks Hulshof
Bishop (GA) Dingell Inslee
Bishop (NY) Doggett Israel
Blumenauer Donnelly Jackson (IL)
Blunt Doolittle Jackson-Lee
Boehner Doyle (TX)
Bonner Drake Jefferson
Boozman Dreier Jindal
Boren Duncan Johnson (GA)
Boswell Edwards Johnson (IL)
Boucher Ehlers Johnson, E. B.
Boustany Ellison Jones (NC)
Boyd (FL) Ellsworth Jones (OH)
Boyda (KS) Emanuel Kagen
Brady (PA) Emerson Kanjorski
Braley (IA) Engel Kaptur
Brown (SC) English (PA) Keller
Brown, Corrine Eshoo Kennedy
Brown-Waite, Etheridge Kildee

Ginny Everett Kilpatrick
Buchanan Fallin Kind
Butterfield Farr King (NY)
Calvert Fattah Kirk
Cannon Ferguson Klein (FL)
Capito Filner Knollenberg
Capps Forbes Kucinich
Capuano Fortenberry Kuhl (NY)
Cardoza Fossella LaHood
Carnahan Frank (MA) Lampson
Carney Frelinghuysen Langevin
Carson Gallegly Lantos
Carter Gerlach Larsen (WA)
Castle Giffords Latham
Castor Gilchrest LaTourette
Chabot Gillibrand Lee
Chandler Gillmor Levin
Clarke Gohmert Lewis (CA)
Clay Gonzalez Lewis (GA)
Cleaver Gordon Lipinski
Clyburn Granger LoBiondo
Coble Graves Loebsack
Cohen Green, Al Lofgren, Zoe
Cole (OK) Green, Gene Lowey
Conaway Grijalva Lucas
Conyers Gutierrez Lungren, Daniel
Cooper Hall (NY) E.
Costa Hall (TX) Lynch

Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul (TX)
McCollum (MN)
McCotter
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Nunes
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pearce

Akin
Bachmann
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett (MD)
Bilbray
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Brady (TX)
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Campbell (CA)
Cantor
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Deal (GA)
Feeney

Flake

Foxx

Franks (AZ)

Bono
Camp (MI)

Perlmutter
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Platts
Poe
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reyes
Reynolds
Rodriguez
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sali
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Saxton
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schmidt
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shays
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson

NAYS—59

Garrett (NJ)
Gingrey
Goode
Goodlatte
Hensarling
Herger
Inglis (SC)
Issa
Johnson, Sam
Jordan
King (IA)
Kingston
Kline (MN)
Lamborn
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Mack
Marchant
McHenry
Miller (FL)

NOT VOTING—6

Davis, Jo Ann
Hunter
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So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

————————

Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Space
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sullivan
Sutton
Tauscher
Taylor
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walberg
Walden (OR)
Walsh (NY)
Walz (MN)
Wamp
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch (VT)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (OH)
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Yarmuth
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Musgrave
Myrick
Neugebauer
Paul

Pence

Pitts

Price (GA)
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Smith (NE)
Stearns
Tancredo
Thornberry
Weldon (FL)
Westmoreland
Wilson (SC)

Larson (CT)
Tanner

COMMITTEE FUNDING

RESOLUTION
The SPEAKER pro tempore.

The

pending business is the vote on adop-
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tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

March 8, 2007

tion of House Resolution 202, on which
the yeas and nays are ordered.
The Clerk read the title of the resolu-

The

question is on the resolution.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 269, nays
150, not voting 14, as follows:

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri
Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Barrow
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boyda (KS)
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown, Corrine
Buchanan
Butterfield
Buyer
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson
Castor
Chandler
Clarke

Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Cramer
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Lincoln
Davis, Tom
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dent

Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly
Doyle
Edwards
Ehlers
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emanuel
Engel
English (PA)
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Filner
Fortenberry
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Gerlach

[Roll No. 131]

YEAS—269

Giffords
Gilchrest
Gillibrand
Gonzalez
Gordon
Granger
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Herseth
Higgins
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
Kirk
Klein (FL)
Knollenberg
Kucinich
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lynch
Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Marshall
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul (TX)
McCollum (MN)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica

Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Perlmutter
Peterson (MN)
Platts
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Rahall
Ramstad
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reyes
Rodriguez
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Saxton
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shays
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Space
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tierney
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Towns Wasserman Wexler
Udall (CO) Schultz Wilson (NM)
Udall (NM) Waters Wilson (OH)
Velazquez Watson Wolf
Visclosky Watt Wu
Walden (OR) Waxman Wynn
Walsh (NY) ggigﬁr(VT) Yarmuth
Walz (MN) Weller Young (AK)
NAYS—150
Aderholt Flake Miller (FL)
AKkin Forbes Miller (MI)
Alexander Fossella Moran (KS)
Bachmann Foxx Musgrave
Bachus Franks (AZ) Myrick
Baker Gallegly Neugebauer
Barrett (SC) Garrett (NJ) Nunes
Bartlett (MD) Gillmor Paul
Barton (TX) Gingrey Pearce
Biggert Gohmert Pence
Bilbray Goode Peterson (PA)
Bishop (UT) Goodlatte Petri
Blackburn Graves Pickering
Blunt Hastert Pitts
Boehner Hastings (WA) Poe
Bonner Hayes Price (GA)
Boozman Heller P
: utnam
Boustany Hensarling R .
adanovich
Brady (TX) Herger Regula
Brown (SC) Hobson R 1d
Brown-Waite, Hoekstra eyno.es
Ginny Hulshof Rogers (AL)
Burgess Inglis (SO) Rogers (KY)
Burton (IN) Issa Rogers (MI)
Calvert Jindal Rohrabacher
Campbell (CA) Johnson, Sam Royce
Cannon Jones (NC) Ryan (WD)
Cantor Jordan Schmidt
Capito King (IA) Senslenbrenner
Carter King (NY) Sessions
Castle Kingston Shadegg
Chabot Kline (MN) Shimkus
Coble Kuhl (NY) Shuster
Cole (OK) LaHood Simpson
Conaway Lamborn Smith (NE)
Crenshaw Latham Smith (TX)
Cubin LaTourette Souder
Culberson Lewis (KY) Stearns
Davis (KY) Linder Sullivan
Davis, David Lucas Tancredo
Deal (GA) Lungren, Daniel ~ Tiahrt
Diaz-Balart, L. E. Turner
Diaz-Balart, M. Mack Upton
Doolittle Manzullo Walberg
Drake Marchant Wamp
Dreier Matheson Weldon (FL)
Duncan McCarthy (CA) Westmoreland
Emerson McCotter Whitfield
Everett McCrery Wicker
Fallin McHenry Wilson (SC)
Feeney McHugh Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—14
Bono Kennedy Sali
Boyd (FL) Larson (CT) Terry
Camp (MI) Murphy, Tim Van Hollen
Davis, Jo Ann Rangel Woolsey
Hunter Roskam

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during

the vote). Members are advised there

are 2 minutes remaining in this vote.

O 1456

Mr. ROGERS of Alabama changed his
vote from ‘“‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
131, | was in a hearing during votes. Had |
been present, | would have voted “yea.”

———
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, |

would like to submit this statement for the

RECORD and regret that | could not be present
today, Thursday, March 8, 2007 to vote on
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rolicall vote Nos. 127, 128, 129, 130, and 131
due to a family medical matter.

Had | been present, | would have voted:
“yea” on rollcall vote No. 127 on the previous
question to H. Res. 219, on providing for the
consideration of H. Res. 202;

“Nay” on rollcall vote No. 128 on the
amendment to H. R. 700, to prohibit the bill’s
authorization levels or other provisions from
taking effect if they would result in costs to the
federal government;

“Yea” on rollcall vote No. 129 on a motion
to recommit H.R. 700 with instructions;

“Yea” on rollcall vote No. 130 on the final
passage of H.R. 700, the Healthy Commu-
nities Water Supply Act; and

“Yea” on rollcall vote No. 131 on agreeing
to H. Res. 202, a resolution providing for the
expenses of certain committees of the House
of Representatives in the 110th Congress.

———

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Ms. Evans, one
of his secretaries.

————

CONTINUATION OF NATIONAL
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT TO
IRAN—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 110-17)

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TIERNEY) laid before the House the fol-
lowing message from the President of
the United States; which was read and,
together with the accompanying pa-
pers, without objection, referred to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs and or-
dered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

Section 202(d) of the National Emer-
gencies Act (60 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides
for the automatic termination of a na-
tional emergency unless, prior to the
anniversary date of its declaration, the
President publishes in the Federal Reg-
ister and transmits to the Congress a
notice stating that the emergency is to
continue in effect beyond the anniver-
sary date. In accordance with this pro-
vision, I have sent the enclosed notice
to the Federal Register for publication,
stating that the Iran emergency de-
clared on March 15, 1995, is to continue
in effect beyond March 15, 2007.

The crisis between the United States
and Iran constituted by the actions and
policies of the Government of Iran that
led to the declaration of a national
emergency on March 15, 1995, has not
been resolved. The actions and policies
of the Government of Iran are contrary
to the interests of the United States in
the region and pose a continuing un-
usual and extraordinary threat to the
national security, foreign policy, and
economy of the United States. For
these reasons, I have determined that
it is necessary to continue the national
emergency declared with respect to
Iran and maintain in force comprehen-
sive sanctions against Iran to respond
to this threat.

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, March 8, 2007.
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DEMOCRATS RETREAT FROM IRAQ

(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, after wait-
ing for months, the new Democrat ma-
jority has introduced their plan for
Iraq today, and it can be summed up
with one phrase, fully funded with-
drawal.

Seeking to micromanage the war, the
Democrats have come up with a plan
that attaches strings to troop funding
in order to seek American withdrawal
from Iraq by 2008. This Democrat plan
for a fully funded withdrawal could
also be described as a well-equipped re-
treat. A fully funded withdrawal might
well be added to that classic list of
American oxymorons that includes
plastic glass and jumbo shrimp.

Since their election pledge to ‘‘fix
the war,” it has taken our friends on
the other side of the aisle 4 months to
come up with a strategy in Iraq. But
even though their proposal does in-
clude funding for our soldiers in the
field and our veterans here at home,
their latest poll-tested approach for
fighting the war in Iraq can best be de-
scribed as cut and run.

For all the Democrats’ furtive back-
room efforts and tortured explanations,
it is not nearly as complex as they de-
scribe. In fact, their strategy could be
described by George Orwell: ‘‘The
quickest way to end the war is to lose
it.”

We don’t need a fully funded with-
drawal. We need to fully fund victory
for freedom in Iraq.

——
SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, and under a previous
order of the House, the following Mem-
bers will be recognized for 5 minutes
each.

————
O 1500
YUCCA MOUNTAIN PROJECT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Nevada (Ms. BERKLEY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to condemn in the strongest pos-
sible terms President Bush’s latest at-
tempt to resurrect the fatally flawed
Yucca Mountain Project in my home
State of Nevada.

This past Tuesday, the White House
ordered the Energy Department to seek
reintroduction of the so-called Fix
Yucca Bill.

In a nutshell, this special interest
legislation guts key safety and envi-
ronmental rules, makes it harder for
Nevadans to challenge Yucca Moun-
tain, gives the green light to a water
grant in the middle of the Nevada
desert where there is no water, and in-
creases the amount of deadly nuclear
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waste that can be buried outside of Las
Vegas, a major metropolitan area in
the western United States where 1.7
million people reside.

In calling for passage of this bill, the
Bush administration has renewed its
attack on Nevada, and their goal is
simple: open Yucca Mountain at any
cost.

Mr. Speaker, this proposal isn’t
about safety and it isn’t about science.
It is not about protecting our commu-
nities from shipments of nuclear waste.
This legislation is all about using po-
litical muscle to ram through changes
to the rules of the game in order to en-
sure that nuclear waste comes to Ne-
vada.

The reason they need the bill is clear:
Yucca Mountain is all but dead as a re-
sult of scientific uncertainties, of
bloated budget, and total mismanage-
ment. The proposed dump is decades
behind schedule and has already cost
upwards of $12 billion according to the
figures published this January by the
General Accounting Office.

Outgoing Nuclear Regulatory Com-
missioner Ed McGaffigan, not exactly a
great friend of the State of Nevada, re-
cently said that it will take until 2025
or beyond before Yucca Mountain is
completed. But more importantly, he
said it is time to ‘‘stop digging’ at
Yucca Mountain and look at alter-
natives because the system that cre-
ated this abomination is so flawed that
nuclear waste will never be stored in
Nevada.

Clearly, this legislation, which was
introduced last year and went abso-
lutely nowhere, is a last ditch effort to
try and bring Yucca Mountain back
from the brink of total collapse. Make
no mistake about it, Yucca Mountain’s
days are numbered. Working with my
colleagues in the House and with my
Nevada counterpart, majority leader
HARRY REID, we will ensure that this
dangerous and misguided bill never
reaches the President’s desk.

Despite claims to the contrary,
Yucca Mountain has never been proven
safe, and there will be no way to keep
thousands of shipments of nuclear
waste secure as it travels across our
roads and railways.

Among the changes included in the
White House bill is a provision that
seeks to eliminate the current restric-
tion on the amount of waste that can
be stored inside Yucca Mountain. Right
now, it is 77,000 tons. They want to
double that. Lifting this cap would en-
able more nuclear waste to be dumped
in Yucca Mountain, Nevada, and would
increase the number of waste ship-
ments that would have to travel along
America’s roads and railways.

I am also concerned that this bill is
designed to try and pave the way for
President Bush’s plan to allow nuclear
waste from other nations. It is bad
enough they want to stick nuclear
waste from across the country in Ne-
vada; now they want to take other na-
tions’ nuclear waste, ship it to Nevada
for burial at Yucca Mountain.
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Right now there is a limit on the nu-
clear waste that can be stored at Yucca
Mountain. If the President has his way,
Nevada will become the world’s nuclear
garbage dump.

Another provision in the bill will
make it easier for Congress to spend
billions on dumping nuclear waste in
Nevada, with little or no oversight to
protect taxpayers. Billions of dollars
have already been wasted on this hole
in the middle of the Nevada desert, and
the truth remains that Yucca Moun-
tain is no closer to opening today than
it was 20 years ago when Nevada was
unfairly singled out as the only State
to be considered as a location to bury
nuclear waste. That is known affec-
tionately in the State of Nevada as the
Screw Nevada Bill.

Funding for this disaster waiting to
happen does not deserve special treat-
ment. Yucca Mountain should have to
compete with our Nation’s needs to
fund homeland security, education,
clean energy, health care, Social Secu-
rity, and the war in Iraq and Afghani-
stan. There should be no special budget
treatment for Yucca Mountain, and
Congress should exercise its full over-
sight authority, something we haven’t
seen for a while, on runaway spending
on this failed project.

This brings me to the fact that we
have not seen an updated cost estimate
for Yucca Mountain for years, despite
the rising cost of fuel and construction
projects and labor. I suspect that
Yucca Mountain could ultimately cost
hundreds of billions of dollars before
we are through. Is this where you want
to stick our taxpayers’ dollars? I don’t.

The answer to this Nation’s nuclear
waste problem is not Yucca Mountain.
The answer is to keep waste on-site
where it is now produced in so-called
“‘dry cask storage.”

I urge all of my colleagues to take a
good look at this and make the right
decision for our country and for our
taxpayers.

This system is already in use in nuclear
power plants, has the blessing of nuclear reg-
ulators and will keep waste safe for the next
100 years in hardened emplacements guarded
by the same security precautions in place to
keep nuclear power plants safe.

| say to my colleagues: Do not fall for false
claims that Yucca Mountain can be “fixed” by
sweeping aside important health and safety
protections or through a water grab that turns
Nevada’s water law on its head. Or by lifting
the cap on the amount of waste that can be
stored at Yucca Mountain so that Nevada can
become a global nuclear garbage dump.

Keep nuclear waste on-site, preserve the
rules now in place to protect families and the
environment, protect your right to scrutinize
the billions being squandered on a hole in the
Nevada desert and reject calls to support the
reintroduction of the so-called “Fix Yucca” leg-
islative package.

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Idaho (Mr. SALI) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

March 8, 2007

(Mr. SALI addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

——

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

(Mr. DREIER addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

—————

NO MORE “BLANK CHECKS” ON
TRADE: FAST TRACK HAS HURT
MAINE’S WORKERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in opposition to renewing trade
promotion authority, also known as
fast track.

Fast track in its current form is
nothing more than a blank check for
the administration to negotiate harm-
ful trade agreements without congres-
sional input.

I voted against the Trade Act of 2002,
which granted fast track authority to
the President. Those of us who opposed
such a large grant of authority are not
surprised that, given a blank check,
the Bush administration has made re-
gional and bilateral deals to suit nar-
row corporate interests and cut Mem-
bers of Congress out of the process.

We need to examine what has hap-
pened to hardworking people in my
home State of Maine since Congress
signed that blank check. Between Jan-
uary of 2001 and December of last year,
Maine lost more than 20,000 manufac-
turing jobs. In the same period of time,
Maine also lost 8,000 information sector
jobs, in what surely is just the begin-
ning of trouble for our service sectors.
Only one month ago, Moosehead Manu-
facturing, a furniture-making firm in
the towns of Monson and Dover-
Foxcroft, Maine, employing 120 people,
closed its doors as a result of competi-
tion from China, Mexico, and Brazil.
Moosehead Manufacturing tried for
years to adjust to the pressure of for-
eign competition by changing its prod-
ucts and the structure of its workforce,
unfortunately, to no avail. Fast track
authority allowed the administration
to continue to make trade deals with-
out adjusting their tactics in the least,
even as jobs flowed out of my State.

It isn’t clear how lost manufacturing
jobs will be replaced in Maine. What is
clear is that these jobs were casualties
not of the inevitable forces of
globalization, but the abuse of a proc-
ess that is closed to the majority of
Americans.

That is why I voted against fast
track, and why I am here to urge my
colleagues to vote against renewal in
anything like the form of the current
law.

Mainers who lose their jobs because
of global competition often have to ac-
cept lower wages when they find an-
other job. This week, The Washington
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Post reported that nearly half of work-
ers laid off between 2003 and 2005 who
were successful at finding new employ-
ment took a pay cut at their new jobs.
Nearly 30 percent reported earnings
losses of 20 percent or more.

The same is true for Maine manufac-
turing sector workers. According to a
2002 survey done by the Maine AFL-
CIO, laid-off manufacturing workers
who found new employment lost on av-
erage 16 percent of their wages. One
out of three laid-off workers lost pen-
sion benefits.

Congress is under pressure to renew
fast track. The administration claims
that it cannot negotiate bilateral or
multilateral agreements without it.

The administration has had long
enough to demonstrate what it will and
won’t do with fast track authority. Our
constituents deserve to be heard when
trade deals are negotiated, not ignored.
Rather than write another blank
check, Members of Congress should
take an active part in trade negotia-
tions. We must insert accountability
into any future grants of authority to
the executive branch. We must strive
to create agreements that meet the
test of what serves the public good,
rather than what serves narrow special
interests.

I strongly believe that the choice be-
tween agreements that open new trade
opportunities and agreements that pro-
tect workers is a false one. We can and
must achieve both objectives. We can
address health care, education, job
training, and technological invest-
ments to make our firms more com-
petitive. We can do more to retrain and
cushion the blow for workers who lose
their jobs as a result of foreign com-
petition, and we can rewrite the model
for trade agreements so that the inter-
ests of hardworking Americans are a
priority.

I urge my colleagues to oppose re-
newal of fast track in its current form.

————

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

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

————————

SAN FRANCISCO VS. TEENMANIA

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

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I have
come to the floor today to praise the
more than 20,000 teens that will reunite
in San Francisco this weekend to wor-
ship. Their movement called Battlecry
has a home base in my district just
outside Lindale, Texas.

Their message is a hopeful one: they
reject the negative messages often por-
trayed in pop culture and, instead,
they embrace a godly path. They strive
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to live a life of Christian values and re-
ject premarital sex, drugs, alcohol, and
destructive behavior.

One thing is very clear: there is noth-
ing in Battlecry’s message that is hate-
ful. It is a message of love. However,
last year, when these teens gathered in
San Francisco, they were met by pro-
tests, and the board of supervisors
passed a resolution condemning these
young people of Battlecry and their
message.

As we know, there are some in the
San Francisco government who are not
happy with these voices carrying a
Christian message. These teens are
congregating at AT&T Park where the
Giants play, and they are going to wor-
ship and promote a positive path for
young people. The entertainment com-
mission in San Francisco issued a re-
strictive loud speaker permit to them
to prevent their use before 10 a.m., and
yvet these delightful youth are taking
the lemon-sour treatment and are
going to turn it into lemonade by using
the time in a positive, peaceful manner
to reach out in prayer and grace to
those in San Francisco and the sur-
rounding area. These Christian young
people uniting in Teenmania and
Battlecry are filled with love and the
teachings of Jesus and are fueled by
their faith in God, along with hope for
their generation.

They offer an alternative to the
mysogynistic world. They offer alter-
natives to drugs, alcohol, sexually
transmitted diseases.

Mr. Speaker, San Francisco appar-
ently has some who are such religious
bigots that they loathe and want to
thwart these loving young people be-
cause of the grace and kindness these
people bring in the name of the Lord.
Time magazine has called Battlecry’s
event the ‘“‘Lollapalooza for the Lord,”
and I humbly submit this kind of event
is a good thing to have.

Of course, we know the discrimina-
tion against wholesome, nurturing
groups like the Boy Scouts of America
in San Francisco by some intolerant
fanatics. But this is an alternative to
the kind of head-banging music that
sometimes promotes drugs, alcohol,
careless sexual activity, and at times
even anarchy.

On the other hand, the young Chris-
tians believe that embracing God’s love
and grace can make the drugs, alcohol,
and any hallucinogen completely un-
necessary.

So I salute these wonderful young
people from Battlecry and Teenmania
and encourage them to continue pro-
moting positive Christian-type values
and the love of the Lord to any and all,
including the bigots against them. And
for the religiously intolerant who get
angry just thinking about Christian
young people spreading the love and
teachings of Christ, the message needs
to go out, far and wide, very clear:
Jesus loves you, too.

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
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tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

————

CORPORAL CLOY RICHARDS—" “WHY
I FIGHT FOR PEACE”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, all too
often the painful stories of those who
have served in Iraq go unheard by Rep-
resentatives in Washington; however,
their experiences are a window into the
truth about the real effect of this war
on real people, both in service and after
they come home from service.

One of these stories belongs to Cor-
poral Cloy Richards, who bravely
served with the United States Marine
Corps for two tours in Iraq and may
soon be called back again even though
he has been diagnosed with PTS.

Cloy Richards has a poem; it is a
courage poem. It is entitled: “Why I
Fight for Peace.” This poem is exactly
the message we need to hear.
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The message that shows us in our
continuing debate on funding the occu-
pation of Iraq, just how this affects our
servicemembers.

As I said, the poem is called, “Why I
Fight for Peace,” by Corporal Cloy
Richards, United States Marine Corps.
And I am going to read it, Mr. Speaker.

“Because I can’t forget no matter
how hard I try. They told us we are
taking out advancing Iraqi forces, but
when we went to check out the bodies,
they were nothing but women and chil-
dren desperately fleeing their homes
because they wanted to get out of the
city before we attacked in the morn-
ing.

‘“Because my little brother, who is
my job to protect, decided to join the
California National Guard to get some
money for college, and they promised
he wouldn’t go to Iraq. Instead, 3
months after enlisting, he was sent to
Iraq for 1 year.

‘“‘Since he has been home for the last
6 months, he refuses to talk to anyone;
he lives by himself. The only person he
associates with is a friend of his, the
one other man out of his squad of 13
men who made it home alive.

‘““He called me a few weeks ago for
the first time, and he told me he’s hav-
ing nightmares. I asked what they were
about, and he said, they’re about pick-
ing up the pieces of his fellow soldiers
after a car bomb hit them.

‘‘Because every single one of the Ma-
rines I served with, the really brave
warriors, even when some friends and
people they looked up to got killed and
lost an arm or a leg, they wouldn’t cry;
they just kept fighting. They com-
pleted their mission.

“Every one of them I have spoken to
since we got home has broken down



H2334

crying in front of me, saying all they
can do since they got back is bounce
from job to job, drink and do drugs and
contemplate suicide to end the pain.

“Because I'm tired of drinking,
bouncing from job to job and contem-
plating suicide to end the pain.

‘““Because every time I see a child, I
think of the thousands I have slaugh-
tered. Because every time I see a young
soldier, I think of the thousands Bush
has slaughtered. Because every time I
look in the mirror, I see a casualty of
war.

‘“Because I have a lot of lives I have
to make up for, the lives I have taken.
And because it’s right. That’s why I
fight. Because of soldiers with wounds
you can’t see.”

As I said, Cloy Richards served two
tours in Iraq. He is currently in the
IRR and facing a possible involuntary
recall for a third tour.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues, 1
urge the President to remember that
our commitment to our soldiers does
not stop on the battlefield. It must
continue when our troops return home.

Corporal Richards deserves our full
support. He has bravely fulfilled his
duty to fight for our country.

Now it is time for the Congress to
fulfill its duty, and we must do that by
heeding his call for peace. This is a call
we cannot afford to ignore.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TIERNEY). The Chair will remind mem-
bers to refrain from engaging in per-
sonalities toward the President.

————

FEDERAL EMERGENCY
MANAGEMENT AGENCY

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

Mr. ROSS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to try to bring about some common
sense to a Federal agency known to
many as the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency and known to others
as FEMA.

Many of you will recall, Mr. Speaker,
that after that horrible hurricane that
devastated the Gulf Coast, Hurricane
Katrina, back in August of 2006, FEMA
went out and purchased tens of thou-
sands of brand new mobile homes that
were destined for storm victims after
Hurricane Katrina.

They came to Hope, Arkansas. We
have got the old World War II proving
grounds there, an old airport there
with a lot of inactive runways and
tarmacs, and they thought it was a
good place to have as a so-called FEMA
staging area, a place for them to bring
mobile homes in transit on their way
to storm victims on the gulf coast.

Starting about October of 2005, they
started arriving, and they continued to
arrive, but none ever left. And this
quickly became not a FEMA staging
area but, rather, a FEMA storage area.
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This is an aerial photo that was
taken this past Saturday, and these
white dots, I mean, it is hard to under-
stand and comprehend, but as you look
at this aerial photo, what you are look-
ing at is 8,420 brand new, fully fur-
nished, never used, mobile homes that
were destined for Hurricane Katrina
victims that found themselves home-
less.

FEMA purchased them, and then
they said, we won’t put a mobile home
in a flood plain. And of course, every-
body who lost their home as a result of
Hurricane Katrina lived in a flood
plain. So they have remained stored at
the airport in Hope, Arkansas, on this
cow pasture, if you will, since about
October of 2005; 8,420 brand new, fully
furnished mobile homes.

There is also approximately 16,000
camper trailers at the Hope airport.
The camper trailers did work. They
were used by storm victims, and they
are now bringing them back to Hope.
And if they need more than $1,500
worth of repair, they are auctioning
them off. If they can repair them for
less than $1,500, they are going to re-
pair them there at the Hope airport
and store them for future disasters.
That is being a good steward of your
tax money. That mission, that program
makes a lot of sense.

My problem with FEMA is this:
There are 8,420 brand new, fully fur-
nished, never used mobile homes sit-
ting there, as you can see from this
aerial photo, at the Hope airport in
Hope, Arkansas. Now, let’s fast for-
ward.

Well, one other point I would like to
make, Mr. Speaker, is, about 8 months
ago, to try to get FEMA off high center
and to move these homes to the people,
I said they are going to start sinking
into the cow pasture, thinking that
would get FEMA off high center and
they would move them to the storm
victims.

Instead, FEMA showed up at Hope
with $7 million worth of gravel to put
under them. I mean, this is so crazy,
you can’t make this stuff up.

And then, fast forward, tragically to
February 24, 12 days ago, where a tor-
nado ripped through another part of
my district, not Hope, Arkansas, but
Dumas, Arkansas in DeSha County.

This is one of 150 homes that have
been either totally destroyed or heav-
ily damaged. If there is any doubt
about the amount of damage done, this
is the Fred’s Dollar Store and the gro-
cery store in town and an 18-wheeler.

The bottom line is this: I imme-
diately went to Dumas to be with the
people there. I told them help was on
the way. The Governor declared it a
State disaster. The Governor called out
150 members of the National Guard; 150
homes heavily damaged or destroyed,
650 people out of work because their
workplace has been heavily damaged or
destroyed. No power for 6 days.

And I asked FEMA to help; 12 days
later, the President still has not de-
clared Dumas and DeSha County a Fed-
eral disaster area.
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And what does the FEMA spokesman,
John Philbin, say? March 7, 2007, Ste-
phens Washington Bureau, in a story
by Aaron Sadler, FEMA spokesman,
John Philbin, says, ‘“The damages or
need for Federal assistance are not
readily apparent.” If that is not dam-
age that is readily apparent, I don’t
know what it is.

I implore the President to declare
Dumas and DeSha County a Federal
disaster area. And I beg FEMA to begin
to move some of these mobile homes to
the people of Dumas who are without
housing this evening.

———

WALTER REED ARMY MEDICAL
CENTER

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

Mr. HODES. Mr. Speaker, as a mem-
ber of the House Oversight and Reform
Committee, we recently traveled to
Walter Reed Army Hospital, where, as
a panel, we heard graphic testimony
from numbers of witnesses. Witnesses
included Staff Sergeant Shannon, who
testified, wearing an eye patch, suf-
fering from a traumatic brain injury,
about the kind of treatment he had re-
ceived at Walter Reed Army hospital.

The testimony was striking. He told
us, Mr. Speaker, that after a few days
of inpatient treatment, he was trans-
ferred into a limbo of outpatient treat-
ment in which he couldn’t find his way
around the grounds and didn’t have
help for that; in which the assistance
he needed wasn’t there. And he is still
in that limbo.

We heard graphic testimony from
Mrs. McLoed, whose husband had suf-
fered a traumatic brain injury and who
also hasn’t received treatment as an
outpatient at Walter Reed of the kind
that we would expect.

And we heard from Specialist Dun-
can, also testified with an eye patch
on, that he had been living in intoler-
able living conditions in what is now
the infamous building 18 at Walter
Reed Army Hospital.

The testimony was gut wrenching.
Nobody who was in the room could
have not been affected at hearing how
our soldiers, our brave troops who had
been injured in combat and come
home, to be sent to intolerable living
conditions, with mold, peeling wall-
paper, cockroaches and rats in their
living quarters, and no way to work
through a system that was a Byzantine
bureaucracy, seemingly designed to
deny care, instead of provide care for
those who both need it and deserve it
most.

It was with a heavy heart that I
heard the testimony of the generals
who were in charge of this system. The
Surgeon General, General Kiley, who
said that it wasn’t his job to inspect
the barracks at building 18; he had peo-
ple to do that.
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And the gentleman next to him, Gen-
eral Weitman, whose command re-
cently was relieved, the person he es-
sentially pointed to, the man who had
been there for 6 months. But General
Kiley had been there from 2002 to 2004.
He was the fellow in charge of the
whole operation.

General Weitman had been preceded
by General Farmer. These conditions
were known. And, in fact, General
Kiley had been told on numerous occa-
sions of the graphic problems with the
system he was overseeing, and nothing
had happened.

It is now time to fix these problems,
Mr. Speaker. It is time for this Con-
gress to hold the system accountable.
It is time for the Armed Forces med-
ical system to step up with the kind of
accountability and oversight and fix
that our soldiers deserve.

I look forward to participating in the
fix of that system as a member of the
House Oversight and Reform Com-
mittee. I look forward to hearing from
the generals how they are going to fix
things for our soldiers. Our soldiers
need it. They deserve it.

And especially at a time when the
President proposes to send more troops
to Iraq, I ask the question, how can he
do it at a time when the medical sys-
tem of the Armed Services is incapable
of handling the inevitable casualties
that will result?

There is a disconnect, Mr. Speaker,
and it is time that we change that.

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PAUL addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

————

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

(Mr. SCHIFF addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

——

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

(Mr. JONES of North Carolina ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Ms. NORTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. PENCE) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
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(Mr. PENCE addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
MCDERMOTT) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Mr. McDERMOTT addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MALONEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mrs. MALONEY of New York ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.)

———

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

(Mr. HOLT addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. CORRINE
BROWN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.)

——

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

(Mr. TAYLOR addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
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HONORING THE FALLEN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. EMANUEL) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, 3,188
servicemen and -women have died serv-
ing in Iraq, and 371 have given their
lives fighting in Afghanistan.

We owe these brave individuals and
their families a debt of gratitude that
can never fully be repaid. It is our re-
sponsibility to honor the ultimate sac-
rifice that our men and women in uni-
form have made while serving their
country.
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We often invoke their sacrifices in
general, but seldom take the time to
thank them individually.

Last year I led a bipartisan group of
Members of Congress in recognizing the
individual members of our Armed
Forces that have made the ultimate
sacrifice in Iraq and Afghanistan by
reading the names and rank of each
servicemember who had fallen in the
line of duty so that they never will be
forgotten and they will always be re-
membered in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

So far we have read just over 2,400
names on the floor of the people’s
House. Tonight and on future nights we
will continue to complete this tribute
with the names of our most recent fall-
en fellow Americans.

If I can, in the words of Franklin
Delano Roosevelt: ‘“‘BHach of these he-
roes stands in the unbroken line of pa-
triots who have dared to die that free-
dom might live and grow and increase
in its blessings.”

God bless and keep each of the brave
Americans whose memory we honor to-
night:

Private First Class George Anthony
Lutz, II; Private Jonathan R. Pfender;
Staff Sergeant Ayman A. Taha; Ser-
geant Marcelino Ronald Corniel; Staff
Sergeant Christopher J. Vanderhorn;
Sergeant First Class Jason Lee Bishop;
Major William F. Hecker III; Captain
Christopher P. Petty; Sergeant Ste-
phen J. White; Sergeant Johnny J.
Peralez Jr.; Sergeant Jason Lopez-
Reyes; Specialist Ryan D. Walker;
Lance Corporal Ryan S. McCurdy;
Lance Corporal Jason T. Little; First
Lieutenant Jaime L. Campbell; Cap-
tain Clayton Lee Adamkavicius; Spe-
cialist Eric D. King; Private First Class
Jacob H. Allcott; Private Michael E.
Bouthot; Private First Class Jason D.
Hasenauer; Corporal Stephen R. Bixler;
Staff Sergeant Kevin P. Jessen; Private
First Class Ricky Salas Jr.; Gunnery
Sergeant Justin R. Martone; Gunnery
Sergeant John D. Fry; Private First
Class Amy A. Duerksen; Lance Cor-
poral Kristen K. Marino; Staff Ser-
geant Joseph R. Ray; Specialist Joshua
Lee Hill; Lance Corporal Nicholas R.
Anderson; Staff Sergeant Brian A.
Lewis; Sergeant Corey A. Dan; Cor-
poral Nyle Yates III; Specialist Carlos
M. Gonzalez; Sergeant Amanda N.
Pinson; Specialist Antoine dJ.
McKinzie; Staff Sergeant Christopher
L. Robinson; Staff Sergeant Robert
Hernandez; Captain Timothy dJd.
Moshier; Sergeant First Class John
Thomas Stone; Chief Warrant Officer
John W. Engeman; Master Sergeant
Robert H. West; Chief Warrant Officer
Jamie D. Weeks; Major Matthew W.
Worrel; Lance Corporal Jose S. Marin-
Dominguez Jr.; Lance Corporal Wil-
liam J. Leusink; Private First Class
Steven Freund; Lance Corporal Robert
G. Posivio III; Specialist Michael L.
Hermanson; Captain Douglas A.
DiCenzo; Specialist Robert E. Blair.

Mr. HODES. Mr. Speaker, I am proud
to join in reading the names of our
American heroes:
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Private First Class George R. Roehl
Jr.; Lance Corporal Robert L. Moscillo;
Private First Class Matthew L.
Bertolino; Specialist Anthony Chad
Owens; Specialist Walter B. Howard II;
Private First Class Scott A. Messer;
First Lieutenant Simon T. Cox Jr.;
Sergeant First Class Lance S. Cornett;
Specialist Jesse M. Zamora; Sergeant
Jeremiah Boehmer; Staff Sergeant
Christopher R. Morningstar; Specialist
William S. Hayes III; Specialist Sergio
A. Mercedes Saez; Specialist Jacob E.
Melson; Major Stuart M. Anderson;
Major Michael R. Martinez; First
Lieuentant Joseph D. DeMoors; Ser-
geant Nathan R. Field; Chief Warrant
Officer Rex C. Kenyon; Specialist Clin-
ton R. Upchurch; Staff Sergeatt
Metodio A. Bandonill; Sergeant First
Class Richard J. Herrema; Lance Cor-
poral Michael L. Ford; First Sergeant
Bobby Mendez; Sergeant Matthew A.
Webber; Captain Shane Mahaffee; Pri-
vate First Class Grant Allen Dampier;
Staff Sergeant Marion Flint Jr.; Staff
Sergeant Santiago M. Halsel; Petty Of-
ficer Third Class Lee Hamilton Deal;
First Lieutenant Robert Seidel III; Ser-
geant Lonnie Calvin Allen Jr.; Private
First Class Nicholas Cournoyer; Lieu-
tenant Colonel Daniel E. Holland.

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague from New Hampshire (Mr.
HODES).

Corporal Carlos Arrelano; Private
Robbie M. Mariano; Lance Corporal
Raul Mercado; Major Douglas A.
LaBouff; Lance Corporal Brandon
Christopher Dewey; Lance Corporal
Hugo R. Lopez; Sergeant David L. Her-
rera; Private First Class Caesar S.
Viglienzone; Specialist Roberto L.
Martinez Salazar; Private First Class
Javier Chavez Jr.; Lance Corporal Mi-
chael S. Probst; Specialist Clay P.
Farr; Corporal Adam O. Zanutto; Lance
Corporal Bunny Long; Private First
Class Angelo A. Zawaydeh; Sergeant
Dale G. Brehm; Staff Sergeant Ricardo
Barraza; Hospitalman Geovani Padilla
Aleman; Lance Corporal Felipe D.
Sandoval-Flores; Captain Brian S.
Letendre; Sergeant Joseph H. Proctor;
Staff Sergeant Gavin B. Reinke; Spe-
cialist Bryan L. Quinton; Sergeant Eli-
sha R. Parker; Private First Class
Caleb A. Lufkin; Lance Corporal Adam
Lucas; Corporal Richard A. Bennett;
Captain Nathanael J. Doring; Corporal
J. Adan Garcia; Captain James A.
Funkhouser.

Those are the names of individuals
from the State of California.

I would now like to yield to my col-
league from Tennessee, Congressman
COHEN, to call the names of those from
Tennessee.

Mr. COHEN. Private First Class
Brian J. Schoff; Corporal Rusty L.
Washam; Staff Sergeant Brock A.
Beery; Corporal David A. Bass; Cor-
poral Robbie Glen Light; Specialist Ty
J. Johnson; Lance Corporal Juana
Navarro-Arellano; Corporal Joseph A.
Blanco; Lance Corporal Marcus S.
Glimpse; Corporal Salem Bachar; Ser-
geant Kyle A. Colnot; Lance Corporal
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Aaron William Simons; Private First
Class Raymond L. Henry; Private First
Class Benjamin T. Zieske; Corporal
Orville Gerena; Private First Class
Jacob D. ‘“Jake’” Spann; Corporal Bran-
don S. Schuck; Specialist Patrick W.
Herried; Specialist Allen D. Kokesh Jr.;
Lance Corporal Steven L. Phillips; Ser-
geant Nathan J. Vacho; First Sergeant
Carlos N. Saenz; Specialist Teodoro
Torres; Private First Class Alva L.
Gaylord; Chief Warrant Officer Eric W.
Totten; Corporal Jeremy M. Loveless;
Corporal Bobby R. West; Specialist
Brock L. Bucklin; Corporal Alexander
J. Kolasa; Sergeant Benjamin E. Mejia;
Private First Class Brett L. Tribble.

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank my colleague from Ten-
nessee.

I will now read the names of those
from Florida:

Sergeant Adam Leigh Cann; Chief
Warrant Officer 2; Kyle E. Jackson;
Sergeant Dennis J. Flanagan; Staff
Sergeant Marco A. Silva; Private First
Class Sean D. Tharp; Sergeant Michael
D. Rowe; Lance Corporal Patrick J.
Gallagher; Private Jody W. Missildine;
Private First Class Roland E. Calderon-
Ascencio; Corporal Pablo V. Mayorga;
Sergeant Lea R. Mills; Lance Corporal
Jason K. Burnett; Lieutenant Colonel
Joseph J. Fenty; Corporal Matthieu
Marcellus; Corporal Ross A. Smith;
Petty Officer Third Class Nicholas Wil-

son; Specialist Felipe J. Garcia
Villareal; Corporal Justin J. Watts;
Private First Class Kasper Allen

Dudkiewicz; Specialist Dustin L. Ken-
dall; Staff Sergeant Christopher T.
Howick; Sergeant Bryan A. Brewster;
Sergeant John C. Griffith; Sergeant
Jeffery S. Wiekamp; Specialist Justin
L. O’Donohoe; Corporal Ryan J.
Cummings; Staff Sergeant Darren Har-
mon; Major Michael D. Stover; Petty
Officer Second Class Jamie Jaenke.

I would like to now yield to my col-
league from New Hampshire, Congress-
man HODES.

Mr. HODES. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Specialist Justin Rollins from New
Hampshire.

From Georgia: Petty Officer First
Class Michael Anthony Jordan; Civil-
ian Darren D. Braswell; Staff Sergeant
Rickey Scott; Lance Corporal Joshua
A. Scott; Sergeant First Class Amos C.
Edwards Jr.; Lance Corporal Kun Y.
Kim; Specialist David S. Collins; Lance
Corporal Samuel W. Large Jr.; Staff
Sergeant Clinton T. Newman; Sergeant
Chad A. Gomnsalves; Sergeant Alberto
D. Montrond; Lance Corporal Matthew
Ron Barnes; Captain Anthony R. Gar-

cia; First Lieutenant Brandon R.
Dronet; Sergeant Donnie Leo F.
Levens; Lance Corporal Nicholas J.

Sovie; Senior Airman Alecia S. Good;
Staff Sergeant Luis M. Melendez
Sanchez; Sergeant Charles E. Matheny
IV; Corporal Matthew D. Conley; Pri-
vate Brian M. Moquin Jr.; Staff Ser-
geant Dale James Kelly Jr.; Lance Cor-
poral Leon Deraps; Corporal Cory L.
Palmer; Staff Sergeant Emmanuel L.
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Legaspi; Petty Officer First Class Gary
Rovinski; Specialist Issac S. Lawson;
Corporal Derek A. Stanley; Sergeant
Travis A. Van Zoest; Specialist Curtis
R. Mehrer; Sergeant Daniel Gionet.

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague.

Now Congressman COHEN will read
the names of those from Pennsylvania.
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Mr. COHEN. Thank you, Congress-
man EMANUEL.

Lieutenant Colonel Michael E.
McLaughlin; Corporal Albert Pasquale
Gettings; Sergeant First Class Randy
D. McCaulley; Specialist Fredrick A.
Carlson; Lance Corporal Jacob Walter
Beisel; Staff Sergeant Eric A.
McIntosh; Specialist Mark W. Melcher;
Private Travis C. Zimmerman; Cor-
poral Brandon M. Hardy; Staff Ser-
geant David Michael Veverka; Private
First Class Stephen P. Snowberger III;
Lance Corporal Adam C. Conboy; Cap-
tain Brian D. Willard; Sergeant Jona-
than E. McColley; Sergeant James F.
Fordyce; Petty Officer Third Class
John T. Fralish; Sergeant Radhames
Camilomatos; Lance Corporal Kyle W.
Brown; Corporal Brett L. Lundstrom;
Sergeant Michael Joseph McMullen;
Staff Sergeant Mark A. Wall; Sergeant
Jose Gomez; Staff Sergeant Bryant A.
Herlem; Sergeant Steve M. Sakoda;
Private First Class Christopher M.
Eckhardt; Specialist Luis D. Santos;
Sergeant First Class Daniel Crabtree;
Sergeant First Class Clarence D.
McSwain; Sergeant Jose M. Velez;
Lance Corporal Brent Zoucha; Private
First Class Ben Slaven; Seaman
Zachary M. Alday; Lance Corporal Sal-
vador Guerrero; and Corporal Bernard
P. Corpus.

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague from Tennessee. I will
now read the names of those from Illi-
nois, my State:

Sergeant Shawn Christopher Dostie;
Lance Corporal Jonathan Kyle Price;
Private First Class Sean T. Cardelli;
Lance Corporal Philip John Martini;
Sergeant Edward G. Davis III; Spe-
cialist Ron Gebur; Chief Warrant Offi-
cer Christopher B. Donaldson; Staff
Sergeant Edwin H. Dazachacon; Lance
Corporal Adam J. VanAlstine; Private
First Class Benjamin C. Schuster;
Lance Corporal John Joshua Thornton;
Specialist Joshua U. Humble; Staff
Sergeant Christopher J. Schornak;
Specialist Joshua M. Pearce; Staff Ser-
geant Dwayne Peter R. Lewis; Master
Sergeant Emigdio E. Elizarraras; Pri-
vate First Class Tina M. Priest; Spe-
cialist Christopher S. Merchant; Ser-
geant Joshua V. Youmans; Lance Cor-
poral Matthew A. Snyder; Lance Cor-
poral David J. Grames Sanchez; Second
Lieutenant Michael L. Licalzi; Cor-
poral Steve Vahaviolos; Specialist
Brandon L. Teeters; Lance Corporal
Richard Z. James; Lieutenant Colonel
Charles E. Munier; Sergeant Russell M.
Durgin; Sergeant Roger P. Pena Jr.;
Corporal Michael A. Estrella; Spe-
cialist Jeremiah S. Santos; Captain
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Patrick Damon; First Lieutenant For-
rest P. Ewens; and Sergeant Ian T.
Sanchez.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to now rec-
ognize my colleague from North Caro-
lina, Congressman HEATH SHULER.

Mr. SHULER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Specialist Kenneth D. Hess; Sergeant
Kevin D. Akins; Specialist Prince K.
Teewia; Specialist Robert T. Johnson;
Lance Corporal David S. Parr; Spe-
cialist David N. Timmons, Jr.; Ser-
geant Anton J. Hiett; Sergeant Jessie
Davila; Air Force Civilian Daniel J.
Kuhlmeier; Staff Sergeant Jay T.
Collado; Second Lieutenant Almar L.
Fitzgerald; Sergeant Rickey E. Jones;
Staff Sergeant Gregson G. Gourley;
Private First Class Christopher L. Mar-
ion; Private First Class Allan A. Morr;
Staff Sergeant Curtis T. Howard II;
Sergeant Gordon F. Misner II; Spe-
cialist Thomas J. Wilwerth; Private
Joshua Francis Powers; Sergeant
Dimitri Muscat; Staff Sergeant Greg-
ory A. Wagner; Specialist Aaron P.
Latimer; Sergeant Alessandro
Carbonaro; Private First Class Eric D.
Clark; Specialist Armer N. Burkart;
First Lieutenant Ryan T. Sanders; Ser-
geant Carlos E. Pernell; Corporal Andy
D. Anderson; Staff Sergeant Richard A.
Blakley; Sergeant Mark T.
Smykowski; First Lieutenant Scott M.
Love; Private First Class Davod N.
Crombie; and Second Lieutenant John
Shaw Vaughan.

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague from North Carolina.

I would like to once again recognize
my colleague from New Hampshire to
read the names from the State of Min-
nesota.

Mr. HODES. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Illinois. From Min-
nesota: Corporal Andrew J. Kemple;

Sergeant First Class Randall L.
Lamberson; Specialist James W.
“Will”’ Gardner; Private First Class

James F. Costello III; Specialist Scott
M. Bandhold; Specialist Andrew K.
Waits; Lance Corporal Stephen Joseph
Perez; Lance Corporal Darin T. Settle;
Lance Corporal Derrick J. Cothran;
Private First Class Ryan G. Winslow;
Lance Corporal Justin D. Sims; Master
Sergeant Clinton W. Cubert; Captain
Ian P. Weikel; Private First Class Rob-
ert J. Settle; Private First Class Pat-
rick A. Tinnell; Corporal Christopher
D. Leon; Sergeant Jason J. Buzzard;
Lance Corporal Nicholas J. Whyte; Ser-
geant Sirlou C. Cuaresma; Sergeant
First Class Jared C. Monti; Staff Ser-
geant Patrick L. Lybert; Private First
Class Brian J. Bradbury; Staff Ser-
geant Heathe N. Craig; Corporal Riley
E. Baker; Private First Class Paul A.
Beyer; Staff Sergeant Mario J. Bievre;
Corporal Ryan J. Buckley; Private
First Class Devon J. Gibbons; Spe-
cialist Channing G. Singletary; Ser-
geant Justin Dean Norton; Sergeant
Benjamin J. Laymon; Staff Sergeant
Virrueta A. Sanchez; Master Sergeant
Thomas D. Maholic; and Staff Sergeant
Joseph F. Fuerst III.
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Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, before I
turn to my colleague from Tennessee, I
would like to thank those who are join-
ing us today from the Armed Services
as we read these names. I would like to
thank them for their presence and for
being here.

I yield to my colleague from Ten-
nessee.

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman, and I also pay tribute to
the officers who are here.

Sergeant Matthew J. Fenton; Tech-
nical Sergeant Walter M. Moss, Jr.;
Private First Class Joseph J. Duenas;
Sergeant Israel Devora Garcia; Captain
Timothy J. Moshier; Chief Warrant Of-
ficer Michael L. Hartwick; Corporal
Scott J. Procopio; Corporal Brian R.
St. Germain; Staff Sergeant Abraham
G. Twitchell; Corporal Andres Aguilar,
Jr.; Lance Corporal Eric A. Palmisano;
Petty Officer Third Class Marcques J.
Nettles; Private First Class Jeremy W.
Ehle; Specialist Dustin J. Harris; Spe-
cialist Daniel L. Sesker; Private First
Class Chase A. Edwards; Lance Cor-
poral Bryan N. Taylor; Corporal Rich-
ard P. Waller; Sergeant First Class
Gregory S. Rogers; Private First Class
Joseph I. Love-Fowler; Lance Corporal
Hatak Yuka Keyu M. Yearby; First
Sergeant Tobias C. Meister; Private
First Class Adam R. Shepard; Chief
Warrant Officer Chester W. Troxel;
Specialist Michael I. Edwards; Spe-
cialist David J. Babineau; Specialist
Brent W. Koch; Private First Class
Thomas Lowell Tucker; Private
Kristian Menchaca; Specialist Robert
L. Jones; Sergeant Reyes Ramirez; Pri-
vate First Class Christopher N. White;
Lance Corporal Brandon J. Webb; and
Staff Sergeant Benjamin D. Williams.

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to now recognize my colleague
from Minnesota, Congressman KEITH
ELLISON.

Mr. ELLISON. Thank you, Congress-
man EMANUEL. The following brave sol-
diers are from North Carolina: Lance
Corporal Jeriad P. Jacobs; Chief War-
rant Officer Mitchell K. Carver, Jr.;
Corporal Felipe C. Barbosa; Staff Ser-
geant Darrell P. Clay; Specialist
Shawn R. Creighton; Staff Sergeant
Jason C. Ramseyer; Specialist Clifton
J. Yazzie; Specialist Matthew C.
Frantz; Technical Sergeant Jason L.
Norton; Staff Sergeant Brian McElroy;
Sergeant Matthew D. Hunter; Private
Lewis T. D. Calapini; Staff Sergeant
Lance M. Chase; Private First Class
Peter D. Wagler; Sergeant Sean H.
Miles; Staff Sergeant Jerry M. ‘‘Mi-
chael” Durbin, Jr.; Sergeant Joshua
Allen Johnson; Lance Corporal Billy D.
Brixey, Jr.; First Lieutenant Garrison
C. Avery; Specialist Marlon A.
Bustamante; Private Travis C. Zim-
merman; Corporal Eric R. Lueken; Cor-
poral Jason B. Daniel; Corporal Shawn
Thomas Lasswell, Jr.; Sergeant Robert
W. Ehney; Corporal William B. Fulks;
Staff Sergeant Christian Longsworth;
Lance Corporal Benito A. Ramirez; and
Sergeant David Christoff, Jr.

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, I now
recognize my colleague from New

H2337

Hampshire to read the names from
California.

Before he does that, for those who
have just joined us, last year we start-
ed reading the names of each of our fel-
low citizens who gave their lives in
both Iraq and Afghanistan. We read up
to 2,400 names. We have another 1,000
to go, which today we are reading
those names into the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD in recognition of their service
so they always stay with us in our
memory.

My colleague from New Hampshire,
Congressman HODES.

Mr. HODES. Thank you, Congress-
man EMANUEL. I am honored to read
the names of soldiers from California,
who are all American heroes.

Corporal Carlos Arrelano; Private
Robbie M. Mariano; Lance Corporal
Raul Mercado; Major Douglas A.
LaBouff; Lance Corporal Brandon
Christopher Dewey; Lance Corporal
Hugo R. Lopez; Sergeant David L. Her-
rera; Private First Class Caesar S.
Viglienzone; Specialist Roberto L.
Martinez Salazar; Private First Class
Javier Chavez, Jr.; Lance Corporal Mi-
chael S. Probst; Specialist Clay P.
Farr; Corporal Adam O. Zanutto; Lance
Corporal Bunny Long; Private First
Class Angelo A. Zawaydeh; Sergeant
Dale G. Brehm; Staff Sergeant Ricardo
Barraza; Hospitalman Geovani Padilla
Aleman; Lance Corporal Felipe D.
Sandoval-Flores; Captain Brian S.
Letendre; Sergeant Joseph E. Proctor;
Staff Sergeant Gavin B. Reinke; and
Specialist Bryan L. Quinton.
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Sergeant Elisha R. Parker; Private
First Class Caleb A. Lufkin; Lance Cor-
poral Adam Lucas; Corporal Richard A.
Bennett; Captain Nathanael J. Doring;
Corporal J. Adan Garcia; Captain
James A. Funkhouser.

Mr. EMANUEL. I thank my col-
league.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank
the distinguished Members who partici-
pated in this tribute and this honor,
both those from last year and those
who participated tonight.

I would like to take this opportunity
on behalf of my colleagues to thank
the brave men and women who con-
tinue to serve our Nation in Iraq and
Afghanistan and throughout the world
and serve with distinction and honor.
Our thoughts and prayers are with
them and their families at this time
until they come together.

As I said this afternoon, in the words
of President Franklin Delano Roo-
sevelt, ‘“Bach of these heroes stands in
the unbroken line of patriots who dare
to die that freedom might live and
grow and increase in its blessings.”’

A number of our colleagues have
stumbled over the names; I hope those
families understand that. Although we
struggle with the names, we honor
their service.

I continue to place the names and
pictures of those who have given their
lives in Iraq and Afghanistan outside
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my office in the Longworth Building.
These faces and these names and their
rank serve as a stark reminder to me
and those who pass by my office that
there are young men and women who
have given their lives for our country,
and we need to stop and remember
their sacrifices and the sacrifices of
their family, to thank them and honor
them. May we always remember them,
their names and their faces. God bless
them, and God bless America.

———

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 3 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

————
0O 1718

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. OBEY) at 5 o’clock and 18
minutes p.m.

———

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 720, WATER QUALITY FI-
NANCING ACT OF 2007

Ms. CASTOR, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 110-36) on the resolution (H.
Res. 229) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 720) to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act to author-
ize appropriations for State water pol-
lution control revolving funds, and for
other purposes, which was referred to
the House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

——————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. KANJORSKI (at the request of Mr.
HOYER) for today until 12:30 p.m. on ac-
count of personal business.

Ms. McCoLLUM of Minnesota (at the
request of Mr. HOYER) for today until
noon.

——————

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. BERKLEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Ms. BERKLEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. ALLEN, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. SCHIFF, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. RossS, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.
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Mr.
today.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. HoLT, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. TAYLOR, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. KUHL of New York) to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:)

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey, for 5
minutes, March 13.

Mr. GOHMERT, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. PENCE, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5
minutes, March 15.

(The following Member (at his own
request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-

McDERMOTT, for 5 minutes,

rial:)
Mr. HODES, for 5 minutes, today.
——
ADJOURNMENT

Ms. CASTOR. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 19 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Fri-
day, March 9, 2007, at 9 a.m.

——————

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

766. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting a copy of
a draft bill entitled, ‘““To amend the author-
ity for the National Arboretum to authorize
construction of a Chinese Garden within the
National Arboretum, and for other pur-
poses’’; to the Committee on Agriculture.

767. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting the De-
partment’s 2007 farm bill proposals; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

768. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement and Acquisition Policy,
Departmenf of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; Notifica-
tion Requirements for Critical Safety Items
(DFARS Case 2004-D008) (RIN: 0750-AF12) re-
ceived February 9, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Armed
Services.

769. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; Berry
Amendment Restrictions — Clothing Mate-
rials and Components Covered (DFARS Case
2006-D031) (RIN: 0750-AF54) received February
9, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Armed Services.

770. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; Emer-
gency Acquisitions (DFARS Case 2006-D036)
(RIN: 0750-AF56) received February 9, 2007,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.
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T71. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Defense, transmitting a letter on the
approved retirement Admiral John B.
Nathman, United States Navy, and his ad-
vancement to the grade of admiral on the re-
tired list; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

T772. A letter from the Director, Selective
Service System, transmitting the annual re-
port mandated by the Military Selective
Service Act; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

773. A letter from the Chief Counsel,
FEMA, Department of Homeland Security,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Final Flood Elevation Determinations — re-
ceived February 6, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial
Services.

774. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Employee Benefits Security
Administra tion, Department of Labor,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Statutory Exemption for Cross-Trading of
Securities (RIN: 1210-AB17) received Feb-
ruary 1, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

T75. A letter from the Principal Deputy As-
sociate Administrator, Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s
“Major” final rule — Control of Hazardous
Air Pollutants from Mobile Sources [EPA-
HQ-OAR-2005-0036; FRL-8278-4] (RIN: 2060-
AKT70) received February 15, 2007, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

776. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting notifica-
tion that the national emergency with re-
spect to Iran, as declared by Executive Order
12957 on March 14, 1995, is to continue in ef-
fect beyond March 15, 2007, pursuant to 50
U.S.C. 1622(d); (H. Doc. No. 110-17); to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs and ordered to
be printed.

T77. A letter from the Office Director, Of-
fice of Congressional Affairs, U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, transmitting the
Commission’s final rule — Export and Im-
port of Nuclear Material; Exports to Libya
Restricted (RIN: 3150-AI02) received Feb-
ruary 6, 2007, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs.

778. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, Department of
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Special Local Regu-
lation; Gasparilla Marine Parade,
Hillsborough Bay, Tampa, FL. [CGD07-06-001]
(RIN: 1625-AA08) received February 13, 2007,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

779. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Anchorage Regula-
tions; Port of New York [CGD01-06-027] (RIN:
1625-AA01) received March 1, 2007, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

780. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Drawbridge Oper-
ation Regulation; 63rd Street Bridge, Indian
Creek, Miami, Miami-Dade County, FL
[CGDO07-06-041] (RIN: 1625-AA09) received
March 1, 2007, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

781. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Drawbridge Oper-
ation Regulations; Lewes and Rehoboth
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Canal, Lewes, DE and Rehoboth, DE;
Mispillion River, Milford, DE [CGD05-06-089]
(RIN: 1625-AA09) received March 1, 2007, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

782. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Drawbridge Oper-
ation Regulations; Stickney Point (SR 72)
Bridge, Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, Mile
68.6, Sarasota, FL [CGDO07-05-158] (RIN: 1625-
AA09) received March 1, 2007, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

783. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Drawbridge Oper-
ation Regulation; Mississippi River, Du-
buque, IA [CGD08-06-037] (RIN: 1625-AA09) re-
ceived March 1, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

784. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Drawbridge Oper-
ation Regulation; Gulf Intracoastal Water-
way, Anna Maria, FL [CGD07-05-097] (RIN:
1625-AA09) received March 1, 2007, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

785. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Safety Zone; Upper
Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries and the
C & D Canal, Maryland, Virginia, and Wash-
ington DC. [CGD05-07-011] (RIN: 1625-AA00)
received March 1, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

786. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Safety Zone;
Wantagh Parkway 3 Bridge Over the Sloop
Channel, Town of Hempstead, NY [CGDO01-06-
132] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received March 1, 2007,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

787. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Safety Zone Regula-
tions, New Tacoma Narrows Bridge Con-
struction Project, Construction Barge
“MARMACK 12" [CGD13-07-003] (RIN: 1625-
AA00) received Marchl, 2007, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

788. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Safety Zone Regula-
tions, New Tacoma Narrows Bridge Con-
struction Project, Bridge Deck Lifting
Beams [CGD13-07-004] (RIN: 1625-AA00) re-
ceived March 1, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

789. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Safety Zone Regula-
tions, New Tacoma Narrows Bridge Con-
struction Project, Construction Vessels and
Equipment Under and in Immediate Vicinity
of West Span [CGD13-07-002] (RIN: 1625-A A00)
received March 1, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

790. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
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partment’s final rule — Safety Zones; M/V
Roy A. Jodrey, St. Lawrence River, Welles-
ley Island, NY [CGDO09-06-174] (RIN: 1625-
AA00) received March 1, 2007, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

791. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Drawbridge Oper-
ation Regulations; Saugus River, Lynn and
Saugus, MA [CGDO01-06-014] received Feb-
ruary 13, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

792. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 757-200
Series Airplanes Modified by Supplemental
Type Certificate (STC) SA 979NE [Docket No.
FAA-2006-25175; Directorate Identifier 2006-
NM-099-AD; Amendment 39-14670; AD 2006-13-
17] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received February 27,
2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

793. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Bell Helicopters Tex-
tron Canada Model 222, 222B, 222U, 230, and
430 Helicopters [Docket No. FAA-2006-25098;
Directorate Identifier 2006-SW-12-AD;
Amendment 39-14667; AD 2006-13-14] (RIN:
2120-AA64) received February 27, 2007, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

———

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. CONYERS: Committee on the Judici-
ary. H.R. 545. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to
clarify that territories and Indian tribes are
eligible to receive grants for confronting the
use of methamphetamine (Rept. 110-35, Pt.
1). Ordered to be printed.

Ms. CASTOR: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 229. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 720) to amend the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act to au-
thorize appropriations for State water pollu-
tion control revolving funds, and for other
purposes (Rept. 110-36). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr. CONYERS: Committee on the Judici-
ary. H.R. 740. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to prevent caller ID spoofing,
and for other purposes (Rept. 110-37). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. GORDON of Tennessee: Committee on
Science and Technology. H.R. 85. A bill to
provide for the establishment of centers to
encourage demonstration and commercial
application of advanced energy methods and
technologies; with an amendment (Rept. 110-
38). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. GORDON of Tennessee: Committee on
Science and Technology. H.R. 363. A bill to
authorize appropriations for basic research
and research infrastructure in science and
engineering, and for support of graduate fel-
lowships, and for other purposes; with
amendments (Rept. 110-39). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. GORDON of Tennessee: Committee on
Science and Technology. H.R. 1068. A bill to
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amend the High-Performance Computing Act
of 1991 (Rept. 110-40). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. GORDON of Tennessee: Committee on
Science and Technology. H.R. 1126. A bill to
reauthorize the Steel and Aluminum Energy
Conservation and Technology Competitive-
ness Act of 1988 (Rept. 110-41). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

————

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED
BILL

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XII the
following action was taken by the
Speaker:

H.R. 545. Referral to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce extended for a period
ending not later than April 20, 2007.

——————

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. HONDA:

H.R. 1397. A bill to provide for immigration
relief in the case of certain immigrants who
are innocent victims of immigration fraud;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota (for
himself, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. BAR-
ROW, Mr. BERRY, Mr. BLUNT, Mr.
B00ZMAN, Mr. BOSWELL, Mrs. BOYDA
of Kansas, Mr. BURGESS, Mr.
BUTTERFIELD, Mr. BUYER, Mr. COBLE,
Mr. CoNAWAY, Mr. CosTa, Mr.
CUELLAR, Mr. LINCOLN DAVIS of Ten-
nessee, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mrs.
EMERSON, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr.
FORTENBERRY, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr.
GINGREY, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. GOR-
DON, Mr. GRAVES, Mr. HASTERT, Mr.
HAYES, Ms. HERSETH, Mr. HOLDEN,
Mr. JONES of North Carolina, Mr.
KAGEN, Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr.
LAMPSON, Mr. LUCAS, Mr. MARSHALL,
Mr. MATHESON, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr.
MELANCON, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. ORTIZ,
Mr. PASTOR, Mr. PICKERING, Mr.
RADANOVICH, Mr. ROGERS of Michi-
gan, Mr. RO0SS, Mr. SALAZAR, Mr.
ScoTT of Georgia, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr.
SKELTON, Mr. SMITH of Nebraska, Mr.
SPACE, Mr. TERRY, Mr. UPTON, Mr.
WALz of Minnesota, Mr. WESTMORE-
LAND, Mr. WHITFIELD, Mrs. WILSON of
New Mexico, and Mr. WILSON of
South Carolina):

H.R. 1398. A bill to amend the Comprehen-
sive Environmental Response Compensation
and Liability Act of 1980 to provide that ma-
nure shall not be considered to be a haz-
ardous substance, pollutant, or contaminant;
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
and in addition to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. ROSS (for
SOUDER):

H.R. 1399. A Dbill to restore Second Amend-
ment rights in the District of Columbia; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

By Mr. LANTOS (for himself, Ms. RoOS-
LEHTINEN, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. PENCE,
Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. BER-
MAN, and Mr. SMITH of New Jersey):

H.R. 1400. A bill to enhance United States
diplomatic efforts with respect to Iran by

himself and Mr.
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imposing additional economic sanctions
against Iran, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, and in addi-
tion to the Committees on Ways and Means,
Financial Services, Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform, and the Judiciary, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi (for
himself, Mr. KING of New York, Ms.
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. DANIEL E.
LUNGREN of California, Ms. LORETTA
SANCHEZ of California, Mr. MARKEY,
Mr. DICKS, Ms. HARMAN, Mrs. LOWEY,

Ms. NORTON, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of
California, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr.
ETHERIDGE, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr.

CUELLAR, Mr. CARNEY, Ms. CLARKE,
Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, and Mr.
PERLMUTTER):

H.R. 1401. A bill to improve the security of
railroads, public transportation, and over-
the-road buses in the United States, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Home-
land Security, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida (for herself, Ms. CORRINE BROWN
of Florida, Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of
Florida, Mr. MILLER of Florida, Ms.
CASTOR, Mr. CRENSHAW, Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. YOUNG
of Florida, Mr. FEENEY, Mr. KLEIN of
Florida, Mr. KELLER, Mr. MACK, Mr.
BUCHANAN, Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART
of Florida, Mr. PUTNAM, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Ms. WASSERMAN
SCHULTZ, Mr. MicA, Mr. WELDON of
Florida, Mr. MEEK of Florida, Mr.
WEXLER, Mr. MAHONEY of Florida,
Mr. BoyD of Florida, and Mr.
STEARNS):

H.R. 1402. A bill to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
320 South Lecanto Highway in Lecanto, Flor-
ida, as the ‘‘Sergeant Dennis J. Flanagan
Lecanto Post Office Building‘‘; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

By Mr. CARNEY (for himself and Mr.
PLATTS):

H.R. 1403. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide a 2 percent tax
reduction for members of the Armed Forces
who serve in a combat zone; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CARNEY (for himself and Mr.
PLATTS):

H.R. 1404. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exclude from gross in-
come a portion of the compensation received
for active service and for inactive-duty
training as a member of the Armed Forces;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Ms. DELAURO (for herself, Mrs.
LOWEY, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas,
Mr. LANTOS, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.
SERRANO, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr.
MEEKS of New York, Ms. McCOLLUM
of Minnesota, Mr. WEXLER, Mr.
MCHUGH, and Mr. HASTINGS of Flor-
ida):

H.R. 1405. A bill to establish a wildlife
global animal information network for sur-
veillance internationally to combat the
growing threat of emerging diseases that in-
volve wild animals, such as bird flu, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs, and in addition to the Committees
on Energy and Commerce, Natural Re-
sources, and Agriculture, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
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each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. ELLSWORTH:

H.R. 1406. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to increase, and make per-
manent certain improvements to, the child
tax credit; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania (for
himself, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. JORDAN,
Mr. POE, and Mr. PICKERING):

H.R. 1407. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to expand incentives for
education; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. EVERETT (for himself, Mr.
ROGERS of Alabama, and Mr. MAR-
SHALL):

H.R. 1408. A bill to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to study the suitability and fea-
sibility of establishing the Chattahoochee
Trace National Heritage Corridor in Ala-
bama and Georgia, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Natural Resources.

By Mr. FOSSELLA (for himself, Mr.
TIBERI, Mr. WALSH of New York, Mr.
MILLER of Florida, Mr. ENGLISH of
Pennsylvania, Mr. ARCURI, and Mr.
RUPPERSBERGER):

H.R. 1409. A Dbill to establish a demonstra-
tion incentive program within the Depart-
ment of Education to promote installation of
fire alarm detection systems, or other fire
prevention technologies, in qualified student
housing, dormitories, and other university
buildings, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. JEFFERSON (for himself, Mr.
TAYLOR, Ms. NORTON, Mr. ELLISON,
and Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida):

H.R. 1410. A bill to provide emergency child
care in the Gulf Coast Region, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

By Mr. JEFFERSON (for himself, Mr.
TAYLOR, Ms. NORTON, Mr. ELLISON,
and Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida):

H.R. 1411. A Dbill to provide for the con-
struction and rehabilitation of child care fa-
cilities in areas of the Gulf Coast affected by
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

By Mr. JEFFERSON (for himself, Mr.
TAYLOR, Ms. NORTON, Mr. ELLISON,
and Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida):

H.R. 1412. A bill to establish a temporary
program under which emergency loans are
made to small businesses that are nonprofit
child care businesses; to the Committee on
Small Business.

By Mrs. LOWEY (for herself, Mr.
THOMPSON of Mississippi, Ms. GINNY
BROWN-WAITE of Florida, Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE of Texas, and Mr. MARKEY):

H.R. 1413. A bill to direct the Assistant
Secretary of Homeland Security (Transpor-
tation Security Administration) to address
vulnerabilities in aviation security by car-
rying out a pilot program to screen airport
workers with access to secure and sterile
areas of airports; to the Committee on
Homeland Security.

By Mr. NADLER (for himself, Mr.
ENGEL, Mr. TowNS, and Mr. WEINER):

H.R. 1414. A bill to establish a grant pro-
gram for individuals still suffering health ef-
fects as a result of the September 11, 2001, at-
tacks in New York City and at the Pentagon;
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. NADLER (for himself, Ms. HAR-
MAN, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. JACKSON-
LEE of Texas, Mr. ELLISON, Mr.
FrRANK of Massachusetts, and Ms.
LEE):

H.R. 1415. A bill to provide for the effective
prosecution of terrorists and guarantee due
process rights; to the Committee on Armed
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Services, and in addition to the Committees
on the Judiciary, and Foreign Affairs, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. NADLER (for himself, Ms. HAR-
MAN, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. JACKSON-
LEE of Texas, Mr. ELLISON, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, and Ms.
LEE):

H.R. 1416. A bill to restore habeas corpus
for those detained by the United States and
to repeal the prohibition on treaty obliga-
tions establishing grounds for certain
claims; to the Committee on the Judiciary,
and in addition to the Committee on Armed
Services, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Ms. NORTON:

H.R. 1417. A bill to prohibit the closure of
Walter Reed Army Medical Center notwith-
standing the 2005 recommendations of the
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Com-
mission; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

By Mr. PASCRELL (for himself and
Mr. PLATTS):

H.R. 1418. A bill to provide for the expan-
sion and improvement of traumatic brain in-
jury programs; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

By Mr. POMEROY (for himself, Mr.
HERGER, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr.
RAMSTAD, Mr. WELLER, Mr. UDALL of
Colorado, Mr. LEwWIS of Kentucky,
Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. ENGLISH of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Ms.
BEAN, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. CAMP of
Michigan, and Mrs. MCMORRIS ROD-
GERS):

H.R. 1419. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to expand tax-free distribu-
tions from individual retirement accounts
for charitable purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Ms. SCHAKOWSKY (for herself, Mr.
SHAYS, Mrs. CAPPS, Ms. BEAN, Mr.
BERMAN, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr.
EMANUEL, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. KIRK,

Ms. LEE, Ms. MATSUI, Mr.
McDERMOTT, Mr. McNULTY, and Ms.
SCHWARTZ):

H.R. 1420. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act with respect to facili-
tating the development of microbicides for
preventing transmission of HIV/AIDS and
other diseases, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce, and in
addition to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. TERRY (for himself, Mr. PAUL,
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr.
FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. WAMP, Mrs.
BoNoO, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mrs.
BLACKBURN, Mr. MILLER of Florida,
Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey, Mr. BILI-
RAKIS, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr.
FORTENBERRY, Mrs. MUSGRAVE, Mr.
McCAUL of Texas, Mr. SOUDER, and
Mr. MCCOTTER):

H.R. 1421. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to increase tax benefits for
parents with children, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. THOMPSON of California (for
himself, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr.
KIND, and Mr. RAMSTAD):

H.R. 1422. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code to provide a tax credit to individ-
uals who enter into agreements to protect
the habitats of endangered and threatened



March 8, 2007

species, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.
By Mr. VISCLOSKY (for himself and
Mr. DONNELLY):

H.R. 1423. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to lease a portion of a visitor
center to be constructed outside the bound-
ary of the Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore
in Porter County, Indiana, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. MARKEY (for himself and Mr.
STEARNS):

H. Con. Res. 85. Concurrent resolution sup-
porting the goals and ideals of National Cys-
tic Fibrosis Awareness Month; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mrs. JONES of Ohio:

H. Con. Res. 86. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that an appro-
priate month should be recognized as Bebe
Moore Campbell National Minority Mental
Health Awareness Month to enhance public
awareness of mental illness, especially with-
in minority communities; to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. WEXLER (for himself, Mr. BUR-
TON of Indiana, Mr. ToM DAVIS of Vir-
ginia, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. PAYNE,
Mr. BOREN, Mr. SERRANO, Ms. McCoL-
LUM of Minnesota, Mr. VAN HOLLEN,
Ms. LEE, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. CROWLEY,
Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. BRALEY
of Iowa, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, and
Mr. LANTOS):

H. Con. Res. 87. Concurrent resolution sup-
porting the goals and ideals of a world day of
remembrance for road crash victims; to the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform.

By Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN (for herself,
Mr. GALLEGLY, Mrs. MALONEY of New
York, Mr. FORTUNO, Mr. LANTOS, Ms.
WATSON, Mr. PAYNE, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. ENGEL, Mr.
CROWLEY, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. WILSON of
South Carolina, Mr. JACKSON of Illi-
nois, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. VAN HOLLEN,
Mr. HASTERT, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. POE,
Mr. MCCOTTER, Mr. FATTAH, Mr.
BOOZMAN, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. FER-
GUSON, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. HoOLT, and
Mr. ACKERMAN):

H. Res. 228. A resolution recognizing the
186th anniversary of the independence of
Greece and celebrating Greek and American
democracy; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs.

By Mr. WEXLER (for himself, Mr. LAN-
TOS, and Mr. GALLEGLY):

H. Res. 230. A resolution recognizing the
50th Anniversary of the Treaty of Rome
signed on March 25, 1957, which was a key
step in creating the European Union, and re-
affirming the close and mutually beneficial
relationship between the United States and
Europe; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs.

———

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 20: Ms. NORTON and Mr. GRIJALVA.

H.R. 65: Mr. BROWN of South Carolina, Ms.
BORDALLO, and Mr. WALZ of Minnesota.

. 74: Mr. WALSH of New York.
. 89: Mr. BUCHANAN.

. 129: Mr. ANDREWS.

. 171: Mr. NADLER.

. 198: Mr. KIND.

. 241: Mr. GINGREY.
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H.R. 303: Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, Mr. BU-
CHANAN, Mr. SAXTON, and Mr. MCCOTTER.

H.R. 321: Mr. MORAN of Kansas.

H.R. 423: Mr. KAGEN.

H.R. 463: Mr. HOLT.

H.R. 473: Mr. DUNCAN.

H.R. 493: Ms. BEAN and Mr. RUSH.

H.R. 511: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. ToMm
DAvVIsS of Virginia, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr.
REICHERT, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. WALDEN
of Oregon, and Mr. STEARNS.

H.R. 524: Mr. HONDA, Ms. HOOLEY, Mr. GER-
LACH, Mr. KAGEN, Mr. THOMPSON of Cali-
fornia, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr.
ScoTT of Virginia, Mr. BisHOP of New York,
Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. FRANK of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. MOORE of Kansas, Mr. RYAN of
Ohio, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. MEE-
HAN, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. Ro0ss, Ms. CORRINE
BROWN of Florida, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. ALLEN,
Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. BOREN, Mr. MILLER of
North Carolina, Mrs. MALONEY of New York,
Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. PERLMUTTER, Ms.
HIRONO, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Mr.
CROWLEY, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. WILSON of Ohio,
Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. ARCURI, Mr. MURPHY of
Connecticut, Mr. LAMBORN, and Mr. ENGEL.

H.R. 562: Mr. JINDAL.

H.R. 573: Mr. DONNELLY.

H.R. 589: Mr. CONYERS.

H.R. 631: Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. AKIN, Mr.
FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. GARRETT of New Jer-
sey, Mr. JONES of North Carolina, and Mr.
MACK.

H.R. 634: Mr. SAXTON.

H.R. 687: Mr. MCHUGH and Mr. GERLACH.

H.R. 690: Mr. DOYLE, Mr. CARNEY, and Mr.
BUCHANAN.

H.R. 692: Mr. ALLEN.

H.R. 708: Mr. MCCOTTER.

H.R. 718: Mr. PERLMUTTER, Mr. KIND, Mr.
LANGEVIN, Mr. HARE, Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr.
GRAVES, Ms. SHEA-PORTER, and Ms. CARSON.

H.R. 731: Mr. LAMPSON.

H.R. 734: Mr. CRAMER, Mr. TIM MURPHY of
Pennsylvania, and Mr. CUELLAR.

H.R. 757: Mr. MICHAUD.

H.R. 769: Mrs. SCHMIDT.

H.R. 770: Ms. NORTON.

H.R. 780: Mr. UPTON.

H.R. 784: Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. GOODE, Mr.
CLEAVER, and Mrs. BOYDA of Kansas.

H.R. 787: Mr. RYAN of Ohio.

H.R. 790: Mrs. MUSGRAVE.

H.R. 837: Mr. McCAUL of Texas.

H.R. 840: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. AL GREEN of
Texas, Mr. LANTOS, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. COHEN,
and Mr. JEFFERSON.

H.R. 869: Ms. CARSON.

H.R. 887: Mr. HINOJOSA.

H.R. 891: Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Ms. McCOLLUM
of Minnesota, and Mr. GRIJALVA.

H.R. 901: Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. RUSH, and
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.

H.R. 910: Mr. PETRI.

H.R. 920: Mr. MILLER of Florida.

H.R. 932: . CONYERS.

H.R. 936: . HARMAN.

H.R. 947: . SoL1s and Mr. BOUCHER.

H.R. 948: . HARMAN.

H.R. 958: . HARMAN.

H.R. 971: Mr. WAMP, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr.
MARSHALL, and Mr. GOODE.

H.R. 980: Mr. LoOBIONDO, Mr. WELCH of
Vermont, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. MATHESON, Mr.
PLATTS, Mr. HILL, and Mr. RENZI.

H.R. 988: Mr. HERGER, Mr.
CosTA, and Mr. WAXMAN.

H.R. 997: Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. EVERETT, Mr.
BOUSTANY, Mr. WOLF, Mr. CANTOR, Mr.
FORTENBERRY, and Mrs. SCHMIDT.

H.R. 1023: Mr. NUNES.

H.R. 1061: Mr. FARR and Mr. CROWLEY.

H.R. 1071: Mr. BURTON of Indiana.

FARR, Mr.

H2341

H.R. 1087: Mr. ELLISON and Mr. BISHOP of
New York.

H.R. 1093: Mr. KELLER and Ms. KILPATRICK.

H.R. 1108: Mr. FATTAH and Mr. COURTNEY.

H.R. 1115: Mr. ALLEN.

H.R. 1118: Mr. McCAUL of Texas.

H.R. 1120: Mr. SALI, Mr. BUCHANAN, Mr.
MCINTYRE, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, and Mr. DENT.

H.R. 1132: Mrs. DAvVIS of California, Mr.
MCINTYRE, Ms. SoLIS, Ms. SUTTON, Ms.
HIroNO, and Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN.

H.R. 1187: Mr. BISHOP of New York.

H.R. 1188: Mr. GRIJALVA.

H.R. 1190: Mr. GONZALEZ.

H.R. 1197: Mr. CARNEY.

H.R. 1225: Mr. GRIJALVA.

H.R. 1232: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr.
BONNER, and Ms. WOOLSEY.

H.R. 1246: Mr. CARNAHAN.

H.R. 1304: Mr. ToMm DAVIS of Virginia.

H.R. 1314: Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. SMITH of
Texas, Mr. DAVID DAVIS of Tennessee, Mr.
WAMP, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. Doo-
LITTLE, Mr. DUNCAN, and Mr. CULBERSON.

H.R. 1321: Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. THOMPSON of
California, and Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 1330: Mr. WALZ of Minnesota, Ms. KAP-
TUR, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, and Ms. CARSON.

H.R. 1338: Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. HOLT, Mr. WU, Ms. SLAUGH-
TER, and Mr. SERRANO.

H.R. 1347: Mr. ALLEN and Ms. HIRONO.

H.R. 1363: Mr. VAN HOLLEN.

H.R. 1366: Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina.

H.R. 1371: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. CON-
YERS, Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. HILL, Ms. KAPTUR,
Mr. KIND, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. PETRI, Mr. RYAN
of Wisconsin, Mr. SOUDER, and Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY.

H.R. 1390: Mr. MCCOTTER.

H.R. 1391: Ms. LEE.

H. J. Res. 9: Ms. FOXX.

H. Con. Res. 39: Mr. BERMAN, Mrs. BIGGERT,
Mr. KIND, Mr. DAVIS of Alabama, Mr. SMITH
of Washington, Ms. BEAN, and Mrs. MCCAR-
THY of New York.

H. Con. Res. 48: Mr. COHEN.

H. Con. Res. 50: Mr. ROHRABACHER.

H. Con. Res. 71: Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. MARIO
DIAZ-BALART of Florida, and Mr. RAMSTAD.

H. Con. Res. 73: Mr. MCCOTTER.

H. Res. 101: Mr. BAcA and Ms. SUTTON.

H. Res. 102: Mr. RENZI, Mr. WALZ of Min-
nesota, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. BERMAN, Ms. WOOL-
SEY, Mr. OLVER, and Mr. FRANK of Massachu-
setts.

H. Res. 118: Mr. HINOJOSA and Mr. WATT.

H. Res. 136: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi.

H. Res. 141: Ms. BEAN.

H. Res. 197: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York,
Mr. LINCOLN DAvVIs of Tennessee, Ms.
HOOLEY, and Mr. BOSWELL.

H. Res. 209: Mr. COHEN.

H. Res. 221: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. JACKSON-
LEE of Texas, and Mr. MCGOVERN.

H. Res. 222: Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. BRADY of
Pennsylvania, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. BISHOP
of New York, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. MOORE of
Kansas, Mr. DONNELLY, Ms. NORTON, Mr. BOs-
WELL, Mr. COURTNEY, and Ms. ESHOO.

———————

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 3 of rule XII,

5. The SPEAKER presented a petition of
the Idaho Association of Counties, relative
to a petition supporting the reauthorization
and funding of the Secure Rural Schools and
Community Self-Determination Act; which
was referred jointly to the Committees on
Agriculture and Natural Resources.
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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable ROB-
ERT P. CASEY, Jr., a Senator from the
State of Pennsylvania.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s
opening prayer will be offered by our
guest Chaplain, Reverend Brian C.
Mentzer, of Riverdale Baptist Church,
in Upper Marlboro, MD.

PRAYER

The guest Chaplain offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Almighty God, ruler and maker of
Heaven and Earth, we recognize that in
You we live and move and have our
being and that You are not far from
each one of us. We praise You for You
are the creator and sustainer of all life.
We thank You for Your grace and love,
righteousness and wisdom.

Sovereign Lord, we humbly seek
Your guidance today on behalf of these
Senators. May they fulfill their respon-
sibilities before You with courage and
compassion. May they chart a course
for our Nation to follow that pleases
You. May they hold their office in
which You have placed them and may
they discharge their obligations to this
Nation and to You with dignity, char-
ity, and honor. As they face great pres-
sures, please give them Your wisdom to
make decisions based on Your prin-
ciples.

You have told us in Your word that
righteousness exalts a nation but sin is
a reproach to any people. As Nehemiah
of old prayed, we also ask You . . . God
please forgive us of our national sins.
On too many occasions we have not
acted justly, nor loved mercy, nor
walked humbly with You. Forgive us,
we pray, and cleanse and bless us that
we may bless others.

Lord of Hosts, please protect our
military forces who bravely stand in
harm’s way to secure and protect free-
dom around the world. Grant them
swift success in their mission. Bless
and keep their families as well.

And now, Lord, we commit the busi-
ness of this day and this Senate to You,

Senate

for Yours is the kingdom and the power
and the glory forever and ever.
In Your Name we pray. Amen.

————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable ROBERT P. CASEY, Jr.,
led the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

————

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. BYRD).

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, March 8, 2007.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable ROBERT P. CASEY, Jr.,
a Senator from the State of Pennsylvania, to
perform the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mr. CASEY thereupon assumed the

chair as Acting President pro tempore.

————

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.
————
SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this morn-
ing, the Senate will be in a period of
morning business for 1 hour, with the
time divided between both sides, the
Republicans having the first half and
the majority the second half. Fol-
lowing that period of time, the Senate

will resume consideration of the 9/11
legislation, S. 4.

Last night, the Republican leader
and I had a discussion about the legis-
lation, the importance of completing it
and how we do so. The Republican lead-
er modified a pending amendment in
order to include the provisions of three
other amendments which were pending,
and then filed cloture on that amend-
ment. Before adjourning last night, I
filed cloture on both the substitute
amendment and the bill. So tomorrow
morning, Friday, we will have a cloture
vote on the Republican amendment.
And, of course, if cloture is not in-
voked, then there is an immediate clo-
ture vote on the substitute. So Mem-
bers could be here Friday well beyond
the noon hour.

Just to remind Members, since clo-
ture has been filed on the substitute
and the bill, they have until 1 p.m.
today to file any additional germane
first-degree amendments. At this point,
approximately 110 amendments have
already been filed.

Right now, 40 amendments are cur-
rently pending. That includes, of
course, the substitute amendment. I
am advised that from a preliminary re-
view by the Parliamentarians of these
pending amendments, only eight of
them are germane. I have the list of
amendments here. It is a long list, as
we indicated, of some 100-plus amend-
ments. Out of those, there are eight
that are germane. There may be a cou-
ple more that are arguably germane.
But that is where we are. We will in-
struct the two managers to see if they,
today, can move through the germane
amendments. That would speed things
up postcloture tomorrow.

We are still attempting to resolve
other issues on this most important
bill. It is a bill that deals, as we know,
with the recommendations of the 9/11
Commission. It has been 2% years since
they completed their work. The House
has already done theirs. We are going
to do our very best to follow suit. I feel
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comfortable we will be able to com-
plete something before we leave here
this Friday or Saturday or, if good for-
tune smiles on us, we can work out
something tonight.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized.

———
PASSAGE OF S. 4

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, let
me echo the remarks of the majority
leader. We are hoping we can get a
number of amendments handled in the
course of today’s business. This is a
measure that—even though it is at the
moment flawed—has a chance of get-
ting better in conference and pre-
venting a Presidential veto. It cer-
tainly is not the view of this side that
we want to prevent passage of this bill,
once we have gotten an adequate num-
ber of amendments disposed of that
have been offered on this side. I think
we can work out some way to wrap up
this bill sometime in the near future.

I yield the floor.

——
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

————
MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be a period for the transaction
of morning business for 60 minutes,
with Senators permitted to speak
therein for up to 10 minutes each, with
the first 30 minutes under the control
of the Republican leader or his des-
ignee and the final 30 minutes under
the control of the majority leader or
his designee.

The Senator from Texas.

———
IMPROVING AMERICA’S SECURITY

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, we are
on a very important piece of legisla-
tion, as we all know, the unfinished
work of the recommendations of the
9/11 Commission. We have been on this
bill now for almost 2 full weeks, but we
have been unsuccessful so far in being
able to get votes on key amendments,
which I do believe would fill a signifi-
cant gap in the protections that are
available to the American people in the
post-9/11 world.

We yesterday offered a package of
amendments which actually represents
a consolidation of previously filed
amendments I want to discuss briefly,
which I think fulfills that important
role of gap-filling in the unfinished
work from the 9/11 Commission rec-
ommendations.

Last night, Senator MCCONNELL, the
Republican leader, filed cloture on
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amendment No. 312, as modified. It is
my hope, when we have that vote to-
morrow—as currently scheduled under
the regular order—we will have an up-
or-down vote on provisions critical to
addressing threats that terrorists em-
ploy in the United States and on U.S.
citizens.

This amendment contains five crit-
ical homeland security tools. It is im-
perative we include this legislation to
give the appropriate Federal agencies
the authority, No. 1, to punish those
who recruit terrorists; No. 2, to revoke
the visas of terrorists; No. 3, to allow
the U.S. Government to detain dan-
gerous aliens; No. 4, to punish those
who provide material support—in other
words, financial inducement—or I
should say support to families of those
who engage in terrorist acts; and, No.
5, to protect families of soldiers from
terrorist hoaxes.

These are all contained in amend-
ment No. 312, on which a cloture mo-
tion has been filed, and upon which we
will vote tomorrow, if not before by
agreement.

I want to explain these important
tools so Members understand what is
at stake.

The first of these provisions is to pro-
vide the Federal Government, for the
first time in our Nation’s history, the
ability to punish those who actually
recruit terrorists. We know from intel-
ligence products gained from—and now
public—Khalid Shaikh Mohammed, the
mastermind of 9/11, they were actively
engaged in recruiting terrorists within
the United States—in our prisons, in
some mosques, and elsewhere—with the
idea of having a terrorist who could act
within this country and who would,
therefore, not be stopped by the var-
ious protective mechanisms we put in
place, whether it be the Transportation
Security Administration, improvement
of our intelligence gathering and shar-
ing to prevent dangerous aliens from
entering the country and committing
terrorists acts.

The whole concept behind Khalid
Shaikh Mohammed’s efforts was to re-
cruit people domestically, people who
would not meet sort of the typical de-
scription some would anticipate or the
profiles the intelligence officials might
have of the type of person who would
be logically suspect for terrorist activi-
ties. So what this part of the amend-
ment would do would be to punish re-
cruitment of terrorists within the
United States. This is a gap in our laws
that needs to be filled.

Senator GRASSLEY had previously
filed an amendment which is now in-
cluded in this consolidation. This has
to do with revoking the visas of terror-
ists. Under current law, visas approved
or denied by consular officials are non-
reviewable. That is overseas. If some-
body applies for a visa, and they do not
get it, then those are not reviewable.
In other words, there is not a stream of
litigation or successive appeals they
can go through in order to challenge
the denial of their visa.
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However, if a visa is approved but
later revoked and that individual is on
U.S. soil, the decision by the consular
officer is reviewable in U.S. courts.
This amendment makes these revoca-
tions nonreviewable.

This is both a practical problem and
is actually a huge difficulty, identified
by the Government Accountability Of-
fice in 2003. They said that even if an
alien’s visa is revoked on terrorism
grounds after the alien reaches the
United States, it is almost impossible
to deport the suspected terrorist be-
cause persons with a revoked visa can
stay in the United States and have a
right to successive appeals of a con-
sular officer’s decision.

Moreover, allowing the review of
these revoked visas, especially on ter-
rorism grounds, jeopardizes the classi-
fied intelligence that may have led to
the revocation in the first place and
makes the FBI and CIA hesitant to
share the information. We can see how
that standoff would occur. They are
hesitant to share the information;
therefore, visas of dangerous persons
are not revoked.

So due to the practical delay caused
by review, we would suggest—this
amendment suggests—we treat the
visas exactly the same whether they
are denied outside of the country or re-
voked inside of the country based on
terrorism grounds.

Also included in this package is an
amendment that has to do with the de-
tention of individuals who have entered
our country illegally and are subject to
being repatriated, particularly crimi-
nal aliens. This grows out of a Supreme
Court decision in 2001, where the Su-
preme Court held, in the Zabidah case,
the Department of Homeland Security
could not detain a person longer than 6
months. In this case, for someone with
a criminal record, who could not le-
gally stay in the United States, they
could not detain them more than 6
months. Unless they were successful in
getting them repatriated or returned
to their country of origin, the only
thing the Department of Homeland Se-
curity could do is release them into the
general population of the TUnited
States. That is simply an unacceptable
result.

What this amendment would do is
change the statutory law of the United
States, as invited by the U.S. Supreme
Court, to authorize the Department of
Homeland Security to detain dan-
gerous aliens longer than 6 months if,
in fact, there is a reasonable expecta-
tion that individual will be repatriated
to their country of origin.

For example, the Government had to
release Carlos Rojas Fritze, who sod-
omized, raped, beat, and robbed a
stranger in a public restroom and then
called it, bizarrely, ‘“‘an act of love,”
and Tuan Thai, who repeatedly raped,
tortured, and terrorized women and
vowed to repeat his crimes. These are
just two individuals who, under the Su-
preme Court decision, had to be re-
leased into the American public—obvi-
ously a great danger to the American
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people. We need to act to fix this gap,
as invited by the U.S. Supreme Court,
so dangerous aliens like these individ-
uals can be detained and so the Amer-
ican people can be protected.

One other element of this package of
amendments is punishing those who
provide material support for terrorists.
We recall that Saddam Hussein was
providing $25,000 for the families of
Palestinians who engaged in terrorist
attacks in Israel. The fact is, there is a
practice in some quarters of providing
financial support for families as an in-
ducement to terrorists so they know
that if they commit terrorist acts, at
least their families will be financially
provided for. Well, this provision of
this amendment would punish material
support for terrorists, and I think the
reasons for doing that are self-evident.

The provision will expand the section
of the U.S. Criminal Code which pun-
ishes murder or assault of U.S. nation-
als overseas for terrorist purposes, so
that it equally punishes attempts and
conspiracies to murder U.S. nationals
for terrorist purposes.

Finally, protecting families of sol-
diers from terrorist hoaxes. The last
provision necessary for the safety and
security of all citizens is establishing
the right of the American Government
to protect the families of soldiers from
terrorist hoaxes.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be allowed to speak for 2
more minutes in our morning business
allocation.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. CORNYN. This last provision
provides the right of the American
Government to protect families of sol-
diers from terrorist hoaxes. For exam-
ple, this provision would increase the
penalties for perpetrating a hoax about
the death, injury, or capture of a U.S.
soldier during wartime.

I think we would all agree that a
hoax about the death of a U.S. soldier
is a serious offense that should be made
a crime and can result in devastating
consequences to the family that is the
subject of a hoax. In one such incident
involving a soldier from Flagstaff, AZ,
who was serving in Iraq, the Army sent
the soldier a satellite phone so he could
call home from Iraq to reassure them
that he was, in fact, alive and
uninjured. Unfortunately, another sol-
dier was killed in the process of trying
to deliver the satellite phone to the
soldier so he could reassure his own
family, and the message did not get
through on a timely basis.

I think we would all agree this is
simply unacceptable. Our military per-
sonnel put their lives on the line every
day for our freedom and our families
who support them. One of the most im-
portant things we can do is make sure
they are protected against those who
would perpetrate these kinds of cruel
hoaxes on them and take advantage of
their concerns and natural anxiety for
the welfare of their loved ones serving
us abroad.
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So I hope our colleagues will vote for
cloture on this important package of
amendments, and we will have that op-
portunity tomorrow, if not sooner.

Mr. President, I know I have other
colleagues, my two colleagues from
Georgia, who are here to speak in our
portion of morning business, and I will
yield the floor at this time to them.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The senior Senator from Georgia
is recognized.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, may
I inquire as to how much time is re-
maining on our side?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Seventeen minutes 50 seconds.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I
rise today to urge my colleagues to
support the amendment proposed by
the Senator from Texas, Mr. CORNYN. It
has been 5% years since the horrendous
terrorist attacks against the United
States on September 11, 2001. Since
that attack, many improvements have
been made in the way law enforcement
communities around the country are
combating terrorism, but it is very im-
portant that we continue to give our
law enforcement community every tool
they need to protect Americans. Amer-
icans expect Congress to do everything
possible to improve the Nation’s secu-
rity, and Senator CORNYN’s amendment
adds to the important and necessary
tools needed by law enforcement to
prosecute the war against terrorism.

I would like to take just a few min-
utes to touch on some of the important
provisions that are included in this
amendment. The first issue I would
like to talk about is punishing those
who recruit or assist terrorists.

For the first time, we will be able to
target terrorist recruiters—those who
seek out and try to persuade individ-
uals to commit terrorist acts against
the United States and our allies.

It is no secret that al-Qaida attempts
to seek out individuals living within
the United States who can operate
freely here and who do not necessarily
fit the profile of those who perpetrated
the 9/11 attacks to join their cadre of
jihadists. Even the 9/11 Commission Re-
port discusses al-Qaida’s ability to re-
cruit:

Mosques, schools, and boarding houses
served as recruiting stations in many parts
of the world, including the United States.

For example, an early bin Laden or-
ganization, al-Khifa, recruited Amer-
ican Muslims to fight in Afghanistan.
Al-Khifa had offices in my own State of
Georgia as well as Chicago, New York,
Boston, Pittsburgh, and Tucson.

The amendment also creates a new
offense for aiding the family or associ-
ates of a terrorist in order to target
those who give money to families of
suicide bombers after such bombings.
Any person convicted of doing any of
these things should face severe punish-
ment. This is not uncommon. We saw
Saddam Hussein offering up to $25,000
to the families of suicide bombers in
Palestine as a reward for their sons’
and daughters’ terrorist attacks. This
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type of support promotes and encour-
ages suicide bombers and simply can-
not be tolerated. The American people
are probably shocked that these of-
fenses are not already on the books.
Support for this amendment will send a
strong message that this country has
not forgotten how September 11, 2001,
changed this world and that we will do
everything in our power to prosecute
terrorists and those who support them.

A second key provision in this
amendment deals with closing a loop-
hole in the law that allows suspected
terrorists to stay in the United States
after their visas have been revoked on
terrorist grounds.

In June of 2003, a GAO report re-
vealed that suspected terrorists can
and, in fact, do stay in the United
States after their visas have been re-
voked because they are suspected of
terrorist activity. After the loophole
came to light, the GAO found that
more than 100 people were granted
visas that were later revoked because
there was suspected terrorist activity.

Under current law, decisions to ap-
prove or deny visas by consular officers
are nonreviewable and deemed final.
However, if a visa is approved and the
individual enters the United States and
then the visa is revoked while that per-
son is still in the United States, the
revocation decision is reviewed by the
U.S. courts. Giving an alien on U.S.
soil the ability to appeal a revocation
decision when it is based on terrorist-
suspected grounds virtually annihilates
the effectiveness of this antiterrorism
tool.

To begin, visa revocations are not
taken lightly, according to the State
Department. A State Department
spokesman made this comment:

A consular officer does not have the au-
thority to revoke a visa based on suspected
ineligibility, or based on derogatory infor-
mation that is insufficient to support an in-
eligibility finding. A consular revocation
must be based on an actual finding that the
alien is ineligible for a visa.

In addition, each alien gets the op-
portunity to explain their case, so once
a consular officer notifies an alien of
his intent to revoke, the consular offi-
cer must give the alien the opportunity
to show why the visa should not be re-
voked.

I ask my colleagues to recall the 9/11
Commission Report’s finding on our
flawed visa policies. We know that the
19 hijackers used 364 aliases and lied on
their visa applications when they ap-
plied for 23 and obtained 22 visas. Al-
lowing aliens to remain on U.S. soil
with revoked visas is a national secu-
rity concern, and this amendment will
close this loophole in the law so they
cannot do it again.

A third issue this amendment deals
with is the detention of deportable
aliens. The Supreme Court has limited
the period of detention of deportable
aliens to 6 months after a final order of
removal is issued. As a result, when the
difficulty in removing an alien lasts up
to 6 months, the U.S. Government has
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to release the alien into the public. We
have all heard the deplorable stories of
some of the horrific acts committed by
deportable aliens who were released
into the United States after they were
not removed from the country within
the 6-month limit. This amendment
would allow the Government to keep
these aliens in custody until they can
be removed and prevent them from
harming American citizens.

I want to close by thanking my col-
league from Texas for the work he has
done on this amendment and his effort
in making our country safer. This is
what the American people want, ex-
pect, and deserve. This is the right
thing to do, and I urge my colleagues
to support this amendment.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The junior Senator from Georgia
is recognized.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate my colleague, Senator CHAM-
BLISS from Georgia, and his excellent
remarks. I stand today shoulder to
shoulder with him in endorsing Sen-
ator CORNYN in what he has brought
forward to the Senate. Notwith-
standing one’s position on the debate
of the last 3 days, I think it is ironic
that we spent the last 72 hours debat-
ing whether we should give collective
bargaining rights to TSA employees
after we debated this 5 years ago and
decided not to do that and after having
spent very little time talking about 9/
11 and the security of the United
States of America.

What Senator CORNYN has done is
taken the ideas of Senator KYL, Sen-
ator GRASSLEY, Senator CORNYN, and
others and brought forward meaningful
amendments that ought to be on a 9/11
bill. I sincerely hope that my col-
leagues, when the cloture vote comes
forward tomorrow, will vote to invoke
cloture so we can bring these amend-
ments to the floor and have a meaning-
ful addition to the 9/11 bill.

I wish to talk about three of these
amendments for just a second and talk
about why they are so important.

No. 1 is on recruiting. It is always
good when you can tell a real life story
and not just a hypothetical. About a
year ago, in my hometown of Atlanta,
GA, there was an announcement by the
U.S. Secret Service, the CIA, and inter-
national intelligence agencies that two
young men at Georgia Tech—the Geor-
gia Institute of Technology—had been
taken into custody under suspicion of
terrorism. As it turns out, both of
these two young men, using the library
computers at Georgia Tech, were in a
terrorist cell that was born in Paki-
stan, organized in Toronto, and was re-
cruiting in Atlanta, GA.

Now, not because we overlooked it
but because nobody ever thought about
it, we have never had a statute to pun-
ish someone for recruiting terrorism.
So right in my own home State of
Georgia, right in my own hometown,
two 21-year-old students at Georgia
Tech were recruited and, fortunately,
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caught and, fortunately—because of
the PATRIOT Act, I might add—inter-
cepted because of the watching and the
maintenance of those computers. But
this was a terrorist cell, and these indi-
viduals were recruited. There is no
punishment for recruiting those folks.

Al-Qaida has demonstrated and the
9/11 Commission told us that recruit-
ment is the main source or resource of
human beings for suicide bombers, for
airplane hijackers, and others who
would carry out the acts of al-Qaida.
So, first of all, Senator CORNYN bring-
ing this forward is absolutely appro-
priate.

Secondly, and Dbriefly, Senator
GRASSLEY’s amendment with regard to
the reviewability of the revocation of a
visa is included in this package. Paint
this picture for a second: All 19 of the
hijackers on 9/11 got into the United
States in a legal way. Most of them
had overstayed their visas. But just
think for a second. Had they been
caught, had they been suspected of a
terrorist act when they were about to
commit it, and had their visa been re-
voked, they would have had the right
to stay in this country and judicially
appeal that revocation, which meant
they could have stayed here even after
being identified and quite possibly still
carried out a terrorist attack.

To let you know how important this
amendment is, I have an interesting
fact for everybody to take in and digest
for just a second. In 1986, when we re-
formed immigration in this country,
we granted amnesty and created a
number of legal citizens and legal visas
in the United States. We also created a
mechanism for judicial review. There
are still two cases from the 1986 Immi-
gration Reform Act under judicial re-
view 21 years later. Those individuals
still remain in the United States of
America.

If we capture somebody for suspected
terrorism and, under the disciplines we
use, revoke that visa, it only stands to
reason that they should not be review-
able and should be returned to the
country from which they came.

Otherwise, we would be knowingly
and willingly harboring someone we
suspect would cause harm to the
United States of America and commit
a terrorist act.

Mr. President, I appreciate the time
that has been afforded me. I stand in
full support of the Cornyn amendment
and in a sincere hope that my col-
leagues will vote for the motion to in-
voke cloture and pass this very impor-
tant amendment for the safety and se-
curity of the United States of America
and its people.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
OBAMA). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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The Senator from Illinois is recog-
nized.

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. DURBIN per-
taining to the introduction of S. 831 are
printed in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I yield
the floor, and I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

IMPROVING AMERICA’S SECURITY
ACT OF 2007—Resumed

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to the consideration of S. 4, which
the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A Dbill (S. 4) to make the United States
more secure by implementing unfinished rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission to
fight the war on terror more effectively, to
improve homeland security, and for other
purposes.

Pending:

Reid amendment No. 275, in the nature of a
substitute.

Sununu amendment No. 291 (to amendment
No. 275), to ensure that the emergency com-
munications and interoperability commu-
nications grant program does not exclude
Internet Protocol-based interoperable solu-
tions.

Salazar/Lieberman modified amendment
No. 290 (to amendment No. 275), to require a
quadrennial homeland security review.

Dorgan/Conrad amendment No. 313 (to
amendment No. 275), to require a report to
Congress on the hunt for Osama bin Laden,
Ayman al-Zawahiri, and the leadership of al-
Qaida.

Landrieu amendment No. 321 (to amend-
ment No. 275), to require the Secretary of
Homeland Security to include levees in the
list of critical infrastructure sectors.

Landrieu amendment No. 296 (to amend-
ment No. 275), to permit the cancellation of
certain loans under the Robert T. Stafford
Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance
Act.

Landrieu modified amendment No. 295 (to
amendment No. 275), to provide adequate
funding for local governments harmed by
Hurricane Katrina of 2005 or Hurricane Rita
of 2005.

Allard amendment No. 272 (to amendment
No. 275), to prevent the fraudulent use of so-
cial security account numbers by allowing
the sharing of social security data among
agencies of the United States for identity
theft prevention and immigration enforce-
ment purposes.

McConnell (for Sessions) amendment No.
305 (to amendment No. 275), to clarify the
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voluntary inherent authority of States to as-
sist in the enforcement of the immigration
laws of the United States and to require the
Secretary of Homeland Security to provide
information related to aliens found to have
violated certain immigration laws to the Na-
tional Crime Information Center.

McConnell (for Cornyn) amendment No. 310
(to amendment No. 275), to strengthen the
Federal Government’?s ability to detain dan-
gerous criminal aliens, including murderers,
rapists, and child molesters, until they can
be removed from the United States.

McConnell (for Cornyn) amendment No. 311
(to amendment No. 275), to provide for immi-
gration injunction reform.

McConnell (for Cornyn) modified amend-
ment No. 312 (to amendment No. 275), to pro-
hibit the recruitment of persons to partici-
pate in terrorism, to clarify that the revoca-
tion of an alien’s visa or other documenta-
tion is not subject to judicial review, to
strengthen the Federal Government’s ability
to detain dangerous criminal aliens, includ-
ing murderers, rapists, and child molesters,
until they can be removed from the United
States, to prohibit the rewarding of suicide
bombings and allow adequate punishments
for terrorist murders, kidnappings, and sex-
ual assaults.

McConnell (for Kyl) modified amendment
No. 317 (to amendment No. 275), to prohibit
the rewarding of suicide bombings and allow
adequate punishments for terrorist murders,
kidnappings, and sexual assaults.

McConnell (for Kyl) amendment No. 318 (to
amendment No. 275), to protect classified in-
formation.

McConnell (for Kyl) amendment No. 319 (to
amendment No. 275), to provide for relief
from (a)(3)(B) immigration bars from the
Hmong and other groups who do not pose a
threat to the United States, to designate the
Taliban as a terrorist organization for immi-
gration purposes.

McConnell (for Kyl) amendment No. 320 (to
amendment No. 275), to improve the Classi-
fied Information Procedures Act.

McConnell (for Grassley) amendment No.
300 (to amendment No. 275), to clarify the
revocation of an alien’s visa or other docu-
mentation is not subject to judicial review.

McConnell (for Grassley) amendment No.
309 (to amendment No. 275), to improve the
prohibitions on money laundering.

Thune amendment No. 308 (to amendment
No. 275), to expand and improve the Pro-
liferation Security Initiative while pro-
tecting the national security interests of the
United States.

Cardin amendment No. 326 (to amendment
No. 275), to provide for a study of modifica-
tion of area of jurisdiction of Office of Na-
tional Capital Region Coordination.

Cardin amendment No. 327 (to amendment
No. 275), to reform mutual aid agreements
for the National Capital Region.

Cardin modified amendment No. 328 (to
amendment No. 275), to require Amtrak con-
tracts and leases involving the State of
Maryland to be governed by the laws of the
District of Columbia.

Schumer/Clinton amendment No. 336 (to
amendment No. 275), to prohibit the use of
the peer review process in determining the
allocation of funds among metropolitan
areas applying for grants under the Urban
Area Security Initiative.

Schumer/Clinton amendment No. 337 (to
amendment No. 275), to provide for the use of
funds in any grant under the Homeland Se-
curity Grant Program for personnel costs.

Coburn amendment No. 325 (to amendment
No. 275), to ensure the fiscal integrity of
grants awarded by the Department of Home-
land Security.

Sessions amendment No. 347 (to amend-
ment No. 275), to express the sense of the
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Congress regarding the funding of Senate ap-
proved construction of fencing and vehicle
barriers along the southwest border of the
United States.

Coburn amendment No. 301 (to amendment
No. 275), to prohibit grant recipients under
grant programs administered by the Depart-
ment from expending funds until the Sec-
retary has reported to Congress that risk as-
sessments of all programs and activities
have been performed and completed, im-
proper payments have been estimated, and
corrective action plans have been developed
and reported as required under the Improper
Payments Act of 2002 (31 U.S.C. 3321 note).

Coburn amendment No. 294 (to amendment
No. 275), to provide that the provisions of the
act shall cease to have any force or effect on
and after December 31, 2012, to ensure con-
gressional review and oversight of the Act.

Lieberman (for Menendez) amendment No.
354 (to amendment No. 275), to improve the
security of cargo containers destined for the
United States.

Specter amendment No. 286 (to amendment
No. 275), to restore habeas corpus for those
detained by the United States.

Kyl modified amendment No. 357 (to
amendment No. 275), to amend the data-min-
ing technology reporting requirement to
avoid revealing existing patents, trade se-
crets, and confidential business processes,
and to adopt a narrower definition of data-
mining in order to exclude routine computer
searches.

Ensign amendment No. 363 (to amendment
No. 275), to establish a Law Enforcement As-
sistance Force in the Department of Home-
land Security to facilitate the contributions
of retired law enforcement officers during
major disasters.

Biden amendment No. 383 (to amendment
No. 275), to require the Secretary of Home-
land Security to develop regulations regard-
ing the transportation of high hazard mate-
rials.

Biden amendment No. 384 (to amendment
No. 275), to establish a Homeland Security
and Neighborhood Safety Trust Fund and
refocus Federal priorities toward securing
the homeland.

Bunning amendment No. 334 (to amend-
ment No. 275), to amend title 49, United
States Code, to modify the authorities relat-
ing to Federal flight deck officers.

Schumer modified amendment No. 367 (to
amendment No. 275), to require the Adminis-
trator of the Transportation Security Ad-
ministration to establish and implement a
program to provide additional safety meas-
ures for vehicles that carry high hazardous
materials.

Schumer amendment No. 366 (to amend-
ment No. 275), to restrict the authority of
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to issue
a license authorizing the export to a recipi-
ent country of highly enriched uranium for
medical isotope production.

Wyden amendment No. 348 (to amendment
No. 275), to require that a redacted version of
the Executive Summary of the Office of In-
spector General Report on Central Intel-
ligence Agency Accountability Regarding
Findings and Conclusions of the Joint In-
quiry into Intelligence Community Activi-
ties Before and After the Terrorist Attacks
of September 11, 2001, is made available to
the public.

Bond/Rockefeller amendment No. 389 (to
amendment No. 275), to provide the sense of
the Senate that the Committee on Homeland
Security and Governmental Affairs and the
Select Committee on Intelligence of the Sen-
ate should submit a report on the rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission with
respect to intelligence reform and congres-
sional intelligence oversight reform.

Stevens amendment No. 299 (to amendment
No. 275), to authorize NTIA to borrow
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against anticipated receipts of the Digital

Television Transition and Public Safety

Fund to initiate migration to a national IP-

enabled emergency network capable of re-

ceiving and responding to all citizen acti-

vated emergency communications.
AMENDMENT NO. 291

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
now call for the regular order with re-
gard to the Sununu amendment, No.
291.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is now pending.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, that is where we will
keep the Senate for some period of
time as we hope people on both sides
can reason together and come to some
meeting of the minds that will allow us
to complete work on the more than 50
amendments that are pending and in a
state of suspended gridlock and, unfor-
tunately, standing in the way of the
adoption of the 9/11 bill that is before
us.

I will repeat that this bill came out
of our Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs Committee with a non-
partisan vote—16 to nothing and 1 ab-
stention. It has matters that are criti-
cally important to our national secu-
rity and our homeland security. It
would be a shame if its passage here
and movement to conference with the
House, which has already passed com-
panion legislation, is held up because
of the parliamentary and procedural
gridlock the Senate is in now.

I hope my colleagues on both sides
can, as I said, reason together to break
that gridlock so we can complete work
on the pending amendments and pro-
ceed to final passage of this legislation.
Pending that, the Sununu amendment,
No. 291, will remain the pending busi-
ness.

Mr. President, I now suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWN). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, as
the Chair knows, and Members of the
Senate know, the Senate is unfortu-
nately in gridlock at this moment on
this important bill because of disagree-
ments as to how to handle several of
the amendments. The trouble is the es-
sential bill that came out of our com-
mittee, on which the distinguished oc-
cupant of the chair is a member, is in-
tact. It does a lot to support first re-
sponders at the local level, to increase
information sharing within our Gov-
ernment to avoid the failure to connect
the dots that preceded 9/11. It is full of
very important unfinished business
that came from the 9/11 Commission
Report.

Unfortunately, in addition to the 50
amendments pending and the refusal of
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some Senators to grant consent to go
on to hold votes on amendments on
which we actually have bipartisan
agreement, yesterday the minority
leader came to the floor, and in a
unique action—it is not seen around
here too much—filed a cloture motion
on four amendments that were pend-
ing. That will now keep us, barring
some break and agreement between our
leaders, in this state of suspended ani-
mation until tomorrow when the vote
is scheduled both on the cloture mo-
tion filed by the Republican leader and
the one on the overall bill to bring us
to a conclusion filed by Senator REID,
the majority leader. What is very im-
portant is to focus us back on what
this is all about and, hopefully, to
shake us all up to remember that we
are responding to, in this legislation,
514 years after 9/11, the unfinished busi-
ness of our Nation to protect our peo-
ple from another terrorist attack.

Obviously, we are building on what
we did in the 9/11 Commission legisla-
tion that passed in 2004, but there is
more to do; we all agree. I am about to
read a letter into the RECORD. I hope
this letter will be read by every Mem-
ber of the Senate and bring us back to
what this is all about and honestly
force us to reason together to get over
this momentary gridlock to do what is
important for our country.

The letter is addressed to the Repub-
lican leader, the Honorable MITCH
MCCONNELL. It comes from a number of
the leaders of groups established by
family members of victims of 9/11:
Carol Ashley, mother of Janice, 25,
member of Voices Of September 11th;
Mary Fetchet, mother of Brad, 24,
founding director and president of
Voices of September 11th; Beverly Eck-
ert, widow of Sean Rooney, 50, member
of Families of September 11; and Carie
Lemack, daughter of Judy Larocque,
50, cofounder and president, Families of
September 11. Obviously, the names 1
mentioned, the first names and ages,
were among those who were Kkilled by
the terrorists on September 11. This is
a letter from these four family mem-
bers of September 11 to Senator
MCCONNELL.

The letter reads as follows:

MARCH 8, 2007.
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL,
Minority Leader, U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR MCCONNELL: As family
members who lost loved ones on 9/11, we sup-
port full implementation of the 9/11 Commis-
sion recommendations. We are writing out of
grave concern that your recent introduction
of highly provocative, irrelevant amend-
ments will jeopardize the passage of S. 4. It
is inconceivable that anyone in good con-
science would consider hindering implemen-
tation of the 9/11 Commission recommenda-
tions and we strongly disagree with these di-
visive procedural tactics.

Just as the Iraq war deserves separate de-
bate, so do each of the amendments you of-
fered. S. 4 should be a clean bill and debate
should conclude this week with a straight up
and down vote. Each day that passes without
implementation of the remaining 9/11 Com-
mission recommendations, the safety and se-
curity of our nation is at risk.
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Tactics such as those you are contem-
plating, aimed at endangering the 9/11 bill,
sends a signal to America that partisan poli-
tics is alive and well under your leadership.
Both parties must work together to pass this
critical legislation. We, the undersigned, un-
derstand the risk of failure all too well.

Respectfully,
CAROL ASHLEY,

Mother of Janice, 25,
Member, VOICES of
September 11th.

MARY FETCHET,

Mother of Brad, 24,
Founding director
and President,
Voices of September
11th.

BEVERLY ECKERT,

Widow of Sean Roo-

ney, 50, member,
Families of Sep-
tember 11.
CARIE LEMACK,
Daughter of Judy
Larocque, 50, Co-

founder and Presi-
dent, Families of
September 11.

This letter should be read by every
Member of the Senate, not only with
regard to the cloture motion that was
filed yesterday but, frankly, also to
some of the normal posturing and game
playing that is going on by different
Members, blocking agreement and
moving forward on the bill unless their
particular amendment is agreed to.

It is time for us to wake up, focus on
what is really important and get this
bipartisan bill, S. 4, Improving Amer-
ica’s Security Act, adopted as soon as
possible.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
thank the Chair. While the Senate
awaits resolution on the parliamentary
and, I suppose, political gridlock in
which we find ourselves, I thought I
would say a few words to remind my
colleagues of the background that led
to this particular legislation, S. 4,
which, I repeat, came out of our Home-
land Security Committee with a unani-
mous, nonpartisan vote of 16 to 0 and
one abstention and is before us now.

I go back to August 21, 2004. On that
day, the 9/11 Commission’s official
mandate as an independent, non-
partisan commission ended, 1 month
after the release of their final report.
But the 10 Commissioners, the 10 citi-
zens who were members of the Commis-
sion and responsible for its extraor-
dinary work—the findings, the rec-
ommendations, many of which we
adopted in legislation that followed in
2004—the 10 Commissioners decided to
stay active in the public debate over
the Commission’s recommendations
that fall. They made a real contribu-
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tion to continuing to remind us why
adopting—certainly considering first
and then adopting—their recommenda-
tions was so important. They testified
before Congress during the latter half
of 2004 and played a critical role in
helping bring about the passage and en-
actment and the signature by the
President of the Intelligence Reform
and Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004.

The 10 Commissioners understood the
importance of keeping the spotlight on
the implementation of their rec-
ommendations. They concluded that
without their persistent attention,
there was a risk that we in Washington
would lose focus on the difficult chal-
lenges that had been highlighted in the
Commission’s report and that we would
go on to other work—not that, obvi-
ously, we would lose our care and con-
cern about terrorism. So these 10 Com-
missioners formed the 9/11 Public Dis-
course Project, an independent non-
governmental group that held a num-
ber of meetings in 2005 to follow up on
the implementation of the Commis-
sion’s recommendations.

This group, the 9/11 Public Discourse
Project, held a series of public meet-
ings to which I have referred in 2005 to
gauge progress on implementation of
the legislation that resulted from their
initial report. In the fall of 2005, later
in the year, they issued a series of re-
port cards on intelligence, homeland
security, and foreign policy that grad-
ed the Federal Government on its im-
plementation of their recommenda-
tions.

On December 5, 2005, these Commis-
sioners, now joined together in what
they called The Project, issued their
final report summarizing their grades
on the implementation of the 9/11 Com-
mission’s 41 recommendations. I can’t
say that I agreed with all their grades,
but they were certainly sobering and
should also have been motivating for
all of us. The Project issued 1 A, 11 Bs,
9 Cs, 12 Ds, 5 Fs, and 2 incomplete
grades. That calculates out to a C-
minus average—not exactly the type of
grades that would make us happy if our
kids brought them home, and obviously
the kinds of grades that should make
us not only unhappy but agitated and
anxious to raise them up when the
grades deal with our national security,
our homeland security.

The cochairs of the 9/11 Commission
who went on to be cochairs of the 9/11
Public Discourse Project, former New
Jersey Governor Thomas Kean and
former member of the House of Rep-
resentatives Lee Hamilton, vice-chair,
issued a statement on the release of
the report where they lamented the
progress and its implementation. I
quote from the Kean-Hamilton state-
ment on December 5, 2005. They said:

We are safer—no terrorist attacks have oc-
curred inside the United States since 9/11—
but we are not as safe as we need to be.

I continue quoting:

We see some positive changes. But there is
so much more to be done. Many obvious
steps that the American people assume have
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been completed have not been. Our leader-
ship is distracted.

““There is so much more to be done,”
Chairman Kean and Vice Chairman
Hamilton told the Nation that day at
the end of 2005. That is why our Home-
land Security Committee took up the
call and why we reported out S. 4,
which is before the Senate today.

Chairman Kean and Vice Chairman
Hamilton went on in their remarks to
discuss areas that had not been ade-
quately addressed. They focused on
interoperability for first responders
around the country, effective screening
of visitors to the U.S. against the ter-
rorist watch list, homeland security
grant allocations, and they bemoaned
what they called ‘‘the lack of urgency
about fixing these problems.”’

Their statement then continued:

Bin Laden and al-Qaida believe it is their
duty to kill as many Americans as possible.
This very day they are plotting to do us
harm.

On 9/11 they killed nearly 3,000 of our fel-
low citizens. Many of the steps we rec-
ommend would help prevent such a disaster
from happening again. We should not need
another wake-up call.

I continue—this is all Kean and Ham-
ilton:

We believe that the terrorists will strike
again. If they do, and these reforms have not
been implemented, what will our excuses be?
While the terrorists are learning and adapt-
ing, our government is still moving at a
crawl.

Tough words from Tom Kean and Lee
Hamilton.

The terrorists are learning and
adapting faster than ever. We saw evi-
dence of that last August in the United
Kingdom when a terrorist plot to blow
up planes using liquid explosives—
those planes heading toward the United
States—was thankfully disrupted. We
see evidence on the Internet today
which terrorist groups are using in-
creasingly to find new recruits, to de-
velop new capabilities, to share infor-
mation, and to propagandize about
their latest exploits. They are moving,
these terrorists, at a rapid pace. We
not only must keep up with them, we
must move ahead of them and move
more rapidly than they are.

Chairman Kean and Vice Chairman
Hamilton went on to discuss responsi-
bility for addressing this challenge.
They said:

The first purpose of government in the pre-
amble of our Constitution is to ‘“‘provide for
the common defense.” We have made clear
time and again what we believe needs to be
done to make our country safer and more se-
cure: The responsibility for action and lead-
ership rests with Congress and the President.

Of course, I agree, and I presume
every Member of the Senate agrees, the
responsibility rests with us and with
the President. We have a choice to
make as we debate this bill. We can
bear the burden and responsibility of
action and leadership and carry out the
essential reforms that will strengthen
our Nation’s security or we can forego
our responsibilities and take a chance
with the homeland security of our
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country and its people. That is a risk
that I know no Member of this Cham-
ber wants to take.

In the final chapter of their book,
“Without Precedent’—that is the
name of the book, ‘“Without Prece-
dent”’—which recounted their experi-
ence leading the 9/11 Commission, Tom
Kean and Lee Hamilton repeat this last
statement and conclude with these
powerful words:

We now call upon our elected leaders to
come together again with that same sense of
urgency and purpose. We call upon Repub-
licans and Democrats to work together to
make our country safer and more secure.
The American people deserve no less.

That is from Tom Kean and Lee
Hamilton. They are absolutely right.
They deserve no less. The American
people deserve no less.

So we have come together on our
committee, and we are moving very
rapidly on the Senate floor, beginning
last Wednesday through this week. We
have had some good, healthy debates,
disagreements, but resolved with votes.
The bill as it came out of our com-
mittee is in strong shape. It would be a
tragedy if we let the procedural dif-
ferences, the personal concerns about
individual amendments, the inability
to reason together to stop us from
passing this bill and passing it ur-
gently. I am confident that we will be
able to do it, but the sooner the better.

I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I
note the presence of my friend and col-
league from Pennsylvania.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized.

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. SPECTER per-
taining to the introduction of S. 813
and S. 814 are located in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Statements on Intro-
duced bills and Joint Resolutions.”’)

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, in the
absence of any other Senator seeking
recognition, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
note the presence on the floor of our
colleague from Arizona. I yield the
floor to him at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona is recognized.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, yesterday
afternoon, our colleague Senator SPEC-
TER criticized the decision of the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the District of Co-
lumbia in the Al Odah v. U.S. case.
That decision upheld the recently en-
acted Military Commission Act’s bar
on lawsuits brought by enemy combat-
ants held at Guantanamo Bay.

Senator SPECTER argued that the
Guantanamo detainees have a constitu-
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tional right to bring these lawsuits,
and he predicted that Al Odah will be
overruled. He based his argument
largely on the Supreme Court’s 2004 de-
cision in Rasul v. Bush. Senator SPEC-
TER argued that Rasul’s ruling that ha-
beas extends to Guantanamo Bay was a
constitutional ruling. Senator SPECTER
based his argument on Rasul’s discus-
sion of the 18th century common law of
habeas corpus. Senator SPECTER also
argued that Justice Scalia’s opinion in
Rasul acknowledged that Rasul over-
ruled Johnson v. Eisentrager, the land-
mark decision establishing that cap-
tured enemy combatants do not enjoy
the privilege of litigation.

I will address each of Senator SPEC-
TER’S argument in turn. At the outset,
however, I would like to note that last
September, Senator SPECTER argued
that a passage from the plurality opin-
ion in the 2004 decision in Hamdi v.
Rumsfeld established that all aliens
held in the United States, regardless of
combatant status, are constitutionally
entitled to seek writs of habeas corpus.
In response at that time, I argued that
Hamdi did not effect such a radical re-
sult. I noted that the holding of Hamdi
clearly only involved U.S. citizens;
that the notion of extending habeas to
aliens based on territorial distinctions
was inconsistent with the logic of
Hamdi; and that Senator SPECTER’S
reading of Hamdi was inconsistent with
basic rules of construction that urge
against reading groundbreaking new
rules into obscure and ambiguous pas-
sages of opinions.

I am pleased to see that, today, Sen-
ator SPECTER has not renewed the ar-
gument that Hamdi extended habeas
rights to noncitizen enemy soldiers. I
will assume that he was persuaded by
the force of the arguments that I made
last September.

Today, allow me to try to persuade
Senator SPECTER, and the rest of my
colleagues, that the majority opinion
in Rasul v. Bush does not require that
the constitutional guarantee of habeas
corpus be extended to alien enemy
combatants who are being detained
during wartime.

Section 7 of the Military Commis-
sions Act, like its predecessor, the De-
tainee Treatment Act, is predicated on
the continuing validity of Johnson v.
Eisentrager’s constitutional holding,
on the unbroken common-law tradition
of denying the privilege of litigation to
captured alien enemy soldiers, and on
the understanding that the holding in
Rasul v. Bush was a statutory holding,
not a constitutional one.

Neither Senator SPECTER, nor anyone
else, has been able to cite a single case
prior to Rasul v. Bush in which any
English or American court has ever
held that captured enemy soldiers who
are not citizens are entitled to seek the
writ of habeas corpus. Not one case can
be cited that grants the writ to alien
enemy soldiers. The absence of any
such example over the centuries of the
history of the writ of habeas corpus
speaks volumes, and alone should be
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conclusive of the constitutional ques-
tion. Simply put, when the Constitu-
tion was adopted, the notion that the
common law writ of habeas corpus
could be employed by alien enemy sol-
diers was unheard of and it remained
unheard until June of 2004, when the
Supreme Court decided Rasul v. Bush.

Of course, with 5 votes, the Rasul
Court could have grafted a habeas right
for alien enemy combatants onto the
Constitution. I believe that to do so
would have been deeply irresponsible,
and I believe that this is clearly not
what the court did in Rasul.

In support of his interpretation of
Rasul, Senator SPECTER argued that
Justice Scalia’s opinion in Rasul noted
that the Rasul majority overruled
Eisentrager, which had denied litiga-
tion rights to alien enemy combatants.
In response, I would first note that Jus-
tice Scalia’s opinion in Rasul was a dis-
senting opinion. As any lawyer knows,
a dissenting opinion’s characterization
of a court’s holding is hardly authori-
tative. An argument about what a case
means that is based primarily on the
dissent is inherently a weak argument.

Moreover, I do not think that Justice
Scalia’s dissenting opinion in Rasul is
in any way inconsistent with the no-
tion that Eisentrager’s constitutional
holding remains good law, and that the
constitutional right of habeas corpus
does not extend to alien enemy sol-
diers. Justice Scalia makes clear in his
dissent that he is accusing the major-
ity only of overruling Eisentrager’s
statutory holding, not its constitu-
tional holding.

Justice Scalia begins at page 493 of
his dissent by quoting the following
passage from Eisentrager: ‘‘Nothing in
the text of the Constitution extends
such a right”’—a right of habeas corpus
for war prisoners held overseas—‘‘nor
does anything in our statutes.” It is
Justice Scalia who italicized the ab-
sence of a statutory right when
quoting this passage. He then went on
to note:

Eisentrager’s directly-on-point statutory
holding makes it exceedingly difficult for
the Court to reach the result it desires
today. To do so neatly and cleanly, it must
either argue that our decision in Braden
overruled Eisentrager, or admit that it is
overruling Eisentrager.

In this passage, Justice Scalia does
accuse the Rasul majority of over-
ruling Eisentrager, but he also makes
clear that he only accuses it of over-
ruling Hisentrager’s statutory holding,
not its constitutional holding.

But the argument that Rasul v.
Bush’s holding was only statutory, and
did not extend constitutional rights to
enemy combatants, is supported by
more than just Justice Scalia’s dissent.
The majority opinion itself repeatedly
and clearly indicates that the holding
in that case is only statutory, not
based on the Constitution. For exam-
ple, on page 475 of the opinion, for ex-
ample, the majority clearly states that
“[t]he question now before us is wheth-
er the habeas statute confers a right to
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judicial review’’ of the detention of the
detainees at Guantanamo Bay. Thus
the court was careful to make clear
that it was the habeas statute that it
was interpreting, not the Constitution.

On the next page, when distin-
guishing Eisentrager, the Rasul major-
ity opinion states that ‘‘Eisentgrager
made quite clear that [its analysis was]
relevant only to the question of the
prisoner’s constitutional entitlement
to habeas corpus. The court had far
less to say on the question of the peti-
tioner’s statutory right to habeas cor-
pus.”

Finally, at page 478, when explaining
how it would distinguish the holding in
Eisentrager, the majority stated: ‘‘Be-
cause subsequent decisions of this
Court have filled the statutory gap
that had occasioned Eisentrager’s re-
sort to ‘‘fundamentals,” persons de-
tained outside the territorial jurisdic-
tion of any federal district court no
longer need rely on the Constitution as
the source of their right to federal ha-
beas review.”’

This statement could not be clearer
that Rasul only addressed the peti-
tioners’ statutory right to habeas, not
any constitutional right. The court
stated that statutory changes—or rath-
er, changes in the interpretation of
statutes—made it unnecessary to reach
any constitutional questions in Rasul.

Senator SPECTER’S other main argu-
ment for his interpretation of Rasul is
that the majority opinion’s discussion
of 18th century common law is a con-
stitutionally binding interpretation of
the scope of the writ. My response is
that may be so, but it is not relevant
to the constitutionality of the Military
Commissions Act. The discussion in
Rasul that Senator SPECTER cites is
about how far the writ applies over-
seas. It is not about whether the writ
applies to alien enemy soldiers.

Rasul’s discussion of the common law
of habeas corpus appears in Part IV of
the majority decision—after the court
had already decided that the statutory
right extended to the detainees at
Guantanamo. This part of Rasul is de-
voted to responding to the argument
that the presumption against
extraterritorial application of legisla-
tion requires that the habeas statute
be construed to not extend to Guanta-
namo Bay. Justice Stevens stated that
“[w]hatever traction the presumption
against extraterritoriality might have
in other contexts, it certainly has no
application to the operation of the ha-
beas statute with respect to persons de-
tained within ‘the territorial jurisdic-
tion’ of the United States.” Justice
Stevens then asserted that at common
law the writ applied to aliens held
overseas, and he went on to describe
common law cases that he character-
ized as extending the writ to aliens
held at places outside of the “‘sovereign
territory of the realm.”

Whatever the merits of Justice Ste-
vens’s historical analysis, it is used in
Rasul only to rebut the presumption
against extraterritoriality. It is used
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to argue that the writ presumptively
does extend overseas. But this part of
Rasul does not address the central
question raised by the Military Com-
missions Act: whether alien enemy sol-
diers, wherever they are held, are con-
stitutionally entitled to seek the writ
of habeas corpus. Regardless of wheth-
er the writ applies to other aliens held
at U.S. facilities overseas, the writ
does not—it has never been extended—
to alien enemy combatants detained
during wartime, whether those soldiers
are held inside or outside of the United
States.

None of the common law decisions
that Justice Stevens discusses in part
IV of his opinion granted habeas relief
to an alien enemy war prisoner. That is
because, as I noted earlier, in the his-
tory of habeas corpus, prior to Rasul,
alien enemy war prisoners have never
been found to be entitled to the writ.
Rasul’s historical analysis can be cited
for the proposition that the writ ex-
tends extraterritorially, even to aliens.
But its discussion does not address the
question that we are concerned with
here today: whether the writ extends
to alien enemy soldiers.

Indeed, at one point in its discussion,
the Rasul opinion does tend to confirm
that the common-law habeas right does
not extend to enemy soldiers. In its ex-
ploration of the scope ‘‘historical core’’
of the common-law writ, Rasul quotes
a passage from the Supreme Court’s
prior decision in Shaughnessy V.
United States, which noted that execu-
tive imprisonment has long been con-
sidered oppressive and lawless, and
that no man should be detained except
under ‘‘the law of the land.” As Rasul
notes, this commentary on the histor-
ical scope of the writ came from Jus-
tice Jackson.

Just 3 years before he wrote the pas-
sage in Shaugnessy that is quoted in
Rasul, here is something else that Jus-
tice Jackson said about the scope of
the writ. Here is what Justice Jackson
said in Johnson v. Eisentrager about
the notion that the writ extends to
alien enemy war prisoners: ‘‘No deci-
sion of this Court supports such a view.
None of the learned commentators on
our Constitution has ever hinted at it.
The practice of every modern govern-
ment is opposed to it.”

So there you have it, from the same
source that the Rasul majority quotes
to establish the historical scope of the
writ. The writ upholds and enforces the
law of the land, but the law of the land
does not extend litigation privileges to
aliens with whom we are at war.

Let me also cite another, more re-
cent source in support of my argument.
Yesterday, Senator SPECTER quoted an
editorial from the New York Times
that, unsurprisingly, was hostile to the
Military Commissions Act and the Ad-
ministration. In response to Senator
SPECTER’s liberal columnist, allow me
cite my own liberal columnist Ben-
jamin Wittes. Mr. Wittes writes op-eds
for the Washington Post, is a scholar
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at the Brookings Institution, and gen-
erally has unimpeachable liberal cre-
dentials. I doubt that he and I agree on
very many things. Yet this is what he
had to say, in a recent column in The
New Republic, about the D.C. Circuit’s
decision in Al Odah upholding the Mili-
tary Commissions Act:

The [Al Odah] court held both that Con-
gress—not the executive branch—stripped
the courts of jurisdiction to hear lawsuits
from detainees at Guantanamo, and that it
had the constitutional power to do so. As a
legal matter, the decision is correct. And, if
and when the Supreme Court reverses it, as
it may do, the decision won’t be any less cor-
rect. The reversal will signify only that a
majority of justices no longer wishes to
honor the precedents that still bind the
lower courts.

As the case heads towards the Supremes,
you’ll no doubt hear a lot about suspension
of the Great Writ of habeas corpus—the an-
cient device by which courts evaluate the le-
gality of detentions. And you’ll also hear a
lot about Guantanamo as a legal ‘black
hole.” It’s all a lot of rot, really, albeit rot
a majority of the justices might well adopt.

Until the advent of the war on terrorism,
nobody seriously believed that the federal
courts would entertain challenges by aliens
who had never set foot in this country to
overseas military detentions—or, at least,
nobody thought so who had read the Su-
preme Court’s emphatic pronouncement on
the subject. ‘“We are cited to no instance
where a court, in this or any other country
where the writ is known, has issued it on be-
half of an alien enemy who, at no relevant
time and in no stage of his captivity, has
been within its territorial jurisdiction,” the
Court wrote in 1950. ‘““‘Nothing in the text of
the Constitution extends such a right, nor
does anything in our statutes.”

A final passage from Mr. Wittes Com-
mentary reads as follows:

Notwithstanding the passionate dissent in
the D.C. Circuit case, the notion that [the
Military Commissions Act] somehow sus-
pends the writ—a step the Constitution for-
bids except in cases of rebellion or invasion—
is not credible. As a legal matter, it merely
restores a status quo that had been rel-
atively uncontroversial for the five decades
preceding the September 11 attacks—that
federal courts don’t supervise the overseas
detentions of prisoners of war or unlawful
combatants. The demand that they do so
now is not one the Constitution makes.

I would also like to address a point
that Senator SUNUNU made on the floor
yesterday. Senator SUNUNU argued
that, because detention of the Guanta-
namo prisoners may be indefinite,
these prisoners should be given a right
to challenge their detention.

In response, I would like to simply
describe the protections that the CSRT
process provides to Guantanamo de-
tainees and discuss why it would be
highly problematic to substitute that
process with habeas review.

In the CSRT system, a detainee is
provided with a personal representative
who is assigned to help him prepare his
case before the tribunal. CSRT hear-
ings also include a hearing officer who
is required to search government files
for ‘“‘evidence to suggest that the de-
tainee should not be designated as an
enemy combatant.’”” Prior to the actual
hearing, the CSRT officers must pro-
vide the detainee with a summary of
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the evidence to be used against him.
CSRTs are then subject to administra-
tive review, and the detainee has an ap-
peal of right to the U.S. Court of Ap-
peals for the District of Columbia,
which is charged with evaluating
whether the tribunal complied with the
CSRT rules, and whether those rules
and procedures are constitutional.

All of the procedures described here,
incidentally, are above and beyond
what lawful prisoners of war are enti-
tled to under the Geneva Conventions
in an Article 5 hearing. Those hearings
do not assign anyone to help a de-
tainee, they do not require the govern-
ment to search its files for exculpatory
evidence, they do not require that a
summary of the incriminating evidence
be provided to the detainee, and they
are not subject to any judicial review
whatsoever.

Indeed, the CSRTs not only provide
more process than is required under
the Geneva Conventions; the CSRTSs re-
quire more process than the Supreme
Court has suggested is required for the
United States to detain even a U.S. cit-
izen as an enemy combatant. In the
governing plurality opinion in the 2004
Hamdi decision, the Supreme Court
suggested that even a U.S. citizen
could be detained as a war prisoner if
his detention were reviewed by a
“properly constituted military tri-
bunal.” The Supreme Court expressly
cited as an example of such a tribunal
the Article 5 hearings that are con-
ducted under the Geneva Conventions
in cases where there is doubt about a
detainee’s status. The CSRTs are mod-
eled on and closely track these Geneva
Convention Article 5 hearings. And, as
I just described, in several respects the
CSRT process provides even greater
protections than an Article 5 hearing
provides.

The Military Commissions Act, of
course, does not apply at all to United
States citizens. Out of deference to the
force of the legal argument made by
Justice Scalia in Hamdi v. Rumsfeld,
both the DTA and the MCA were draft-
ed to only bar aliens from seeking ha-
beas relief, not United States citizens.
And, again, the CSRT hearings that
alien enemy combatants do receive
provide even more process than the
Hamdi plurality suggested is owed to
an American citizen.

Nevertheless, the detainees and their
lawyers are unsatisfied with the CSRT
process. They want to give Al Qaeda
detainees the right to see classified
evidence related to their detention, and
they want to allow the detainee to call
his own witnesses.

In a recent column in the National
Journal, Stuart Taylor, Jr. cites a
strong example of why it would be a
very bad idea to share classified infor-
mation with suspected Al Qaeda de-
tainees. Mr Taylor writes:

Consider the list of almost 200 un-indicted
co-conspirators, including the then-obscure
Osama bin Laden, that prosecutors in the
1995 trial of 11 subsequently convicted
Islamist terrorists were legally required to
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send to defense counsel. “That list was in
downtown Khartoum within 10 days,” U.S.
District Judge Michael B. Mukasey of Man-
hattan, who tried the case, recalled in a re-
cent panel discussion. ‘“‘And he [bin Laden]
was aware within 10 days * * * that the gov-
ernment was on his trail.”

Mr. TAYLOR goes on to cite another
example where the release of sensitive
information to a suspected terrorist in
the course of legal proceedings endan-
gered national security:

In another judge’s case, [Judge] Mukasey
recalled, ‘‘there was a piece of innocuous tes-
timony about the delivery of a battery for a
cell phone;”’ this tipped off terrorists to gov-
ernment surveillance’ and as a result [their]
communication network shut down within
days and intelligence was lost to the govern-
ment forever, intelligence that might have
prevented who knows what.

Mr. President, it is incidents like
this that we must keep in mind when
presented with demands that suspected
al-Qaida or Taliban members be al-
lowed to pursue habeas litigation. In
civilian litigation, a criminal defend-
ant has a presumptive right to see clas-
sified evidence used against him. Under
CIPA, the Government must summa-
rize or redact the evidence, but the
summary or redaction must still pro-
vide an adequate substitute for the raw
evidence. If the substitute is not
deemed adequate, the Government
must either show the evidence to the
detainee or it cannot use the evidence.

In the context of Guantanamo, where
detention hearings rely heavily, if not
exclusively, on classified evidence, ap-
plying these habeas litigation rules
would mean that we would have to ei-
ther share classified information with
al-Qaida detainees or we would have to
let them go. Neither of these is an ac-
ceptable option. Even the fiercest crit-
ics of Guantanamo must accept that
the bulk of the detainees held there are
connected to al-Qaida or other ter-
rorist groups. We cannot simply seal
off these detainees from all contact
with the world and assume that we will
hold them forever. We must assume
that some will be released and that
they will be allowed some communica-
tion with those outside Guantanamo
and, under these circumstances, we
simply cannot hand over classified evi-
dence to Guantanamo detainees.

As happened during the embassy
bombers’ trials, we must assume that
classified evidence provided to the de-
tainees will go straight back to the
rest of al-Qaida.

I should also emphasize that denying
an al-Qaida detainee access to classi-
fied information does not mean that
such evidence will not be subject to
any adversary review in the CSRT and
DTA process. In the pending Bismullah
case, the Government has proposed a
procedural order under which a de-
tainee counsel who has obtained a se-
curity clearance would be able to re-
view the classified evidence in the
CSRT hearing. If this proposed order is
adopted, as I assume it will be in some
form, the detainee’s lawyer, though not
the detainee himself, will have access
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to the classified information used in
the CSRT.

So when you hear evidence or argu-
ments that the DTA review is unfair or
that it is inadequate, keep in mind the
actual stakes at issue. The detainee’s
cleared lawyer will get access to the
classified information, but the detainee
will not.

Under these circumstances, should
the Congress force the military to pro-
vide classified information to both the
lawyer and the suspected terrorist?

Another complaint about CSRTs is
that the Guantanamo detainees are not
allowed to call their own witnesses at
the hearings. Just who would those
witnesses be the detainees would call?
Whose testimony would be most rel-
evant to the detainee’s enemy combat-
ant status? The only answer to this
question would be the soldier who
originally captured the detainee.

Here is Mr. Stuart Taylor’s com-
mentary on the proposal that Guanta-
namo detainees be allowed to compel
witnesses at their CSRT hearings:

Should a Marine sergeant be pulled out of
combat and flown around the world to tes-
tify at a detention hearing about when,
where, how, and why he had captured the
particular detainee? What if the Northern
Alliance or some other ally made the cap-
ture? And should the military be ordered to
deliver high-level al Qaeda prisoners to be
cross-examined by other detainees and their
lawyers?

I would suggest that simply to ask
this question is to answer it.

Here is more that Mr. TAYLOR had to
say about such proposals:

Many libertarians and human rights activ-
ists, on the other hand, would settle for
nothing less than the full panoply of protec-
tions afforded to ordinary criminal defend-
ants. They should be careful what they wish
for. As McCarthy points out: Enemy combat-
ants are often in a position to be killed or
captured. Capturing them is the more mer-
ciful option, and making it more difficult or
costly would almost certainly effect an in-
crease in the number killed.

The CSRT hearings and the DTA re-
view strike the right balance. They
give detainees enough process to en-
sure that the persons held are enemy
combatants and that they pose no
threat to the United States. But this
system does not provide a process that
would undermine the war with al-Qaida
or that is inconsistent with the reali-
ties of war.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WHITEHOUSE). The Senator from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I lis-
tened with interest to the contentions
of the Senator from Arizona and would
respond in a number of ways. First, the
Senator from Arizona went to some
length to try to undercut the conclu-
sion that aliens are entitled to the
same rights as American citizens—
aliens held at Guantanamo—and made
reference to no case before Rasul had
so held.

But the issue is what does Rasul
hold? I would refer the Senator from
Arizona to the opinion of Justice Ste-
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vens, which appears at page 2686 of vol-
ume 124 of the Supreme Court Re-
corder, which says as follows:

Aliens held at the base, no less than Amer-
ican citizens, are entitled to invoke the Fed-
eral Courts’ authority under section 2241.

Now, it is true that the Congress can
change a statute, but it is equally true
that Congress cannot change a con-
stitutional right, and there is a con-
stitutional right to habeas corpus,
which is set forth explicitly in article
I, section 9, clause 2 of the United
States Constitution, which says:

The privilege of the Writ of Habeas Corpus
shall not be suspended, unless when in Cases
of Rebellion or Invasion the public Safety
may require it.

Now, where the Constitution is ex-
plicit in the circumstances where the
constitutional right can be suspended,
obviously there is a conclusion that
there is such a constitutional right.

The Senator from Arizona goes into
considerable analysis as to why the
Eisentrager case has not been over-
ruled by Rasul. Well, it seems pretty
plain to me on the face that Rasul does
overrule Eisentrager, and I cited in
yesterday’s argument the conclusion of
Justice Scalia that Rasul overruled
Eisentrager. Justice Scalia complains
of that. If he had found some way to
distinguish Eisentrager in the Rasul
opinion, I think he would have done so.

The Senator from Arizona says we
can’t rely on a dissenting opinion as to
what the holding is. Well, I would dis-
agree with that. I think a dissenting
justice has a good bit of reliability, and
especially Justice Scalia. When the
concession is made that Justice Scalia
reads Rasul to overrule Eisentrager, 1
think that is pretty good authority,
perhaps better authority than the opin-
ion of Arlen Specter, maybe even bet-
ter authority than the opinion of the
distinguished Senator from Arizona,
who is a real legal scholar—on the Ari-
zona Law Review, all the academic
standards, but perhaps not superior in
legal analysis to Justice Scalia.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I will stipu-
late to that.

Mr. SPECTER. I have just had a stip-
ulation, may it please the court, that
Justice Scalia’s interpretation would
topple Senator KYL’s interpretation.

Let me pose the question directly to
Senator KYL from the debate we have
just joined, and I thank him for coming
and participating in the debate. It is a
rarity on the floor of the Senate to
have two Senators debating an issue.

Isn’t the flat statement by the Su-
preme Court, speaking through Justice
Stevens, that ‘‘aliens held at base, no
less than American citizens, are enti-
tled to invoke the Federal Courts’ au-
thority under section 2241°—albeit
that is a statute and the Court of Ap-
peals for the D.C. Circuit has tried to
sidestep the court opinion in Rasul by
saying it was a holding on a statute
which the Congress can change, and de-
nies the very strong language of the
court in saying that there is a right
which was established at the time of
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1789, and the Constitution speaks ex-
plicitly of the ways to suspend the
right, so there is a constitutional
right—but taking that language,
“‘aliens held at base, no less than
American citizens, are entitled to in-
voke the Federal Courts’ authority
under section 2241,”’—isn’t that conclu-
sive that aliens are entitled to invoke
the habeas corpus rights under the
Constitution?

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, first of all, I
appreciate both the courtesy of the
Senator from Pennsylvania and his im-
portant legal analysis and would an-
swer the question in this way.

I think that most observers believe
that the Rasul decision is not a deci-
sion on the Constitution but on the
statute; that it interprets rights based
upon the statute, which Congress can
change; that it is not a holding that
provides a constitutional right to alien
enemy combatants to litigate via ha-
beas corpus.

Secondly, the Great Writ that has
been quoted by the Senator from Penn-
sylvania has always been understood in
decisions of the court to be defined as
it existed at the time of the Constitu-
tion. That is why there is always a
great interest in looking back to deci-
sions in the common law of England
prior to the adoption of our Constitu-
tion, the Bill of Rights.

I think, as I said in my statement,
that there has never been a case that
suggests that at the time the language
about habeas corpus was put into our
Constitution any court, in either the
United States or England, at the time,
had ever held that the writ applied to
alien enemy combatants. So it has
never been held that the writ applies to
aliens. It has been held that it applies
to U.S. citizens, and it has certainly
never been held that it applies to alien
enemy combatants.

Mr. SPECTER. Well, Mr. President,
may I redirect the line of contention
that if the Supreme Court said authori-
tatively that aliens are covered under a
habeas corpus statute, wouldn’t that
apply a fortiori necessarily to aliens
being covered under a constitutional
right of habeas corpus?

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I would say
to my colleague that nothing in the
grant of the writ in the Constitution,
as far as I know, would deny the right
of Congress to expand it to include oth-
ers. Certainly, one could not take away
from the writ as it was understood
when it was put into the Constitution.
For example, we could not deny to U.S.
citizens the writ of habeas corpus be-
cause of the constitutional provision,
but it would not speak to the question
of whether Congress could extend the
authority of the writ to aliens.

The case here, however, is that the
decision in question was based on a
statute which Congress had adopted,
and it does not go to the question of
whether the writ itself ever applied to
aliens. In fact, it never applied to alien
enemy combatants.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I
would ask the Senator from Arizona if



March 8, 2007

there is anything in the legislation,
2241, statutory right of habeas corpus,
which in any way suggests that it is an
expansion of the right of habeas corpus
to apply to aliens who were not being
comprehended in the ordinary under-
standing of the constitutional right of
habeas corpus. Anything at all in the
statute or legislative history?

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I would have
to go back and read it very closely, but
my recollection is that the court found
the statute rather uninformative and
rather unclear, and that was part of
the basis for the court reading it in a
way that went beyond what I thought
it provided. Nonetheless, one can un-
derstand that when the court views a
statute that doesn’t provide clear limi-
tations, its inclination may well be to
lean forward in its interpretation.

Mr. SPECTER. Well, Mr. President,
it may be uninformative and it may be
unclear, but it doesn’t, on a statutory
basis, extend the right to aliens. To
make the contention that a reading of
the statutory right of habeas corpus,
which goes not beyond that language,
was an attempt to extend it, and that
the Court, in Rasul, was saying, well,
the statute gives more rights than the
Constitution, I think, is an extraor-
dinary stretch. But I will conclude the
colloquy with the contention that cer-
tainly the Great Writ, the constitu-
tional right with all its majesty, would
be no narrower than a statute. I would
concede Congress could extend the
statute further, but there is no indica-
tion absolutely that the Congress did
intend it. And that the court of ap-
peals’ decision, distinguishing Rasul as
being a statutory interpretation, and
then the court of appeals saying there
is no constitutional right, is thinner
than tissue paper. But we will hear
more from Justice Stevens, I am sure,
on this point in due course.

Let me now move to a portion of my
argument yesterday on which the Sen-
ator from Arizona has not commented.
I will begin with the memorandum
from the Secretary of the Navy dated
July 7, 2004, which defines enemy com-
batants and then says that notice will
be given to all detainees and they will
be notified ‘‘of the right to seek a writ
of habeas corpus in the courts of the
United States.”

As I said yesterday, I hadn’t noted
this provision until we did the research
preparing for debate on this amend-
ment. I will first direct a question to
the Senator from Arizona as to wheth-
er the Senator from Arizona was famil-
iar, before I cited it yesterday, that the
Department of Defense had acknowl-
edged the rights of Guantanamo de-
tainees to seek a writ of habeas corpus
in the Federal courts?

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, the answer
is no, I was not. I regret I didn’t hear
the argument of the Senator yesterday.

Mr. SPECTER. The Department of
Defense concedes that detainees have a
right to a writ of habeas corpus, that
Congress has delegated to the Sec-
retary of Defense the authority to pro-
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mulgate rules relating to the detain-
ees, and where the Secretary of Defense
through the Deputy says they have a
right to habeas corpus, that should end
the discussion.

But let me pursue one other line fur-
ther here; that is, the fairness of what
happens under the Combat Status Re-
view Tribunals.

The memorandum from the Deputy
Secretary of Defense defines what an
enemy combatant is. It says:

The term ‘‘enemy combatant’ shall mean
an individual who was part of supporting
Taliban or al-Qaida forces or associated
forces that are engaged in hostilities against
the United States or its coalition partners.
This includes any person who has committed
a belligerent act or has directly supported
hostilities in aid of enemy forces.

Then the memorandum further says
that:

A preponderance of the evidence shall be
the standard used in reaching this deter-
mination, but there shall be a rebuttable
presumption in favor of the Government’s
evidence.

The first question I direct to the Sen-
ator from Arizona relates to the rebut-
table presumption in favor of the Gov-
ernment’s evidence, and note that a
very basic, fundamental, Anglo-Saxon,
U.S. right is the presumption of inno-
cence. Does the Senator from Arizona
think it is fair that there be a pre-
sumption of guilt articulated in a re-
buttable presumption in favor of the
Government’s evidence?

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, let me just
try to respond very briefly to the ques-
tion of the Senator. Again, I regret I
didn’t hear the full argument that was
made yesterday.

Mr. GRAHAM. Will
yield?

Mr. KYL. I am happy to yield.

Mr. SPECTER. Wait a minute. Mr.
President, regular order. The Senator
from Arizona may yield, but I have di-
rected the question through the Chair
to the Senator from Arizona. Having
had an extensive discussion on this
issue yesterday—and when I say ‘‘ex-
tensive,” it was extensive by the Sen-
ator from South Carolina—all factors
considered, I would just as soon not
hear it again but would be willing to
listen to it later.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I will re-
spond very briefly by saying, first of
all, I fully associate myself—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senator from Arizona
may respond.

Mr. KYL.—with the comments of my
colleague from South Carolina yester-
day.

To the first point, if I could just
make a brief comment, after the Rasul
decision, after the Rasul case was de-
cided—

Mr. SPECTER. No coaching.

Mr. KYL. No coaching.

After the Rasul case was decided, I
am sure, Senator SPECTER, you would
agree it was important for the Depart-
ment of Justice to advise people of the
rights that were provided as a result of
that decision. That is my under-

the Senator
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standing of what they did. They had a
policy of saying: The Court has made
this decision. They found a statutory
right of habeas corpus, and you have
the right to do the following things
under that statute. But that would not
be a pronouncement of law by the De-
partment of Defense. Certainly it
hasn’t been relied upon, to my knowl-
edge, by any court in deciding what the
scope of the writ is. So, as to your first
point, I hardly think it is good evi-
dence of the constitutional application
of the writ to detainees that after the
Rasul decision, the Department of Jus-
tice properly advised people as to their
statutory rights based upon that deci-
sion.

As to the second question—just one
quick quotation. This was provided to
me, at my request, by Senator GRA-
HAM. In the Hamdi case, in the O’Con-
nor opinion, she specifically answers
the question you posed, Senator SPEC-
TER, on page 27 of the opinion, where
she says:

Likewise, the Constitution would not be
offended by a presumption in favor of the
Government’s evidence so long as that pre-
sumption remained a rebuttable one and a
fair opportunity for rebuttal were provided.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, that is
a good segue into my next question, as
to whether the Combat Status Review
Tribunals give you a fair opportunity. I
was about to quote Justice O’Connor in
support of my argument that there is
not a fair opportunity. Let me be very
specific. The decision of Judge Green,
In re: Guantanamo Cases, which I cited
yesterday, which appears in 355 Fed.
Sup. 2d 443—and I quote from her state-
ment, at page 468. Judge Greene says
this:

The inherent lack of fairness of the CSRT’s
[Combat Status Review Tribunal’s] consider-
ation of classified information not disclosed
to the detainees is perhaps most vividly il-
lustrated in the following unclassified col-
loquy, which, though taken from a case not
precisely before this judge, exemplifies the
practice and severe disadvantages faced by
all Guantanamo prisoners.

In reading a list of allegations form-
ing the basis for the detention, Mustafa
Ait Idir, a petitioner in Boumediene—
which is the case that went to the
court of appeals; this is the case which
they decided and upheld the procedures
of the Combat Status Review Tri-
bunal—Judge Green goes on to say:

The Recorder of the CSRT asserted: ‘“While
living in Bosnia, the detainee associated
with a known al-Qaida operative.”

In response the following exchange
occurred.

Detainee: Give me his name.

Tribunal President: I do not know.

Detainee: How can I respond to this?

And then the detainee later says:

I asked the interrogators to tell me who
this person was. Then I could tell you if I
might have known this person, but not if
person is a terrorist. Maybe I knew this per-
son as a friend. Maybe it was a person that
worked with me. Maybe it was a person that
was on my team. But I do not know if this
person is Bosnian, Indian or whatever. If you
tell me the name, then I can respond and de-
fend myself against this accusation.
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The Tribunal President then says:

We are asking you the questions and we
need you to respond to what is on the unclas-
sified summary.

And the detainee later said:

I was hoping you had evidence that you
can give me. If I was in your place—and I
apologize in advance for these words—but if
a supervisor came to me and showed me ac-
cusations like this, I would take these accu-
sations and I would hit him in the face with
them. Sorry about that.

And then in parens it says:

Everyone in the tribunal room laughed.

That is from the transcript. The Tri-
bunal President said:

We had a laugh but it is OK.

Then Judge Green says:

The laughter reflected in the transcript is
understandable, and this exchange might
have been truly humorous had the con-
sequences of the detainee’s ‘‘enemy combat-
ant status’ not been so terribly serious and
had the detainee’s criticism of the process
not been so piercingly accurate.

This tribunal, as to the detainee in
the Boumediene case, that got to the
circuit court of appeals—how the cir-
cuit court of appeals could say this is
fair, how the circuit court of appeals
could say this comports with the defi-
nition the Department of Defense has
set out, that enemy combatant means
“‘an individual who is a part or sup-
porting Taliban or al-Qaida forces or
including a person who has committed
a belligerent act or who has directly
supported hostilities in aid of the
enemy Armed Forces” when the only
thing in the transcript is ‘“while living
in Bosnia the detainee associated with
a known al-Qaida operative’—‘‘associ-
ated with a known al-Qaida operative”’
hardly meets the definition of the De-
partment of Defense itself, of sup-
porting Taliban or al-Qaida forces or
‘“‘associated forces that are engaged in
hostilities” or ‘‘a person who has com-
mitted a belligerent act.”

This detainee, whose detention was
upheld by the Court of Appeals of the
District of Columbia on as great a
stretch as imaginable on legal prin-
ciples, is looking at a record where all
the detainee was supposed to have done
was talked to al-Qaida. They couldn’t
even name the person. That is miles
from satisfying the definition by the
Department of Defense.

Let me ask the Senator from Ari-
zona, is that fair?

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I answer my
friend and colleague from Pennsyl-
vania that I disagree with a lot of jury
verdicts and with a lot of court opin-
ions. But once a matter is concluded,
as officers of the court, we are sup-
posed to respect the decision of the
court. I do. I don’t know the facts of
every case that has been litigated, but
they have done so under a procedure
that has been upheld as constitutional.
Just as I was willing to stipulate that
Justice Scalia probably has a better
handle on Supreme Court interpreta-
tion than either—well, I didn’t stipu-
late that he has a better interpretation
than Senator SPECTER, but I acknowl-
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edged in my case that he would—I
think you have to say that if a court of
appeals has made such a decision, then
it is a bit presumptuous for us, with
great confidence, to say that they nec-
essarily were wrong.

So I am not going to second guess a
decision like that. I would rather sim-
ply point to the most recent decision
which upheld the procedures in the Al-
Odah case—that case will be decided by
the U.S. Supreme Court. My colleague
and I have a different view, I suspect,
as to how that case will come out. We
will just have to wait and see. If it
turns out that I am correct, that the
court of appeals’ decision is correct,
then this debate which we have had
here probably won’t matter. But I do
believe that until that decision is
made, it would be unwise for us to
again change the law, thus throwing
into even greater confusion what has
up to now been a pretty confused state
of affairs.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I
would not mind being a bit presump-
tuous. I wouldn’t even mind being a lot
presumptuous in response to the opin-
ion of the Court of Appeals for the Dis-
trict of Columbia. But I don’t think it
is presumptuous at all to go into the
facts, which we know from Judge
Green’s opinion, as to the detainee in-
volved in the Boumediene case and
where the only allegation is that he
talked to an al-Qaida person and they
couldn’t even give the name.

You have the definition of the De-
partment of Defense requiring that
there be information about the de-
tainee supporting al-Qaida forces or
committing a belligerent act. However,
nobody said those things about the de-
tainee in the case. And then there is
the court of appeals, a split court, with
the opinion of Judge Rogers in dissent,
I understand the relative merits of a
two-judge majority, one in dissent, but
that doesn’t overcome the continuing
importance of the Rogers’ analysis of
the majority opinion concerning their
attempt to slice the apple by holding
that the Supreme Court’s opinion in
Rasul was statutory and not constitu-
tional.

The majority said that the
Eisentrager case was not overruled by
Rasul. But it obviously was, as Justice
Scalia acknowledged in his dissent in
the Rasul case. And Justice Scalia
would have all the more reason for dis-
agreeing if there was any basis at all to
say that Eisentrager was not over-
ruled.

You have the court of appeals relying
on the Eisentrager case that was spe-
cifically overruled by Rasul, and not
acknowledging a constitutional right
of habeas corpus and not acknowl-
edging the fact that while you can
change an act of Congress, a statute
cannot trump the Constitution.

I do not think it is presumptive at all
to say that the procedures under the
combat status review tribunal ought to
be changed.

Regrettably we are not going to get a
vote on this matter on this bill. We are
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not going to get a vote because a clo-
ture petition has been filed. That is ar-
cane. But in the unlikely event any-
body is watching on C-SPAN 2, that
means nongermane amendments will
fall, and this is nongermane for tech-
nical reasons.

I tried yesterday to get cloture on
this amendment, which would have en-
abled us to get a vote tomorrow morn-
ing at the time of the cloture vote on
the underlying bill. However, that re-
quired getting 17 signatures, and the
majority leader was opposed, and the
Democrats would not sign on. There
are a few Republicans who were pre-
pared to sign on; some did.

But talking to Senator LEAHY, who is
the cosponsor, we are going to try to
get the majority leader to bring it up
free standing, or we can add it on to
some other bill, and we will be better
prepared to try to get cloture in the fu-
ture.

Let me say one final word, and that
is, Senator KYL and I are good friends.
Senator GRAHAM and I are good friends.
We sit on many matters where we are
in agreement. I have great respect for
Senator KyL. I already identified his
qualifications—law review, outstanding
scholar, outstanding Senator. Senator
GRAHAM is an acknowledged expert in
military law, knows more about mili-
tary law than perhaps anybody else in
the Chamber, not that he knows more
about constitutional law than anybody
else in the Chamber, but as much con-
stitutional law as anybody else in the
Chamber.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, this is going
to sound too much like the mutual ad-
miration society, but before Senator
SPECTER said what he said, I rose be-
cause I wanted, in return, to pay him a
compliment.

As chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee prior to the last election, he
performed admirable service to the
Senate. I think it is not well known
that that kind of a job requires a lot of
different skills to be employed to deal
with a lot of cantankerous Senators
who have their own ideas about how
things should be done. Senator SPEC-
TER always conducted that committee
in a way which allowed us to get busi-
ness done, and respected the rights of
Senators. Far too often, debate, or
what passes for debate in this Cham-
ber, is speeches given by Senators on
different points of view, like ships
passing in the night with no joining of
the issues, and no serious discussion of
complex legal issues, when that should
be required.

Certainly the Presiding Officer would
be well qualified to judge what I am
saying. But I always appreciated the
opportunity, even when we were in dis-
agreement, to discuss and to debate
with the Senator from Pennsylvania,
because he is a serious scholar who
takes these matters seriously. He may
not always come up with legal theory
with which I agree, but it is always in-
teresting to debate him. At the end of
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the day, I would like to think this kind
of debate does add to a record that the
Court or other observers might actu-
ally find informative and helpful in
their decisions.

Again, while we disagree with each
other on this matter, I think it is ap-
parent that we do so respectfully and
with regard for each other’s opinions.

I want to say there is no greater ex-
pert in our body on military law than
the Senator from South Carolina. I
have always appreciated his wise ad-
vice and counsel on these matters as
well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
McCASKILL). The Senator from South
Carolina.

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President,
this is a session worthy of the Senate,
worthy of the country, and I think in-
credibly important. I compliment Sen-
ator KYL for what I thought was an ex-
cellent overview of what the law re-
quires in this area, what the Geneva
Conventions require, and how our
country exceeds the requirement of the
Geneva Conventions.

To my good friend Senator SPECTER,
there is no better champion of fairness
and constitutional causes than Senator
SPECTER. On this we respectfully dis-
agree as to what the courts have said,
and as far as the lay of the land of how
you do this.

I do not come to this body as an ex-
pert on the Geneva Conventions. I have
had some time in the military as a
military lawyer. I have a pretty good
understanding of what is going on in
some respects. But I ask every Senator
to review what is going on and make
their own judgments, ask their own
legal friends if they are not lawyers,
and try to be fair.

We will all serve the country well if
we will have a process that is constitu-
tionally sound, that meets the test of
fairness, and also recognizes we are at
war and we are under great threat. So
my basic presumption here as a Sen-
ator is I want to put infrastructure in
place that recognizes the country is in
an ongoing global struggle, and that as
part of that global struggle we are
dealing with people who are out of uni-
form.

This is not a capital to conquer or a
navy to sink or an air force to shoot
down. This is a unique war in the sense
that it is ideologically based, not a par-
ticular location we are trying to con-
quer and not a particular uniform we
are trying to suppress. The global war
on terrorism is about extreme versus
moderation, and it is rearing its head
all over the planet.

So the battlefield in this war, from
my point of view, is the globe itself,
just as in World War II—the al-Qaida
enemy. That is who we are talking
about, people affiliated with al-Qaida,
al-Qaida-like operatives who are going
throughout the planet trying to kill ci-
vilians, rampantly trying to inflict
harm on our own troops for an ideolog-
ical agenda based on religion. They
have no boundaries. They are not sig-
natories to the convention. They do
not play by the law of armed conflict.
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But even if they have a status in the
law of armed conflict, we are trying to
make sure their status is determined in
the proper way. We realized in past
wars that the Viet Cong and others op-
erated outside of a uniform, in a gue-
rilla-type fashion. Well, the terrorists
operate out of uniform with absolutely
no respect for any concept of the law of
armed conflict. But once they are cap-
tured, if they are not killed, then it be-
comes about us, not about them.

What does the United States do when
it finds an enemy combatant, someone
out of uniform, who is engaged in hos-
tilities? See, I do believe 9/11 was not
just a crime; this was an act of war.
There are warriors all over this planet
involved in a great struggle, in their
minds, against moderate Muslims and
every other religion, Christian, Jewish
faith, and they have no place for the
rest of us. If you solved the Jewish-Pal-
estinian problem tomorrow, they would
still be coming after us.

The people at greatest risk are mod-
erate Muslims in the Middle East who
would tolerate different ways of look-
ing at religion. So there is a global
struggle, and when we find a person we
believe to be an al-Qaida operative or a
supplier of materials to al-Qaida, the
first thing, if they survive the battle, is
that our military must fight the war,
and if they are captured, we have to de-
termine their status.

If there is a question as to whether
the person captured by the American
military is a lawful combatant, an
enemy combatant, or nonbelligerent,
who makes the decision as to what is
the proper status for that individual?

Well, under the law of armed con-
flict—and I do believe we are at war—
it is the military. Under the Geneva
Conventions, it is the military. Article
5 of the Geneva Conventions is very im-
portant. Because within that article, it
informs the world at large, the signato-
ries of the conventions, that a com-
petent tribunal must be empaneled to
determine the status. That competent
tribunal panel all over the world is the
military.

The reason I object so vehemently to
allowing habeas petitions to be filed to
determine who is a military threat is
we would be conferring what is a mili-
tary decision, historically and under
the law of armed conflict, and literally
making it a civilian judge’s decision
where witnesses would be called and
the judge would have a full-blown trial,
with some very sensitive information.

I do respect our judges, but with all
due respect to our judges—I think most
of them appreciate this—they are not
trained as to who a military threat is
to the United States. That truly is a
military decision, and we are not mak-
ing that up after 9/11. That has been a
military decision under the Geneva
Conventions article 5 since the conven-
tions were drafted. So we are doing
nothing new because we were attacked
by an ‘“‘un-uniformed’ enemy.

The question as to what Senator
SPECTER has raised: What process do
we have in place to determine if a per-
son is truly an enemy combatant, a
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concept recognized by the Geneva Con-
ventions, the combat status review tri-
bunal to me is not only constitu-
tionally sound, it goes beyond what the
Geneva Conventions require. Senator
SPECTER read a transcript of a case
that went to the DC Circuit Court of
Appeals. I want us to slow down for a
moment and think about that. The
case as to whether this person was an
enemy combatant worked its way up
through our Federal judiciary to the
second highest court in the land.

Under the law we passed last year, we
allowed in every decision by the mili-
tary that results in a finding that a
person is an enemy combatant that
that individual will be able to go to our
court system, which is not required
under the Geneva Conventions and is
done nowhere else that I know of, and
the court will review that case on two
grounds: Were the procedures in place
constitutional—Senator SPECTER men-
tioned this—and do you feel com-
fortable with the rebuttable presump-
tion? Well, that has already been de-
cided. In the Hamdi case of 2004, they
specifically comment on the CSRT pro-
cedures. There is a preponderance of
the evidence test required. The Govern-
ment must prove by a preponderance of
the evidence that the person in ques-
tion is an enemy combatant.

This is not a judicial proceeding, this
is an administrative proceeding. It is
like the EPA deciding an administra-
tive question. But it is an important
decision, because if you are an enemy
combatant, you can be held for an inde-
terminate period of time. As long as
you are a threat, you can be held as
long as hostilities exist.

The problem with this war is we do
not know when the war is going to be
over, so we want to build robust due
process.

Let me tell my colleagues without
hesitation: We have let almost 200—I
can’t remember the number—go from
Guantanamo Bay who had been cap-
tured and determined to be enemy
combatants. Every year their status
was reviewed because we do not want
to keep people forever unless there is a
reason to keep them. Three things are
looked at in every person’s case admin-
istratively: Do you have intelligence
value still; are you a threat to the
country; and has anything new come
into the case file to say you were origi-
nally misidentified as an enemy com-
batant? Twelve of the people released
have gone back to the fight, have gone
back to trying to kill Americans and
civilians.

The question for this country and the
world is when it comes time to decide
to release somebody, there is risk to be
had in that decision. Who should share
that risk the most? Is it the civilian
populations that have been the victims
of these ‘‘un-uniformed’ killers who
have chosen to join these organizations
or support them with no boundaries or
should it be the people who take up
these causes?
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I will tell you where I am coming
down. If there is a doubt as to whether
they continue to be a threat to our
country and other peace-loving people,
we are not going to turn them loose to
fight us again. Every enemy combatant
is not a war criminal. There is a sepa-
rate proceeding at Guantanamo Bay to
deal with those people involved in war
crimes. If you start mixing the two, it
will come back to haunt our country
because we do not want to stand for the
concept as a nation that every time an
American soldier is captured in the
battles of the future it would be appro-
priate to label them a war criminal.
War criminals have to do specific
things. Being part of an enemy force
does not make one a war criminal.

So the point I am trying to make is
the administrative procedures in place
at Guantanamo Bay have been found to
be constitutional, but we added a pro-
vision last year that allows the court
to review whether the tribunal’s find-
ing was supported by a preponderance
of the evidence, and allowing a rebuttal
presumption in favor of the Govern-
ment’s evidence.

In other words, the DC Circuit Court
of Appeals can look at the military’s
findings, not just the process, and they
can say, as a panel of judges: Wait a
minute, there is no competent evidence
to support a finding that you are an
enemy combatant. The court can say
the case file is deficient. Not only was
the process deficient—the process
could be constitutionally sound—but it
could result in an individual case
where there was not sufficient evidence
in the opinion of the court. The court
does this all the time.

The court will review administrative
bodies’ decisionmaking abilities
throughout this land. It could be in the
EPA, it could be in some other agency
of the Government, where the court
will be able to look at the hearing offi-
cer’s findings and determine if there
was sufficient evidence to support that
hearing officer’s finding.

So going back to the transcript Sen-
ator SPECTER read, they did not tell
him who it was. Well, maybe the rea-
son he was not told who informed is be-
cause if we put out in a public setting
our informant system, they will wind
up getting killed. That is not an un-
known concept in criminal law.

So I would argue, there is informa-
tion in these cases that will never be
publicly disclosed because if we start
publicly disclosing the entire network
that led to this capture, we are going
to get people killed and we will be less
safe. That is why we have a classified
portion.

Shaikh Mohammed, the mastermind
of 9/11, will be going through this proc-
ess tomorrow, I believe, at Guanta-
namo Bay. Fourteen other high-value
detainees captured in the global war on
terror—very significant players in the
al-Qaida movement—will be given a
hearing at Guantanamo Bay, where the
Government will have to prove the per-
son in question—Shaikh Mohammed—

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

is, in fact, an enemy combatant as de-
fined by our own regulations, con-
sistent with the Geneva Convention.

These hearings will be closed. I ap-
plaud the fact they are closed. The evi-
dence will be redacted and given to the
public and the press. But there will be
a transcript available to be reviewed by
the DC Circuit Court of Appeals, in-
cluding the classified portion, in a clas-
sified setting.

I think it would be a huge mistake to
disclose the methods and operations
and the sources that led to the capture
of Shaikh Mohammed in an adminis-
trative proceeding. Our courts will
look at that evidence in a classified
fashion because Shaikh Mohammed
will be allowed to have his case re-
viewed, after the military makes their
decision, in Federal court—something
never done in any other war. The rea-
son we did this last year, with Senator
LEVIN’s help, was to make sure—be-
cause we do not know when this war
will be over—there will be a check and
balance on a military decision never
known in any other war.

I support that check and balance. I
support the idea that every military
decision regarding enemy combatant
status will work its way through our
court system. I vehemently object to
taking what is a military decision and
giving it to a civilian judge in a habeas
forum, which is a complete Federal
trial where the civilian judge makes
the decision, not the military. Let the
judges review the military work prod-
uct. Do not give it to the civilian
judges.

Shaikh Mohammed will be classified
one way or the other. I am sure he will
be classified as an enemy combatant.
But the DC Circuit Court of Appeals
will get to review his case. What is
likely to happen in his case, if you be-
lieve the press reports? If he truly can
be proven to be the mastermind of 9/11,
he will be tried as a war criminal be-
cause the activities he engaged in—of
orchestrating a series of attacks on our
country, where you hijack civilian air-
craft to go into the World Trade Center
and to attack Washington, DC—would
be a violation of war, as well as a
crime.

So he could work his way into the
military commission trial procedure.
“Enemy combatant” is an administra-
tive determination. Charging some-
body with a war crime is a totally dif-
ferent process. If the Government
charges him with a war crime in a mili-
tary commission setting, in a military
commission format at Guantanamo
Bay, they will not be allowed to give to
the jury classified information proving
he is guilty of what we are accusing
him of doing, unless they share it with
the accused. That was my objection to
President Bush’s proposal. I do not
want to create a precedent where one
of our soldiers could be tried in a for-
eign land, accused of being a war crimi-
nal, and never be given the evidence
and be able to defend against what
would be a criminal proceeding result-
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ing in death or long-term imprison-
ment.

So for Shaikh Mohammed or anyone
else, if the Government decides to use
classified evidence to find someone
guilty, they get a chance to defend
themselves because we are talking
about a punishment that could include
execution.

There are two different concepts. The
rules are different. What goes on in a
military commission trial is consistent
with what we do with our own troops
under the Uniform Code of Military
Justice when we try them for crimes.
One is an administrative determination
that exceeds the Geneva Convention re-
quirements. The other is a criminal
proceeding under the Law of Armed
Conflict that I believe will be constitu-
tional and the courts will say is a proc-
ess worthy of this country.

As to what the law is, I say to my
good friend, Senator SPECTER, I believe
the Rasul case was based on this con-
cept. The Department of Justice ar-
gued that Guantanamo Bay was out-
side the jurisdiction of the United
States. If that were the case, if they
won that argument, the constitutional
provisions of habeas would not apply,
nor would the statutory provisions.
But Rasul was about a statute, not
about the constitutional provisions, in
my opinion.

Here is what the court said: They re-
jected the Bush position that the laws
of the United States do not apply to
Guantanamo Bay because of the lease
and because of the relationship we have
to that facility.

Do you know what. I think the court
was right. I think that was an ill-ad-
vised position by the Bush administra-
tion.

So once Rasul was decided, and they
rejected Eisentrager’s statutory inter-
pretation test, the Rasul court, in my
opinion, said since it is within the
United States, and Congress has not
spoken to this in 2241—Congress has
never said because you are an alien
enemy combatant at Guantanamo Bay
you cannot have a 2241 right—we are
going to confer that right until Con-
gress decides otherwise.

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President,
will the Senator from South Carolina
yield for one question?

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes, I will.

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President,
when the Senator from South Carolina
says, in the case cited that got to the
Court of Appeals for the District of Co-
lumbia, where the charge was he had
talked to an al-Qaida person, but they
could not give the name—and the Sen-
ator from South Carolina seeks to jus-
tify that on the ground there might be
some circumstance where disclosing
the name would reveal a confidential
source—can the Senator from South
Carolina give any conceivable way
there would be a disclosure of a source
simply by identifying the al-Qaida per-
son this detainee was supposed to have
talked to?
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Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, if I
may, just not being an intelligence ex-
pert, when we start naming the people
involved around the individual, then
we are talking about locations, specific
sites. I would be very worried if we
started naming in detail al-Qaida
operatives, where they were, what they
said, because that could set in effect a
chain of events that would allow the
enemy to understand what happened in
that transaction.

We may just disagree about this
issue, but I do believe that the classi-
fied—that Shaikh Mohammed—maybe
I can say it this way. I am glad that
Shaikh Mohammed’s case is classified,
and we are not going to reveal to the
public how we captured him, all the
evidence that led us to find out where
he was and what he was doing. I think
it would be a nightmare for this coun-
try.

As to the DC Circuit Court of Appeals
opinion, I say to Senator SPECTER,
they said the procedure was constitu-
tional. I agree with them. Whether or
not the individual case had sufficient
evidence to support a finding is now
subject to review by the court. This
gentleman will get that review by the
court based on what we did last year.

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I
find it very hard—really impossible—to
follow that answer. I cannot conceive
of what the Shaikh Mohammed case
has to do with my question or has to do
with the proceeding before the Combat
Status Review Tribunal for the de-
tainee whose case got to the court of
appeals, where he was accused of talk-
ing to an al-Qaida person, and they
could not even identify the name of the
person. That is not asking any places
and times and whatever other activity
was taken. I would rest my case, con-
trary to the arguments by the Senator
from South Carolina, on that point.

If anybody thinks the Senator from
South Carolina has given any reason
that they could not identify the iden-
tity of the al-Qaida person without dis-
closing a confidential source—not talk-
ing about when, where, and under what
circumstances—if my colleagues who
will vote on this ultimately are satis-
fied with the answer by the Senator
from South Carolina, then I will accept
their judgment.

Mr. GRAHAM. I appreciate that. And
I will continue. I will say this to my
good friend from Pennsylvania. You
were reading the transcript of a case
that went on appeal. You have deter-
mined yourself that an injustice was
rendered. You have made an opinion in-
consistent with what the court found.
You have your own sense of justice. I
appreciate it, I admire it, but I do be-
lieve the court is right and you are
wrong.

I do believe there is no constitutional
right available to enemy combatant
terrorists, noncitizens. I do not believe
Rasul decided that, because if they had
decided that, all these cases we are
talking about would have been dis-
missed.
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The circuit court of appeals may not
be the—they would have gotten that.
We have a case going to the DC Circuit
Court of Appeals that either they have
no idea of what the law is or Senator
SPECTER is wrong.

So I hope my colleagues will under-
stand the DC Circuit Court of Appeals
is not blind to the issues in this case,
they just did not miss the fact that the
Supreme Court, in Rasul, 3 years ago,
declared a constitutional right and the
DC Circuit Court of Appeals is out to
lunch as a group of judges who do not
understand one of the biggest decisions
in American jurisprudence. If my col-
leagues believe that Rasul created a
constitutional right for an enemy com-
batant, noncitizen, and everybody in
the legal system has missed it, then
you should not trust anything coming
out of the DC Circuit Court of Appeals,
you should not trust any decision com-
ing from district court judges all over
the country who are dismissing these
cases, and you should not believe a
thing I say.

But there is a reason the DC Circuit
Court of Appeals did not feel bound by
a constitutional finding in Rasul—be-
cause the court did not find that. There
is a reason they upheld the proceedings
in the case in question, and some of
that reason may be classified. I don’t
know. But I do know this: It is not
good law or public policy to take a
transcript released by the defense
counsel and read it in isolation and try
to use that anecdotal story to say that
the whole process is broken, when the
court looked at the entire process and
found that it was not broken. I can
promise my colleagues that if the
Rasul case said there was a constitu-
tional right to habeas corpus by a non-
citizen enemy combatant, it would
have been a major issue in the Al Odah
case. The reason Al Odah decided what
it did is because it rejected the defense
claim there should be, and there is no
evidence in the Al Odah case that the
DC Circuit Court of Appeals took
precedent in the Rasul case and came
out with a different finding. Don’t my
colleagues think there would have been
a long discussion in the Al Odah case
by the DC Circuit Court of Appeals
that here is why the precedent set in
Rasul for a constitutional habeas right
for an enemy combatant noncitizen is
wrong?

So please give the DC Circuit Court
of Appeals some credit for not missing
the biggest issue in military law in 200
years because they didn’t miss it.
Please give the Department of Defense
some credit that when they issued this
memo to detainees and their lawyers in
July of 2004 indicating there is a ha-
beas petition available to you, that it
wasn’t the Department of Defense’s de-
sire to create that right and that what
they were doing was consistent with
Rasul in saying that under 2241 you
now had this right. For someone to
suggest that memo was a conscious de-
cision by the Department of Defense to
give a habeas right to detainees I think

S2867

completely misunderstands what the
memo was about, distorts what it was
about, and is a complete misunder-
standing of what happened in Rasul.
The Department of Defense had no
other choice but to tell the detainees
after the Rasul decision: You can file
habeas petitions under 2241.

The Supreme Court in three cases
has told the Congress: You need to
speak here. We found a statutory right
because you haven’t excluded it. Do
you want as a Congress to confer on
the Shaikh Mohammeds of the world
an ability to go into Federal court of
their own choosing, to find the most
liberal judge they can find in this coun-
try, and take the military and every
other intelligence agency to court and
have that judge, in a full-blown trial,
determine whether this person is an
enemy combatant? That would be
changing a process on its head. That
would be taking away from the mili-
tary the ability they have under the
Law of Armed Conflict to decide who
an enemy combatant is and give it to a
civilian judge who is not trained in
that. It would be a fundamental, far-
reaching mistake that would haunt us
and undermine our national security,
put judges in positions they are not
trained for, and take away from our
military an obligation and right they
have to defend us. There is a place for
judges. There is a place for the Con-
gress. There is a place for the Presi-
dent. There is a place for those fighting
this war.

I have one simple goal. I want to put
people in the lanes where they can do
the most good and the least harm. I do
believe, if we turn this war into a
crime and if we take the Shaikh Mo-
hammeds of the world and we let civil-
ian judges have a full-blown trial about
how we found out they were the mas-
termind of 9/11 and if you take away
from the military what a military
threat is and you give it to civilian
judges, you are going to make this war
much harder to prosecute, and it will
come back to haunt us. It has never
been done before for a reason. We never
allowed the Nazis, who are on par with
al-Qaida, the ability to go into our
Federal courts and sue the people who
were fighting them—our troops. Be-
cause Justice Jackson in 1950 said: You
would undermine the commander. They
would be fighting the enemy on two
fronts: on the battlefield and in the
courts of the United States. It would
undermine the commander’s credi-
bility. It would lead to chaos. There is
a reason the Germans and the Japanese
never went to Federal court. It would
be, in my opinion, dangerous to give to
al-Qaida more rights than we gave to
the Nazis.

This is a great debate to have, but it
needs to be based on some sound con-
cepts. I don’t think it is a sound con-
cept to say that Rasul gave a constitu-
tional right to noncitizen enemy com-
batants under our Constitution. I don’t
think it is a sound concept to say that
the DC Circuit Court of Appeals 2
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weeks ago missed that. They didn’t
miss it. That is not what this debate is
about. This debate is about whether
2241—something under our control—
whether we as a Congress want to give
to enemy combatants the ability to sue
our own troops. There are over 160 law-
suits filed. It has made a nightmare of
Guantanamo Bay. They are suing our
own troops for medical malpractice, for
DVD access, for better exercise. You
name it, they have brought a lawsuit
around it and it has clogged our courts
and it has impeded the ability to run
this jail.

Let me tell my colleagues, in a clas-
sified and unclassified manner, the in-
telligence we have received from people
housed at Guantanamo Bay has helped
this country defend itself. The last
thing we should be doing in an ongoing
war is hampering our ability to defend
ourselves because we are having two
fronts—the military front and the legal
front—that confers a status on our
enemy that will undermine the ability
of our military to defend us.

This is a statement from one of the
lawyers who has filed one of these 160
lawsuits:

The litigation is brutal for the United
States. Boy, was he right about that.

We are having to call people off the
battlefield. We are having to bring peo-
ple off the battlefield into the new bat-
tlefield—the courtroom—to explain to
some civilian judge why we think they
are an enemy prisoner—enemy combat-
ant that threatened the United States.

It is huge. We have over 100 lawyers now
from big and small firms working to rep-
resent these detainees. Every time an attor-
ney goes down there, it makes it that much
harder for the U.S. military to do what they
are doing.

Boy, was that right.

You can’t run an interrogation with attor-
neys.

You better believe that is right. We
are interrogating to make sure we find
out what the enemy is up to the best
we can so they don’t kill us. Now, if
you want to take the interrogation
process at Guantanamo Bay and put a
bunch of lawyers in the middle of it,
which we have never done in any other
war—we never gave to the Nazis—then
you are crippling the ability of this
country to defend itself. It has nothing
to do with fairness. You are creating a
right never known in an armed conflict
previously, and you will be criminal-
izing what I think is a war in a dan-
gerous way.

What are they going to do now that
we are getting court orders to get more
lawyers down there? They are going to
shut off the interrogation and the in-
formation is going to stop.

We have made mistakes at Guanta-
namo Bay. The Bush administration
has taken legal positions that I don’t
think have been sound, but I believe we
have finally got this right, and I am
going to end now.

I think after a lot of give and take
and after a lot of court decisions, we
are on the road to exactly where we
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need to be, and we have it right. Here
is what we have in place: a system that
is Law of Armed Conflict compliant,
Geneva Conventions compliant, that
realizes that fairness is part of being
an American, but we are at war with
people who want to kill us, and if they
could, they would go back to it, some
of them. Some of them are war crimi-
nals. Some of them are warriors who
are assisting in the effort that had to
be kept off the battlefield until they
are no longer a threat. The military is
doing a darn good job, and I stand by
the men and women down there who
are carrying out this job at Guanta-
namo Bay. I stand with you. I am
proud to be your advocate in this body.
You are getting good intelligence, con-
sistent with lawful interrogation tech-
niques. You are making decisions
about who an enemy prisoner is, who a
threat is to this country, in a sound
way. Keep it up. Your work product
will be going to court, so be mindful
that what you do will get reviewed, as
it should. Some have been let go—
about 100-and-something. Most, as far
as I know, have gone back and not been
a threat. Every year, every person at
Guantanamo Bay will get to have their
case argued anew. They will get to
make a case: I am not an enemy com-
batant. I am no longer a threat. I have
no intelligence value.

We do not want to misidentify some-
one. That has probably happened. This
is a confusing war. I am not here to say
there has not been someone sent to
Guantanamo Bay who was a mistake.
That is true of jails in Missouri, and it
is true of jails in South Carolina. But
you can’t say there is no risk involved
when you release somebody because I
can tell my colleagues with certainty
that 12 of the people we thought were
no longer a threat, because we wanted
to be fair and let them go, have gone
back to try to kill Americans.

There is no perfect outcome. You try
to create a system that models who
you are and is as fair as possible, recog-
nizing you are at war. These war crime
tribunals and commissions are going
on during the war. The enemy combat-
ant determinations are being made
during the war. The reason we don’t
want to disclose how we found Shaikh
Mohammed is because the war is going
on, and we don’t want to help people
who are our enemies. So everybody
caught and suspected by our military
of being an enemy combatant involved
in a global war on terror out of uni-
form supporting al-Qaida, they are
going to get to go to Federal court, but
we are going to let the military decide
if they are a threat first, and the
judges of this country can look over
the military’s shoulder and see if the
military got it right in that case and if
the procedures are fair. If you are con-
victed of a war crime at Guantanamo
Bay, as Shaikh Mohammed may be or
someone like him, you are going to get
your day in Federal court because it is
an automatic right. Whatever proce-
dures are used by our military, which
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is modeled after our own process to try
our own people, will go through legal
scrutiny, the procedures and the out-
come.

So if you are worried as an American
that we are putting people away for-
ever without due process, don’t worry
about it. That is something to be con-
cerned about. If you are worried that
your country has gotten somebody in
the global war on terror and we house
them and nobody ever gets to look at
the work product, don’t worry about it.
But if you are worried that the Con-
gress is about to confer a right never
known in any other war to al-Qaida
that will undermine our security, you
are right to worry. It is all about
judges: What they should do and when
they should do it—and I respect judges.
It is all about the military: What
should they do and when should they
do it. God knows I respect them.

We have the right balance. The mili-
tary fights, they kill our enemies, they
capture our enemies, and once they are
captured, they are going to be treated
by this country under the Law of
Armed Conflict, consistent with our
values and consistent with the Geneva
Convention and consistent with the
fact that we are at war. Everything
they do when it comes to adjudicating
these prisoners’ status will be reviewed
in our Federal courts after the military
acts. Every person convicted will have
their day in court, and the courts can
look and see if they were treated fairly.
That is what America should do. That
is what we are doing.

Please understand this war is dif-
ferent, and we have to make accom-
modations in a variety of ways, but
this is a war. This is not a crime. These
people we are rounding up throughout
the globe wish to kill us all.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and I
note the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SALAZAR). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, are
we in morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are
not in morning business. We are con-
sidering S. 4.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I ask unanimous
consent to speak as in morning busi-
ness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

THE BUDGET

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President,
today, as I did a couple days last week,
I continue with my discussion on the
issues the Senate will face as the
Democratic leadership draws up its
budget resolution, and that is going to
be 2 days next week in the Budget
Committee and then I think the week
after next, depending on what the
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Democratic leader decides to do, we
generally will have a whole week of de-
bate on the budget and adoption of the
budget.

We face an important milestone be-
cause the Democratic leadership con-
trols the Senate for the first time since
the 2002 election. Over the past 4 years,
there has been a lot of passionate de-
bate over the fiscal policies the Repub-
lican leadership proposed and imple-
mented over the last 4 years. In No-
vember, the voters sent a Democratic
majority to Congress. The budget de-
bate we are about to enter provides
Democrats with their opportunity to
chart a fiscal policy path for the Na-
tion.

Before the budget arrives, I have
taken to the floor to recap and evalu-
ate some of the consistent themes we
have heard from the Democratic lead-
ership over the past 4 years. Since the
Finance Committee has jurisdiction
over nearly all of the revenue side of
the budget, I focused on the issues on
that side of the ledger, the revenue
side.

Since the position of the Democratic
leadership has been to let the bipar-
tisan tax relief plans of 2001 and 2003
expire, I talked about the effects of
that automatic tax increase—yes,
automatic tax increase—that happens
without even a vote of the Congress if
we don’t continue this tax policy that
was adopted in 2001 and 2003 beyond the
year of 2010.

It is a very important consideration.
For the last 4 years, Republican budg-
ets on Capitol Hill have made it clear
that our priority was to ensure that
virtually every American taxpayer
would not see that automatic tax in-
crease come in their earnings of 2011,
and that still is our policy. That is a
policy reflected in the budget the
President of the United States has sent
to the Congress. So the year 2011 is the
year the bipartisan tax relief sunsets.

I emphasize that 2001 was the year of
bipartisan tax relief. I had the good
fortune of working that year, 2001, with
Senator MAX BAUCUS helping me get
that bipartisan tax relief passed. He is
now chairman of the committee, being
that the Democrats are in the major-
ity. I have the good fortune of main-
taining a close working relationship
with him.

The President’s budget, as I already
said, maintains the assurance that
these tax policies of the last 7 years
will continue in place beyond the year
2010. During the 4-year period 2003 to
2006, the Democratic leadership was
harshly critical of this policy which
was passed in 2001 and 2003; that is, the
Democratic leadership opposed the fis-
cal policies of preventing a tax in-
crease on virtually every American
taxpayer automatically because Con-
gress wouldn’t even have to vote on it.

My first speech defined the tax in-
creases built into that fiscal policy. My
second speech highlighted some of the
macroeconomic risks of that wide-
spread automatic tax increase. Last
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week, I remarked to the Senate and
discussed with the Senate potential
omissions in the Democratic leader-
ship’s budget; that is, the discussion
was about fiscal policy that was
present in prior budgets. If the Demo-
cratic leadership’s past criticisms of
those budgets were carried out, the fis-
cal policy of continuing tax relief
would end. This week, I am going to
focus on the track record of the Demo-
cratic leadership and discuss potential
problems from proposals that might be
contained in that budget. You could
say, from our standpoint, I am exam-
ining errors of commission this week,
whereas last week I examined errors of
omission.

Today, I wish to refer to the use of
revenue-raising offsets in the budget
context. As any budgeteer can tell you,
the budget resolution is not a law. It
doesn’t amend the Internal Revenue
Code or Medicare law or appropria-
tions. The budget resolution is like a
blueprint for a building. The actual
construction of tax and spending poli-
cies will occur later on this year.

The budget resolution is, however,
critical to actual tax, actual spending,
and actual deficit decisions the Con-
gress will undertake. The matter of off-
sets is critical in this respect: If addi-
tional spending is proposed in the reso-
lution without real offsets, then defi-
cits are more likely. Likewise, if pop-
ular tax relief is proposed but not off-
set with real proposals, then deficits
could appear and be larger—though, on
this last point, the track record of the
last 4 years shows tax relief grew the
economy and record levels of Federal
revenue came into the Treasury as a
direct result.

My basic point is that if a proposed
offset is not realistic and the pro-
ponents succeed, budget discipline
could be undermined. In other words,
phony offsets, if incorporated into the
budget, can lead to deficits.

Today, I am just going to follow the
numbers. Just follow the numbers. I
am not going to make any judgments
or make any assumptions about the
revenue-raising proposals. I am going
to analyze these proposals strictly
from a fiscal standpoint.

I analyze two categories of offsets
from the standpoint of whether the
budget arithmetic adds up, and I am
going to examine last year’s record of
the Democratic leadership on offsets
but look at it as if they were in control
at the time. It is not a pretty picture.

I am going to take a look at proposed
offsets from a series of amendments,
real amendments that were debated
here on the floor of the Senate during
last year’s budget resolution debate.
During that debate, virtually all Demo-
cratic members had a common theme
in their purported offsets for their
amendments to this resolution. That
purported theme was that they would
close tax loopholes to pay for whatever
popular spending program they wanted
to propose. Closing corporate tax loop-
holes was the common refrain to pay
for spending.
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I will list the amendments and the
popular spending proposals:

Senator KENNEDY, Vocational Education
and Pell Grants;

Senator AKAKA, Veterans Medical Services;

Senator MURRAY, Community Block
Grants;

Senator STABENOW, Emergency Respond-
ers;

Senator MENENDEZ, Port Security;

Senator BYRD, Amtrak;

Senator REED of Rhode Island, LIHEAP;

Senator Sarbanes, Corps of Engineers and
other Federal services;

Senator DORGAN, Native American pro-
grams;

Senator STABENOW, Veterans’ Health Care;

Senator AKAKA, Title I Education Grants;
and

Senator LINCOLN, Agriculture.

These are all here, and more than
what I gave are here.

Mr. President, at this point I ask
unanimous consent that a list of these
amendments by vote and by amend-
ment number, so that they are there
for people who aren’t listening to what
I am saying to consider, be printed in
the RECORD.

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

PAID FOR BY CLOSING TAX LOOPHOLES

Vote #39 Kennedy Amendment, No0.3028 Vo-
cational Education and Pell Grants; Vote #41
Akaka Amendment, No. 3007 Veterans Med-
ical Services; Vote #43 Murray Amendment,
No. 3063 Community Block Grants; Vote #45
Stabenow Amendment, No. 3056 Emergency
Responders; Vote #47 Menendez Amendment,
No. 3054 Port Security; Vote #51 Byrd
Amendment, No. 3086 Amtrak; Vote #57 Reed
Amendment, No.3074 LI-HEAP; Vote #60 Sar-
banes Amendment, No. 3103 Corps of Engi-
neers and Other Federal Services; Vote #61
Dorgan Amendment, No. 3102 Native Amer-
ican Programs; Vote #63 Stabenow Amend-
ment, No. 3141 Veterans Health Care; Vote
#64 Akaka Amendment, No. 3071 Title I Edu-
cation Grants; Vote #66 Lincoln Amendment,
No. 3106 Agriculture.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, as
you can see, the proposed spending is
popular and has a nice political edge.
Democrats could record themselves as
voting for the amendment, and they
could criticize Republicans for voting
against those amendments. From a po-
litical calculation perspective, these
were profitable efforts on the part of
the Democratic leadership. The fiscal
consequences, however, were another
story.

If Democrats had been in the major-
ity, as they are now, the fiscal effect of
these amendments would have been a
very big problem, and here is why. One-
time spending increases, even if for 1
year, are built into the CBO baseline,
and they are built in forever. This is
explicitly the case for increases in dis-
cretionary spending. It is also implic-
itly the case with entitlement spend-
ing. If anyone disputes that point, I
would ask them to show me the last
time we reversed new entitlement
spending. It just never happens around
here is the best thing to say.

Let’s take a look at the Kennedy
amendment on vocational education
and Pell grants to which I have re-
ferred. The amendment was purported
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to be $6.3 billion, but that was for 1 fis-
cal year. That $6.3 billion, if adopted,
would probably be extended in later
years. It is in the baseline. So Senator
KENNEDY found his offset by closing
$6.3 billion in what he referred to as
corporate tax loopholes. I am not going
to find fault with closing those tax
loopholes. I have been involved in
things like that for a long period of
time, and successfully so. The fiscal
and political effect, though, of Senator
KENNEDY’s amendment was to identify
specific popular spending and offset it
with a nondefined tax increase. From a
realistic standpoint, Senator KEN-
NEDY’s amendment identified less than
10 percent of the gross spending burden
it would have placed on future budgets
to the extent the unspecified revenue
offset was duplicative or not realistic.
The real effect was that the $6.3 billion
additional spending would have been
added to the budget for that fiscal
year.

All 12 of these listed amendments
used the same undefined offset.

Several Members referred to revenue
raisers in a Democratic substitute
amendment to the 2005 Tax Relief Rec-
onciliation bill, and they kept trying
to spend the same money over and over
again. Let’s take a look at the list of
revenue raisers in the substitute
amendment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a Joint Committee on Tax-
ation estimate of the revenue offsets to
the 2005 substitute be printed in the
RECORD.

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

Inventory of Specified Democrat Revenue
Offsets

[In billions over 5 years]

Gross Revenue Available from $53.6

Democratic Substitute
Less Enacted Offsets

Less Small Business Tax Relief
Bill Offsets

Net Available Democratic Offsets
Source: Joint Committee on Taxation

-9.3
—8.7
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Recap of Democratic Revenue Raisers and
Spending Proposals

[In billions over 5 years]

Net Available Democratic Rev- $35.6
enue Offsets
Less Cost of Democratic Spend- —105.2
ing Amendments
Net Cost of Democratic Spending —69.6
Amendments
Source: Joint Committee on Taxation
Mr. GRASSLEY. That substitute

amendment is an overinclusive inven-
tory of offsets. I say ‘‘overinclusive”
because it included the universe of rev-
enue raisers that the Democratic cau-
cus supported. Republicans supported
many, but not all, of these offsets.

Joint Tax scored these revenue rais-
ers during last year’s budget debate.
According to the Joint Tax experts,
that universe of Senate offsets raised
$563.6 billion over 5 years. That is this
chart right here: $563.6 billion. At that
time, I noted that the budget resolu-
tion assumed several billion in revenue
raisers to cover part of the reconcili-
ation bill. Indeed, in the reconciliation
conference, we used eight of these rev-
enue raisers. They accounted for about
$9 billion—and I should say only $9 bil-
lion over 5 years. I had hoped to use ad-
ditional raisers accounting for about
$7.5 billion over b years, but the House
rejected that, and we then found some
offsets someplace else. So we will take
a look at them.

If you account for the revenue offsets
left over, you can subtract out another
10 revenue-raising proposals that are in
the Senate’s small business minimum
wage bill. Those revenue raisers—and
those are things which had just been
before the Senate—those revenue rais-
ers included $8.7 billion over 5 years.
That is this figure here.

Of the raisers in the 2005 substitute
amendment, about $18 billion of those
were enacted or are in play in discus-
sions between the House and the Sen-
ate. So if we review the Senate Demo-
cratic inventory of identified as well as
scored revenue raisers and net out cur-
rent law and Senate-passed tax legisla-
tion, we find 18 revenue proposals
available. These are proposals the
Democratic caucus has advocated that
are left over. They raise approximately
$36 billion over 5 years.
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Everyone should know there are rev-
enue raisers in that total I just recited
that the administration doesn’t sup-
port. You don’t have to let that detract
you from it, but those would be issues
which would be subject to, I suppose, a
Presidential veto.

Let’s forget that for the moment.
There are many in this total that the
House and Senate Republicans don’t
support. As we have found in the small
business tax relief discussions, House
Democrats aren’t keen on some of
these proposals either. Nevertheless, to
bend over backward and to be fair to
the Senate Democratic leadership, I
am going to tally the proposals they
have supported as a caucus.

Let me repeat the total corporate
loophole closers and other offsets
Democrats have defined. It is $36 bil-
lion over 5 years. Put another way, 1
would like to say it is only $36 billion
over 5 years, but I want you to see
what they want to use that $36 billion
for—presumably to cover a lot of other
expenditures they can’t do because the
numbers don’t allow it. That total of
$36 billion, then, provides a ceiling of
offsets to compare to the spending
amendments.

Let’s go back and match the spend-
ing amendments with the universe of
Democratic revenue raisers. The rev-
enue raised is a far cry from the cumu-
lative demand of the amendments that
were filed. The amendments that have
been filed that propose to use those tax
loophole closers as offsets total $105
billion in new spending. So the Senate
Democrats propose $36 billion in rev-
enue raisers that were supposed to off-
set $105 billion in new spending, but it
doesn’t add up. That means the spend-
ing exceeded revenue raisers by $69 bil-
lion.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a list of the Democratic
amendments to the fiscal year 2007
budget resolution be printed in the
RECORD.

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

#  Description

3001 Corporate tax loopholes
3007 Corporate tax loopholes
3018 Tax loopholes

3020 Efiminate tax shelters
3021 Tax increases

3022 Tax havens

3023 Tax increases

3024 IRS collection improvements

3028 Corporate tax loopholes
3028 Corporate tax ioopholes
3034 Tax increages

3037 Corporate tax ioopholes
3039 Superfund

3042 Tax increases

3044 Corporate tax loopholes
3048 Corporate tax loopholes
3047 Corporate tax ioopholes
3054 Corporate tax loopholes

3056 Corporate tax loophales and tax gap

3058 Comorate tax loopholes
3062 Corporate tax loopholes
3063 Corporate tax loopholes
3064 Corporate tax loopholes
3087 Corporate tax loopholes
3089 Corporate tax ioopholes
3070 Corporate tax loopholes
3071 Corporate tax loophoies
3072 Corporate tax loopholes
3074 Corporate tax loopholes
3075 Comporate tax ioopholes
3076 Corporate tax loopholes
3077 Corporate tax loopholes
3080 AMT

3081 Corporate tax loopholes
3082 Corporate tax loopholes
3086 Corporate tax loopholes
3088 Tax loophales

3089 Corporate tax loopholes
3080 Tax foopholes

3081 Tax lbopholes

3082 Tax policy

3095 Repeal eneryy incentives
3087 Corporate tax loopholes
3101 Repeal tax subsidies
3102 Corporate tax loophoies
3103 Corporate tax loopholes
3104 Corporate tax loopholes
3105 Millionaires tax

3106 Corporate tax loopholes
3112 Tax increases

3113 Tax increases

3115 Corporate tax loopholes
3129 Corpovate tax loopholes
3130 Corporate tax ioopholes
3133 Tax withholding

3137 Corporate tax loopholes
3141 Millionaires tax

3143 Tax increases

3145 Corporate tax ioopholes
3148 Corporate tax loopholes
3147 Corporate tax loopholes
3158 Tax loopholes

3159 Tax increases

TOTAL TAX INCREASE

Sponsor Party
Nelson D 0.976
Akaka D 1.350
Kennedy D 2378
Salazar 2} 0.808
Salazar o 0.152
Salazar D 0.100
Salazar D 0.007
Salazar s] 0.183
Kennedy/Collins D 1.479
Dayton D 0.270
Lieberman D 2151
Lautenberg D 1.230
Bingaman D 1.689
Biden ) 1.184
Akaka D 0.070
Biden D 0.138
Lincoin D 4.500
Menendez D 0.704
Stabenow D 1.000
Baucus . D 0.880
Byrd D 0.032
Murray D 0.026
Clinton D 0.010
Feinstein o] 0.111
Murray D 0.213
Murray o 0.024
Akaka D 0.180
Kerry D 0.121
Reed 0 2489
Levin D 0.056
Levin o] 0.022
Levin D 0.030
Kerry D 32712
Salazar D 0.152
Murray 2] 0.675
Byrd D 0.550
Leahy D 0.005
Salazar D 0.025
Clinton D 0.021
Schumer D 0.500
Schumer o] -6.982
Biden o 0434
Dayton D 0.230
Dorgan o] 0.500
Dorgan 3] 0.285
Sarbanes D 1718
Murray D 0.675
Boxer D 0.015
Lincoln D 1.177
Landrieu o] 0.516
Landrieu 0 0.038
Clinton-Reid o/ 0.225
Schumer D 0.283
Schumer o] 0.008
Conrad o §.100
Lautenberg D 1.230
Stabenow +] 6.000
Kermry 2] 0.582
Obama o} 0.080
QCbama D 0.008
Clinton o] 0.026
Dodd D 2,230
Kennedy D 2382
40.874

1.037
0.135
2123
1.130
0.069
0770
0.002
0.808
3.988
8.911
2.700
0.000
1.654
2.835
0.080
0.460
3.300
0.517
3.700
1.800
0.035
0.416
0.345
0.19¢

0.0583 -

0.006
4.860
0.030
0.763
0.118
0.003
0.111
-16.248
0.000
2756
0.000
0.011
0.030
0.042
0.000
-36.3686
0.732
7.581
1.100
0.187
0.698
2.758
0.435
0.439
0.221
0.084
0.084
0.353
0.031
0.100

18.500
1.618
0.080
0.001
0.013

2138

31418

2007 2008 2009

0.792
0.008
0.549
1.273
0.102
2400
0.001
0.178
0634
4.050
1729
0.000
1454
4.382
0.070
0.748
0.000
0.445
3.100
0.800
0.036
0.548
0.060
0.055
0.000
0.000
0.840
0.000
0.066
0.086
0.003
0.083
§.923
0.000
2820
0.000
0.010
0.030
0.011
0.000
-33.559
0.582

36.197

$ IMPACT OF DEMOCRAT AMENDMENTS TO THE FY 2007 BUDGET RESOLUTION

139.127

2011
0.861
0.000
0.025
1.634
0.085
2.000
0.000
0.205
0.018
0.000
0.203
0.000
1.264
5.400
0.040
1.150
0.000
0.000
1.000
0.080
0.037
0.085
0.010
0.003
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
1.308
0.000
2.840
0.000
0.006
0.005
0.000
©0.000
0.000
0.422
0.000
1.500
0.302
0.058
2.840
0.015
0.057
0.000
0.030
0.002
0.000
0.077
0.200
0.000
31.800
3.2711
0.047
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.028

58.607

308.313
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Spending Increases in Democrat Amendments

# Description Sponsor Parly 2007 -2008 2009 2010 2011 2007-2011
3001 Survivor Benefit Plan (050) Nelson D BA 0975 1.037 0.782 0.826 0.861 4.491
Mandatory OoT 0978 1.037 0.782 0.826 0.861 4.491

3007 Veterans medical services Akaka D BA  1.500 1.500
Discretionary OT 1.350 0.135 0.006 0.002 0.000 1.493

3016 Research programs Kennedy o] BA 5226 6.226
Discretionary OoT 2378 2123 0.549 0.111 0.025 5.186

3020 LWCF Salazar D BA  0.100 0.100
Discretionary oT  0.025 0.030 0.030 0.010 0.005 0.100

3021 PILT Salazar D BA  0.182 0.152
Discretionary oT 0.152 0.152

3022 Wildland fire management Salazar D BA 0072 0.072
Discretionary oT  0.040 0.022 0.011 0.073

3023 Interoperable communications Salazar D BA  0.010 0.010
Discretionary oT 0.007 0.002 0.001 0.010

3024 National Renewable Energy Laboratory  Salazar D BA 0172 0.172
Discretionary oT 0077 0.069 0.017 0.009 0.172

3028 Education programs Kennedy D BA 8326 6.326
Discretionary LCollins oT 1.479 3.988 0.634 0.206 0.019 8.326

3029 IDEA . Dayton D BA  13.501 13.501
Discretionary oT 0270 8911 4.050 0.270 13.501

3034 Homeland security Lieberman D BA 7977 7.977
Discretionary or 2151 27 1.729 1.038 0.203 7.822

3037 Aviation security Lautenberg’ D BA 1230 1.230
Digcretionary oT 1230 1.230

3038 Eliminate Office of Dynamic Analysis Clinton D BA  -0.001 -0.001
Discretionary OoT -0.001 -0.001

3039 Energy programs Bingaman D BA  4.049 . 4.049
Discretionary oT 1972 1.535 0.365 0.477 4.049

3042 Homeland security Biden D BA 5775 5.400 5.400 5.400 5400 27.375
Discretionary o7  1.194 2.835 4.362 5.384 5.400 19.175

3044 Filipino veterans Akaka D BA 0070 0.080 0.070 0.050 0.040 0.310
Mandatory oT 0.070 0.080 0.070 0.050 0.040 0.310

3046 COPS Biden D BA 1.150 1.150 1.150 1.150 1.150 5.750
Discretionary OoT 0138 0.460 0.748 0.978 1.150 3.474

3047 Refundable tax credits Lincoln D BA  4.500 3.300 7.800
Mandatory OT  4.500 3.300 7.800

3054 Port security Menendez 2] BA 0965 0.965
Discretionary OT 0352 0.259 0.223 0.132 0.966

3058 Interoperable communications Stabenow D BA  5.000 5.000
Discretionary ' oT 0.500 1.850 1.550 1.100 5.000
3058 NSF Baucus o] BA  4.000 4.000
Discretionary OT 0880 1.800 0.800 0.240 0.080 3.800

3062 Mine safety Byrd D BA  0.036 0.036 0.037 0.037 0.038 0.184
Discretionary OT  0.032 0.035 0.036 0.036 0.037 0.176
3063 CDBG Murray 2] BA  1.300 1.300
Discretionary oT 0.026 0.416 0.546 0.182 0.065 1.235

3064 Even Start Clinton D BA  0.225 0.225
Discretionary ot  0.007 0.182 0.031 0.005 0.003 0.228

3067 NIH Feinstein D BA 0.390 0.390
Discretionary or 0.1 0.199 0.055 0.012 0.003 0.380

3069 Coast Guard Murray D BA 0268 0.268
Discretionary oT 0213 0.083 0.266

3070 Coast Guard Murray D BA  0.030 0.030
Discretionary OT 0.024 0.008 0.030

3071 Tite | Akaka ] BA  3.000 3.000
Discretionary OT 0.090 2.430 0.420 0.080 3.000

3072 SBA Keny o] BA  0.154 0.151
Discretionary oT o0.121 0.030 0.151

3074 LIHEAP Reed D BA 3318 3.318
Discretionary OT 2489 0.763 0.066 3318

3075 Borders Levin D BA 0334 0.334
Discretionary OT  0.058 0.118 0.066 0.238

3076 Border patrol Levin D BA  0.028 0.028
Discretionary OoT 0022 0.003 0.003 0.028

3077 Borders (DRAFTED WRONG) Levin D BA  0.300 0.300
Discretionary OoT  0.030 0.111 0.093 0.066 0.000 0.300

3081 PILT Salazar D BA  0.152 0.152

Discretionary OoT 0182 0.152
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3082 ProGAP Murray
Mandatory

3086 Amtrak Hyrd
Discretionary

3088 Bullatproof vests Leahy
Discretionary

3088 LWCF Salazar
Discretionary

3080 CDC Clinton
Discretionary

3091 Port security Schumer
Discretionary .

3087 IDEA Daylon
Mandatoty

3102 Tribad programs Dorgan
Digcretionary

3103 Natural resources Sarbanes
Discretionary

3104 ProGAP Murray
Mandatory

3105 21st Century Cormnm Leaming Centers  Boxer
Discretionary

3106 Agriculture Lincoln
Discretionary

3112 Comps Landrieu
Discretionary

3113 FHA Landrieu
Mandatoty

3115 Unintended pregnancy Clinton-Reid
Discretionary

3129 Firefighter assistance Schumer
Discretionary

3130 GSA Schumer
Discretionary

3133 Avian flu Conrad
Discretionary

3137 TSA fees Lautenberg
Discretionary

3141 Vi heatlth as datory . Stabenow
Mandatory

3143 Military healthcare Keny
Mandatory

3145 Child tax credit Cbama
Mandatory

3146 DOJ Obama
Discretionary

3147 Alzheimers Clinton
Discretionary

3158 Children and families Dodd
Discretionary

3153 Science Kennedy
Discretionary

3170 IRS Conrad
Discretionaty

3171 Mine Safety Byrd
Discretionary
DISCRETIONARY SUBTOTAL
MANDATORY SUBTOTAL
TOTAL SPENDING INCREASE

BA
oT

1.412
0.338
0.550
0.580
0.041
0.005
0.100
0.025
0.078
0.021
0.500
0.500
11.501
0.203
1.000
0.20¢
2912
1.718
1412
0338
0.750
0.015
2029
11477
0.737
0.518
0.300
0.038
0.347
0.225
0707
0.283
0.308
0.008
5.000
1.000
1.230
1.230
6.800
6.800
0735
0.592
0.145
0.145
0.006
0.008
0.041
0.028
3.334
1.115
5.228
2392
0.383
0.340

0.037
0.033

82.031
29.051

27.850
14.089

119.881
43.150

1.415
1.385

0.011

0.030

0.042

7.591
0.385
0.699
1415
1.385

0.435

0.430

0.221

0.084

0.084

0.353

0.031

2.800

16.500
16.500

1.862
1.618

0.12¢
0.129

0.001

0.013

1.542

2.138

0,014

0.038
0,037

8824
40.338

25.738
33.110

32.362
73.448

1.423
1.417

0.010

0.030

o011

3.450
0.154
0.320
1423
1417

0.228

0.221

0.075

0.023

0.071

0.085

0.800

22.200
22200

2322
2.188

0.001

0.512

0.534

0.008

0.041
0.040

6.628
19.417

28.230
31.608

34.888
§1.026

1.433
1.425

0.008
0.010

0.002

0.230
0.126
0116
1.433
1425
0.075

0.107

0.075

0.010

0.085

0.300

27.000
27.000

2818
2685

0.185

0.087

0.043
0.042

6.630
11172

33.558
33.716

40,188
44,888

1430
1.432

0.008

0.005

0.000

0.000
0.015
0.058

1.430
1.432

0.057

0.030

0.002

0077

31.600
31.600

3424
3.271

0.000

0.025

0046
0.045

6.634
7.280

38.765
38.666

45.419
45.948

7143
5.998
0.550
0.650
0.041
0.040
0.100
0.100
0.079
0.078
0.500
0.500
11.501
11.474
1.000
0.979
2812
2811
7.113
5.998
0.750
0.750
2.029
2.001
0.737
0.737
0.300
0.300
0.347
0.344

0.707
0.707
0.308
0.277
5.000
4.900
1.230
1.230
104.200
104.200
11.158
10.355
0.274
0.274
0.006
0.006
0.041
0.040
3.334
3.334
5.226
5.186
0.363
0.383

0.208
0,197

118.547
107.258

154,261
151.200

272.808
258.458
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Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, this
list was prepared by analysts and was
based upon filed amendments printed
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. I think
it is interesting that only one filed
amendment on this list would decrease
taxes over 5 years, and only one
amendment would result in decreased
spending over 5 years. The amendment
decreasing spending was filed by New
York’s junior Senator and would re-
duce spending by $1 million. That is
one-thousandth of a billion dollars.

Put another way, if you subtract the
$36 billion from the $105 billion in new
spending proposed, it means the other
side’s amendments were short $69 bil-
lion—short $69 billion. Right here. This
figure. This money proposed for offsets,
add up all of the amendments put be-
fore the Senate, and you come out
short. Revenue neutrality? No. Budget
neutrality? No.

Now, that $69 billion needs to come
from someplace. If the other side had
prevailed, it would have wiped out the
tax relief of last year’s budget, includ-
ing what we do to keep more Ameri-
cans from paying that horrible tax, the
alternative minimum tax. You can’t
have it both ways. Either the other
side, if they had prevailed, would have
added $69 billion in deficit spending or
they would have gutted the tax relief
they claim to support.

Budgets are about choices. In this
case the choices are clear. If the Demo-
cratic leadership would have controlled
the Senate last year, we would have no
tax relief in that budget or we would
have added $69 billion in deficit spend-
ing. Neither choice would be the right
choice from the standpoint of the
American people.

Defining offsets is very important. It
is very important because we need real
numbers if we are going to have intel-
lectually honest budgeting. My anal-
ysis of corporate loophole closers and
other revenue-raising proposals shows
the Democratic caucus has supported
at most $36 billion in specific revenue-
raising proposals. By the way, that is
about the revenue loss for last year’s
AMT patch. So the alternative min-
imum tax would have hit another 7 or
8 million Americans.

Using unspecified revenue-raising
proposals is not realistic. If Democrats
intend to live by pay-go, short for ‘“‘pay
as you go,” the Finance Committee
will need those revenue-raising pro-
posals to handle a portion—and just a
portion—of the demand of the tax sys-
tem.

There are two other categories of
revenue-raising proposals identified by
the Democratic leadership. One is re-
pealing tax relief for higher income
taxpayers. The other is reducing or
closing the tax gap. I will talk about
the tax gap in a later speech.

When folks in the Democratic leader-
ship talk about raising taxes on higher
income taxpayers, it sounds as if all
fiscal problems can be solved as long as
you want to look down the road. Lib-
eral think tanks and sympathetic
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voices in the east coast media tend to
echo that sentiment. As a matter of in-
tellectual honesty in budget debates,
we ought to have an idea of how much
revenue is there. Since the most pop-
ular proposal is to repeal the bipar-
tisan tax relief for higher income tax-
payers, I have asked the Joint Tax
Committee to provide updated esti-
mates of those proposals—such as the
corporate loophole closer. I do not ex-
pect the revenue would cover the
spending demands. I was pleased to see
the Budget Committee chairman make
a public comment last week that
seemed to address these proposals. Ac-
cording to the March 1, 2007 edition of
Congress Daily AM, the chairman indi-
cated he intended to put forward a
budget with ‘‘no tax rate increases.” 1
will have to see the budget resolution
and hear the chairman’s explanation,
but I read that comment to mean the
Democratic leadership will not, at a
minimum, propose to roll back current
law tax rates.

This would be especially interesting
in light of the so-called millionaire’s
tax amendment put forward in the past
by members of the chairman’s party.
The millionaire’s tax amendment filed
for the fiscal year 2007 budget would
have increased taxes by about $105 bil-
lion. Of course, those same amend-
ments spent that money, so deficit re-
duction would not have been received.

Today I have examined the question
of revenue-raising offsets. The inven-
tory of available, defined, specific rev-
enue-raising offsets is relatively small.
Last year, Democratic amendments
overspent the available revenue offsets
by $69 billion. The Democratic leader-
ship has indicated a desire to apply
pay-go, pay as you go, to the current
law tax relief. If pay-go is to be ob-
served with respect to the alternative
minimum tax and other popular expir-
ing tax relief provisions, the Demo-
cratic leadership will need those rev-
enue raisers and even more to offset
the revenue lost from these time-sen-
sitive provisions.

When we start to examine and debate
the budget resolution, we will need to
use intellectually honest numbers.
Using the undefined corporate loophole
closer is fiscally dangerous. It enables
even more spending at a time when
Government is at record levels as far as
real dollars. Runaway spending is at
the root of our current or future fiscal
problems. Using phony revenue-raising
offsets sets up two negative fiscal out-
comes, an undefined tax increase and/
or deficit spending.

All Members, whether Republican or
Democrat, ought to agree to be trans-
parent with all these numbers and all
these figures in the amendments that
are posed in the upcoming budget de-
bate.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
SON of Nebraska). The Senator from
Idaho is recognized.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent I be allowed to pro-
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ceed for 15 minutes as in morning busi-
ness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Idaho is recognized.

(The remarks of Mr. CRAIG relating
to the introduction of S. 815 are printed
in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Introduced
Bills and Joint Resolutions.””)

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. KLO-
BUCHAR). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I
rise today to support the Improving
America Security Act of 2007, the legis-
lation in front of us. It will put us on
a path of more security for the future
by implementing the unfinished rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission.
I commend all of those involved in this
important effort.

As I came to speak on the floor in
support of the legislation we have been
working on for the last couple of
weeks, I find myself needing to express
great concern about the place in which
we find ourselves at this point—unable
to move forward with the final bill and
the relevant 9/11 Commission amend-
ments that have been offered because
of an effort by the Senate Republican
leader to offer a wide-ranging number
of unrelated amendments to this bill.
So we find ourselves now stopped and
waiting to figure out a way to resolve
this effort.

The families who lost loved ones 5%
years ago have been waiting for the
Congress to act. The 9/11 Commission
report was released. After it was re-
leased, I assumed we would imme-
diately take that document and begin
to move forward aggressively because
we all want safety for our families. We
all live in America, and we are all con-
cerned about vulnerabilities and risks
and what we need to be able to do to
keep our families safe and the country
safe.

Unfortunately, things did not move
under the former Congresses. We now
find ourselves in a situation where,
again, we are stalled because of a set of
unrelated issues that have come up. I
wish to share for the RECORD the deep
concern of family members who lost
loved ones on 9/11 and who have written
a letter to the distinguished Repub-
lican leader of the Senate. I think it
expresses their grave concern about
where we are right now. They are call-
ing on us to move forward and act.

This reads:

DEAR SENATOR MCCONNELL: As family
members who lost loved ones on 9/11, we sup-
port full implementation of the 9/11 Commis-
sion recommendations. We are writing out of
grave concern that your recent introduction
of highly provocative, irrelevant amend-
ments will jeopardize the passage of S. 4. It
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is inconceivable that anyone in good con-
science would consider hindering implemen-
tation of the 9/11 Commission recommenda-
tions, delaying much-needed homeland secu-
rity improvements. We strongly disagree
with these divisive procedural tactics.

Just as the Iraq war deserves separate de-
bate, so do each of the amendments you of-
fered. S. 4 should be a clean bill and debate
should conclude this week with a straight up
and down vote. Each day that passes without
implementation of the remaining 9/11 Com-
mission recommendations, the safety and se-
curity of our nation is at risk.

Tactics such as those you are contem-
plating, which endanger the 9/11 bill, send a
signal to America that your priority is par-
tisan politics, not protecting America
against terrorism. Both parties must work
together to pass this critical legislation.

We, the undersigned, understand all too
well the risk of failure to secure our nation.

Respectfully,
CAROL ASHLEY,

Mother of Janice, 25,
Member, Voices of
September 11th.

MARY FETCHET,

Mother of Brad, 24,
Founding  Director
and President,
Voices of September
11th.

BEVERLY ECKERT,

Widow of Sean Roo-

ney, 50, Member,
Families of Sep-
tember 11.

CARIE LEMACK,
Daughter of Judy
Larocque, 50, Co-
founder and Presi-
dent, Families of
September 11.

We know the job that needs to get
done. I commend our Senate majority
leader for making the wise determina-
tion, out of respect for these families,
not to proceed with amendments relat-
ing to Iraq, which we all care deeply
about. We want to have that debate on
the policies and support for our troops
and future direction as it relates to
Iraq.

But the distinguished majority lead-
er made the determination not to pro-
ceed on this bill because the families,
the communities, and the country have
waited too long for it to pass. So I
think it is very unfortunate that we
have had to get to this point, but it is
very important that we pass a bill of
tremendous significance.

I commend Chairman LIEBERMAN and
all of the members of the committee
for their leadership. I commend par-
ticularly Senator LIEBERMAN for his
conviction to bring these issues to the
Senate and for hanging in there and
trying to get this done. The 9/11 Com-
mission did a great service to our coun-
try by asking tough questions about
the 9/11 attacks and then making rec-
ommendations to keep us safe in the
future. The 9/11 Commission not only
gave a detailed explanation of how the
attacks happened but also gave Con-
gress and the administration detailed
recommendations in how to fix our
vulnerabilities and prevent future at-
tacks. For that, we are grateful for
their service.

In December 2005, a group led by
former members of the 9/11 Commission
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released a report card that overwhelm-
ingly gave the administration and Con-
gress failing grades for their poor im-
plementation of the 9/11 Commission
recommendations. This legislation is
intended to change those failing grades
to passing grades and to make us more
secure.

The members of the commission gave
the Government a D for improving
checked bag and cargo screening. This
bill requires all cargo and passenger
aircraft to be screened and dedicates
funding for the screening of checked
baggage.

The Government also received Ds for
creating incentives for information
sharing and increasing Government-
wide information sharing. This legisla-
tion makes several changes to informa-
tion and intelligence sharing urged by
the Commission. The bill establishes
incentives for Government-wide infor-
mation sharing and makes permanent
the information sharing environment
program, which will expire next month.
The bill also creates the Interagency
Threat Assessment and Coordination
Group, which will facilitate the produc-
tion and dissemination of Federal in-
telligence products to other Federal
agencies and to State, local, and tribal
governments.

The former Commissioners gave the
Government another D for the lack of
progress on intelligence oversight re-
form. However, the days of Congress
giving President Bush a free pass are
over, and this legislation increases
Congress’s oversight of the intelligence
community and gives the intelligence
community greater freedom to submit
information to Congress, without ap-
proval by an executive branch officer.

One appalling lack of progress has
been in the area of first responder com-
munications interoperability. The 9/11
Commissioners gave the Government
an F for failing to provide an adequate
radio spectrum for first responders.
This lack of progress is appalling to me
because of the shortcomings the Com-
mission identified in this area.

The 9/11 Commission report outlined
the numerous communications prob-
lems first responders have had as they
have tried to save lives. The report de-
tailed the problem the police officers
and firefighters in New York faced be-
cause they were on different radio sys-
tems. Over 50 different public safety or-
ganizations from Maryland, Virginia,
and the District of Columbia reported
to the Pentagon to help, but they could
not talk to each other.

The 9/11 Commission concluded that:

The inability to communicate was a crit-
ical element at the World Trade Center, Pen-
tagon, and Somerset County, Pennsylvania,
crash site where multiple agencies and mul-
tiple jurisdictions responded. The occurrence
of this problem at 3 very different sites is
strong evidence that compatible and ade-
quate communications among public safety
organizations at the local, State, and Fed-
eral levels remains an important problem.

The 9/11 Commission published its
final report in July 2004, but the men
and women in the first responder com-

S2875

munity knew of the communications
difficulties before 9/11.

Not long after 9/11, I traveled around
Michigan and held a number of dif-
ferent townhall meetings. Over and
over again, I heard the same thing
from our police officers and fire-
fighters, our emergency responders. In
the 5 years since the September 11 at-
tacks, one of the top requests for sup-
port I receive every year from the com-
munities in Michigan is for interoper-
able communications equipment. Near-
ly every time I meet with police and
firefighters and emergency medical
personnel, they bring up this issue.

The 9/11 Commission is not alone in
the assessment of this problem. In
June of 2004, a U.S. Conference of May-
ors survey found that 94 percent of cit-
ies didn’t have interoperable capabili-
ties between police and firefighters and
emergency workers; 60 percent of cities
didn’t have interoperable capability
with the State emergency operation
center in their State.

It has been over 5 years and we now
are seeing this come forward in this
important bill. I commend everybody
involved in this legislation for putting
in the first grant program for inter-
operability. This is a program that
would be dedicated to improving com-
munications between our first respond-
ers and would authorize $3.3 billion
over the next 5 years to begin to get
this right.

Our committee that has brought this
forward has done an excellent job of
presenting a package for us of which
we can all be proud. It is a bipartisan
effort. I hope we are going to see us
move beyond this stalemate able to get
the job done. The people of my State,
and each of our States, are counting on
us, and certainly the families who have
suffered such a grave loss in the at-
tacks on our country are counting on
us to focus on the job in front of us and
get it done.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont is recognized.

(The remarks of Mr. SANDERS per-
taining to the introduction of S. 818 are
located in today’s RECORD under
‘“‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”)

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 313

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I
have an amendment pending, as my
colleagues know, that I cannot get a
vote on. I don’t know whether the
other side will relent and give us a vote
on the amendment. I offered it a week
ago today. The amendment deals with
the issue of al-Qaida. This bill is about
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the recommendations by the 9/11 Com-
mission. It has been, I am told, 2,002
days since 9/1/2001. I was sitting in the
Capitol that morning at a Democratic
leadership meeting on that side of the
Capitol with windows that looked out
to the east.

We saw first on the television set the
airplanes that attacked the World
Trade Center. We saw the second plane
fly into the second building of the
World Trade Center. We then saw black
smoke rising from the Pentagon that
morning. Then this building was evacu-
ated.

That has been a long while ago. Yet
it seems like only yesterday. We
looked up into the real bright blue sky
that morning and saw F-16 fighter jets
flying air cover over this Nation’s cap-
ital.

We discovered later, because they
boasted about it, that it was al-Qaida—
Osama bin Laden, al-Zawahiri—who at-
tacked this country and murdered sev-
eral thousand of America’s citizens.
They boasted about it. They sent us
videotapes, audiotapes telling us they
were the ones who attacked our coun-
try.

Well, it is not 9/1/2001 today. It is a
couple of thousand days later. Those
who boasted they attacked this coun-
try are now living in Pakistan. That
does not come from me, that comes
from the top terrorist official in our
country. In fact, both of the top intel-
ligence chiefs in our country in the last
2 months have said the following, and I
will quote them:

Al Qaeda is the terrorist organization that
poses the greatest threat to U.S. interests,
including to the Homeland.

Think of that. Nearly 6 years after
we were attacked by al-Qaida, we are
told: The greatest threat to our coun-
try—and this is from open testimony
before the Senate Select Committee on
Intelligence by Mr. Negroponte, the top
intelligence head in this country—is al-
Qaida.

Here is what he said—this was re-
peated a couple of weeks ago by his
successor:

Al-Qaida leaders ‘‘continue to plot
attacks against our homeland and
other targets with the objective of in-
flicting mass casualties. And they con-
tinue to maintain active connections
and relationships that radiate outward
from their leaders’ secure hideout in
Pakistan . . .”

It has been 2,002 days. Those who
killed thousands of Americans, those
who are now the greatest terrorist
threat to our country are living in a se-
cure hideout in Pakistan. I would like
to understand what is a higher priority
for this country than to eliminate the
leadership of al-Qaida, if, in fact, they
represent the gravest terrorist danger
to America. What is a higher priority?

I offer this amendment with my col-
league, Senator CONRAD. Incidently, we
offered and passed an amendment on
this subject last fall that got dropped
in conference.

This amendment that is fairly sim-
ple. It asks the administration, the Di-
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rector of National Intelligence, and the
Secretary of Defense to give Congress,
every 6 months, a classified report tell-
ing us three things. First, whether the
al-Qaida leadership is still in a secure
hideout in Pakistan and, if not, where
are they?

Second, tell us where they are, based
on your knowledge. Incidentally, as I
said, we have had testimony twice now
from the top intelligence official in the
Government that they are in a secure
hideout in Pakistan. Second, whether
the countries in which they reside are
cooperating with us in our attempt to
eliminate the al-Qaida leadership.

Third, our report will require the
head of our intelligence and the head of
the Department of Defense to tell us
what additional resources they need, if
they need additional resources, to cap-
ture Mr. bin Laden, Mr. Zawahiri, and
al-Qaida’s leadership.

We are having an aggressive debate
in this country about Iraq. We should.
It is an unbelievably difficult situa-
tion. In the shadow of 9/11, in the shad-
ow of the terrorist threat that emerged
immediately from 9/11, we were told by
our intelligence community, by the ad-
ministration, in top secret briefings,
that Iraq posed imminent danger to
this country and possessed weapons of
mass destruction.

It turns out the intelligence was not
accurate.

There are many reasons for that,
some very troubling. But it turns out
the intelligence was wrong. Nonethe-
less, the President committed troops to
battle, and we are in Iraqg and have
been in that war in Iraq longer than for
the Second World War. It is a lengthy
period. It has lasted longer than the
Second World War.

In fact, the National Intelligence Es-
timate was just released a couple
months ago. A portion has been declas-
sified. It says that most of what is hap-
pening in Iraq is sectarian violence.
Yes, there are some al-Qaida in Anbar
Province, but the bulk of what is hap-
pening in Iraq is sectarian violence.
Translated, it means there is a civil
war going on in Iraq.

That does not surprise anybody.
Watch the evening news. Read the
newspapers. We understand and see the
evidence of this civil war. The question
now for our country is, what do we
make of a circumstance where we now
find ourselves having substantial num-
bers of American soldiers in the middle
of a civil war in Iraq? How do we re-
spond to that? And how do we deal with
that?

President Bush, some months ago,
presented false choices to our country.
He said the issue is just stay the course
or cut and run. He said: I am for stay-
ing the course and they are for cutting
and running—a completely false
choice, and he knew it. Later, he said
he never said ‘‘stay the course,” but, in
fact, he did many times.

But it was never the proper choice,
stay the course or cut and run. The
question is, What is a smart choice for
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our country? What represents our best
interests, the best interests of our
troops, the best interests of our own
national interest with respect to the
country of Iraq?

We are going to leave Iraq. That is
not in question. The question is, when
and how. The American people are not
going to have American soldiers in the
middle of civil strife in Iraq for 6
months, 6 years, 16 years. We are leav-
ing Iraq. The question is, how and
when, and that is a worthy debate to
have. We have soldiers risking their
lives.

Our country has asked soldiers to
risk their lives for deployments—many
of them multiple deployments. Yet the
country has not gone to war with those
soldiers. We send soldiers to Iraq to
fight, and we are told: Go shopping.
Soldiers go to war; we go to the mall.
This country has not asked to be—ex-
cuse me, I should say it differently. No
one has asked this country to be en-
gaged in this war. We are told: Do you
know what? In this war we should have
tax cuts.

In fact, we have already spent some-
where close to $500 billion on the war—
none of it paid for. We send soldiers to
war and then are not willing to pay the
costs. The cost in lives and treasure for
this country is substantial. The ques-
tion that we are coming to grips with
in this Chamber, finally, at long last,
is, what do we make of all of this?
What kind of strategy do we develop?
How do we approach this in a way that
begins to decide what makes the best
sense for this country’s national inter-
est?

We have had many discussions about
that. I think we have arrived at some
points in that discussion that will
make a great deal of sense for this
country. But even as we discuss Iraq,
which is not the central front in the
war on terrorism, we have people com-
ing to the Congress and testifying be-
fore our committees and telling us the
greatest threat to our country—the
greatest threat to our country—is al-
Qaida. Then we go home, as we talk
about Iraq in the Senate, and we turn
on the television set and see that al-
Qaida is reconstituting training camps
in Pakistan, and we see that al-Qaida
is ramping up an opportunity with the
Taliban to begin operations in Afghani-
stan to threaten the Government of Af-
ghanistan.

So what do we make of all of that?
Well, there is a giant yawn, it seems to
me—just a giant yawn. Nobody cares.
Nobody says much about al-Qaida. If
this is the greatest terrorist threat to
our country, why is it not No. 1 on this
country’s agenda—eliminating the
leadership of al-Qaida?

The President says:

I don’t know where bin Laden is. I have no
idea and really don’t care. It’s not that im-
portant. It’s not our priority.

“I am truly not that concerned about
him,” the President says.

His intelligence chief comes to us
and says, ‘‘Al-Qaeda is the terrorist or-
ganization that poses the greatest
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threat to U.S. interests. . . .,”” and we
are not concerned about Osama bin
Laden, the man who boasted about
murdering thousands of American citi-
zens?

Then we read this in the morning pa-
pers:

Senior leaders of Al Qaeda operating from
Pakistan have re-established significant con-
trol over their once-battered worldwide ter-
ror network and over the past year have set
up a band of training camps in the tribal re-
gions near the Afghan border, according to
American intelligence and counterterrorism
officials.

American officials said there was mount-
ing evidence that Osama bin Laden and his
deputy, Ayman al-Zawahri, had been stead-
ily building an operations hub in the moun-
tainous Pakistani tribal area of North
Waziristan.

How many warnings do we need? How
often do we have to be told? Who has to
tell us before we understand what are
priorities are?

I have offered, with my colleague,
Senator CONRAD, a simple amendment
saying: Let’s keep our eye on the ball.
Every 6 months we should receive a
classified report to say what is being
done about this, where is the leader-
ship of al-Qaida. Are they still in a se-
cure hideout or hideaway in Pakistan?
If so, are the leaders of this country
helping us to try to eliminate that
leadership? What kind of resources are
necessary?

The President said some long while
ago the issue with respect to terrorism
is not just the terrorists but also those
who harbor them. If the leadership of
al-Qaida is in northern Pakistan, are
they being harbored by the Govern-
ment of Pakistan? Oh, I know, I am
worried about President Musharraf.
Sure. We all are. But is the Govern-
ment of Pakistan—reportedly a govern-
ment that has just made some sort of
commitment with the Taliban, sort of
a nonaggression pact with the Taliban,
a Taliban that is likely protecting and
hiding the leadership of al-Qaida—is
that in our national interest? I don’t
think so.

So I offer an amendment, a simple,
tiny, little amendment that says: Let’s
keep our eye on the ball. If this is the
greatest threat to our country, why is
it not ranked No. 1? Why is it relegated
to an “I don’t care; I don’t know where
he is or they are; it does not matter’’?

How about deciding this is a priority.

Why are we not able to get a vote on
this amendment? Why, after a week,
are we not able to get a vote? Why
would someone vote against this
amendment? Why would someone op-
pose an attempt by our country to de-
cide this is a priority? Why don’t we
have a vote and see if there are those
who are opposed? I don’t know. It is
very frustrating. We bring a bill to the
floor of the Senate dealing with 9/11.

Madam President, 9/11 was very sim-
ple and tragic; 9/11 was the day that a
terrorist organization named al-Qaida
hijacked airplanes, used those air-
planes, full of fuel, as guided missiles,
low-tech weaponry, to murder thou-
sands of Americans.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

We know who did it. They claimed
they did it. They boasted about it. Now
we are told by the top intelligence
chief in our country we know where
they are. And 2,002 days later, they are
still there. By the way, we still receive
messages from them from time to
time. They send an audio tape or a
video tape to Al Jazeera, and they
speak to us. So they exist. Our intel-
ligence chief says we know they exist
and where they are.

The question is, why is this country
not doing what it is required to do to
deal with the highest and most signifi-
cant terrorist threat that exists to the
United States? I do not understand it.

So the question will be, I guess, in
the coming hours, who is blocking this
amendment? Why are they blocking
this amendment? Why on Earth would
anyone oppose such an amendment? Is
the U.S. Congress willing to debate
these issues, make decisions on these
issues? I thought it was the great delib-
erative body in our country. You come
to the floor of the U.S. Senate and ex-
change views, and you have a debate, a
competition of ideas, and you select
the best from each rather than the
worst of both. That is what I thought
this was about. I am enormously proud
to be here. This is a great place. But it
is enormously frustrating to spend a
week on an amendment such as this
and then discover that there are people
who will decide you cannot have a vote
on an amendment. Why? Because they
are worried it might make somebody
look bad.

This amendment is not about making
anybody look bad. It is about turning
this country to aim at the greatest ter-
rorist threat that is described by our
top intelligence chief and deciding to
do something about it.

I come to the floor a third time now
talking about this in the context of the
other issues of Iraq and other matters
we will discuss, including trying to
pass the 9/11 bill. I do so recognizing a
lot of people have a lot of ideas around
here—some good, some bad. We vote on
many of them. This is an idea we ought
to vote on, and we ought to do it soon.

Madam President, I yield the floor
and suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, let
me inquire of the Senator from Maine.
The ranking member is here, but the
manager of the bill is not here. She has
heard my presentation, I guess, three
times now and perhaps is long tired of
it. But let me ask if there is an oppor-
tunity for me to propound a unanimous
consent request to get a vote on this
amendment. I know I visited with the
Senator from Connecticut and with the
Senator from Maine yesterday and, I
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think, the about this
amendment.

Could I get some expression from the
ranking member of the thinking of the
chairman and the ranking member
about getting a vote on this amend-
ment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine is recognized.

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, al-
though it appears nothing has been
happening today, in fact, there have
been extensive negotiations going on
behind the scenes with a list of amend-
ments from our side and from the Sen-
ator’s side. I know for a fact the Sen-
ator’s amendment is on that list and is
part of the discussions that are under-
way.

But the system of trying to clear
these amendments is a very time-con-
suming one. There are Senators on the
Democratic side who have objected to
clearing the list and there are Senators
on my side of the aisle who have ob-
jected to clearing the list.

But I can tell the Senator I person-
ally did ask for the Senator’s amend-
ment, as did the manager of the bill, to
be added to the list for those where we
would try to either clear them through
unanimous consent or we would try to
get a rollcall vote. I personally have no
objection to having a rollcall vote on
the Senator’s amendment or accepting
the Senator’s amendment, but we have
not yet completed the clearance proc-
ess. The reason I have remained on the
floor is in the hope that clearance will
occur. But I will tell the Senator there
are problems clearing the joint list on
both sides of the aisle.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized.

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, my
understanding is my amendment is not
on the list from the minority side. I do
not know whether that is true or not,
but I am told it is not on the list. If it
is on the list, I am enormously heart-
ened. As always, my colleague from
Maine is very cordial, and I have al-
ways enjoyed working with her.

My only inquiry is to try to find a
way, after a week, to be on the list so
we can move this amendment. I would
say to my colleague—and I know she
would agree with this—it is often the
case, as they say, where appearances
are deceiving. That is not necessarily
the case in the Senate. When it looks
as if we are not doing much, in most
cases we are not doing much.

I remain hopeful that behind the
scenes we will get a list in which we
will be able to clear a number of
amendments. At the end of that, I will
be the first to come to the floor to con-
gratulate the chairman and the rank-
ing member, who have exhibited enor-
mous patience. I have complained
about coming here now for a week, I
guess three times. They have been sit-
ting on the floor all week. So they
show even greater patience with re-
spect to the bill itself. My impatience
is about my amendment.

My hope will be that as lists are ex-
changed, I will find the name of this

day before
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amendment on the list and that it will
be cleared at some point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President,
first I thank my friend from North Da-
kota for his empathy for what the Sen-
ator from Maine and I are going
through. There is a particular syn-
drome here that probably psychiatrists
someday will analyze. But anyway, so
far we are surviving it. It is frus-
trating.

I support the amendment of the Sen-
ator from North Dakota. It makes emi-
nent sense to me in every way and it is
certainly relevant to this bill. We have
a process where we are trying to put
together a group of amendments from
both sides, and yet there are few people
whose amendments haven’t made it to
that list who are refusing to consent.
This is one of those moments of Senate
gridlock, but we are going to continue
to work at it. I in particular want to
reassure the Senator, my friend, we are
going to try to continue to work to get
his amendment passed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized.

Mr. DORGAN. Let me thank the Sen-
ator from Connecticut and the Senator
from Maine. No one that I know of ever
has accused the Senate of speeding. We
have never been accused of speeding. It
is a slow, deliberate, frustrating proc-
ess to get legislation done. I under-
stand that. No one has to have more
patience than those who have managed
the bill on the floor.

Let me look ahead with great antici-
pation of coming to the floor and
thanking both of them for allowing me
to get my amendment passed. I would
much prefer that than coming to the
floor in a crabby mood about an
amendment I couldn’t get done.

I thank them for their patience and
thank them for their work, and I hope
later today we will be able to clear
some of these amendments.

Mr. LOTT. Will the Senator yield? Is
it too late to object to the Senator’s
amendment?

Mr. DORGAN. The Senator has a
right to object to anything at any
time. In fact, there are some profes-
sional objectors, as we know, here in
the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine is recognized.

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, I
will point out we do have professional
objectors on both sides. We have people
who are eager to object to amendments
going forward. But the Senator from
Connecticut and I are working hard to
try to clear a list that could be accept-
ed by unanimous consent without roll-
call votes, and then I have just con-
firmed with my staff what I said a few
moments ago, that there is a second
list we are trying to clear for rollcall
votes. I am not saying the Senator’s
amendment has cleared the UC list, but
I am telling the Senator his amend-
ment remains on a list we are trying to
develop to have rollcall votes.
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Now, this is a difficult procedure be-
cause of the power of any Senator to
throw a monkey wrench into the
works, and we have a lot of monkey
wrenches and other tools that are
being thrown by Senators on both sides
of the aisle. But I do want to assure the
Senator his amendment is on a list the
Senator from Connecticut and I are
trying to clear for votes.

Thank you, Madam President. I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized.

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I
am in favor of pushing this from time
to time. Yesterday we had a vote on
something that was very instructive
and I appreciate the majority leader
pushing it to a vote.

We had for 2 years—2 years—a va-
cancy in the Assistant Secretary for
Indian Affairs position—for 2 years.
This is shameful. People are living in
Third World conditions in this country
and the head of the BIA had not been
confirmed. For 2 years it was vacant.
This was a nominee by the President,
and I supported the nominee. He sent it
up last fall. We didn’t get it done. He
sent it up earlier this year, and I im-
mediately moved it out of my com-
mittee. This is President Bush’s ap-
pointment, and a good one, I might
add. There was a hold on it. We finally
forced it to the floor of the Senate a
couple of days ago, and guess what.
The vote was 87 to 1. One person in the
Senate puts a hold on something and
the whole thing grinds to a halt.

Let’s force it in a vote, as my col-
league Senator REID did, and we will
discover who is trying to hold things
up. Let’s move ahead on these amend-
ments and have votes, and we will get
the best of what both sides have to
offer.

I yield the floor, and I make a point
of order that a quorum is not present.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the order for the quorum call be
rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that Monday, this
coming Monday, March 12 at 3 p.m.,
the Senate begin debate on the fol-
lowing: S.J. Res. 9, sponsored by Sen-
ator REID of Nevada; S. Res. 101, spon-
sored by Senator REID of Nevada; S.
Con. Res. 7T by Senator WARNER; S. Res.
70 by Senator MCCAIN; S. 641 by Sen-
ator GREGG; that there be 6 hours for
debate on these items en bloc on Mon-
day, equally divided between the two
leaders or their designees; that no
amendments or other motions be in
order to any of the above; that on
Tuesday, March 13 there be 6 more
hours for debate on the above, divided
in the same way; that at the conclu-
sion or yielding back of that time, the
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Senate vote on each of the above in the
above order; and that the preceding all
occur without intervening action or de-
bate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
reserving the right to object, we have
watched carefully our good friends on
the other side of the aisle on this issue
going back to January in an attempt
to reach some kind of a consensus on
their side of the aisle. I asked my staff
to go back and total up the number of
different proposals that have either
been proposed here on the floor or pro-
posed by one of our good friends on the
other side. There are 16 of them.

There was a Biden resolution and
then there was a Levin resolution.
Then there was a Reid-Pelosi resolu-
tion, the Murtha plan, the Biden-Levin
resolution, the Conrad funding cut.
There was a waiver plan, a timeline
plan, a Feingold resolution, an Obama
resolution, a Clinton resolution, a
Dodd resolution, a Kennedy resolution,
a Feinstein resolution, a Byrd resolu-
tion, a Kerry resolution, and today
would make No. 17.

At this particular juncture, having
just gotten this proposal, it would be
necessary, I would say to my good
friend, the majority leader, for me to
share it with members of my con-
ference. We also would want to make
certain it would still be the view of my
side that the Warner proposal, the
McCain proposal, and the Gregg pro-
posal would be the ones we would want
to offer. That was 3 weeks ago. I was
one of those privileged to hear a brief-
ing from General Petraeus over at the
Pentagon this morning. Conditions are
changing. We would have to go through
a fairly significant consultative proc-
ess on this side of the aisle to be able
to conclude exactly what we would
want to offer. I am prepared to begin
that process, but I can’t today agree to
this particular consent agreement.
Therefore, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The majority leader is recognized.

Mr. REID. Madam President, we all
recall that when we had the debate a
couple of weeks ago, the issue was
could the Republicans offer amend-
ments to the antisurge resolution that
was on the floor. The purpose of that,
of course, was to divert attention away
from the antisurge resolution. The
House and the Senate voted on the
antisurge resolution, and 56 percent of
the Senate and 56 percent of the House
voted against the surge.

I was of the understanding that fol-
lowing the discussion—following the
legislation that was completed on that
matter, Republicans wanted the oppor-
tunity to offer McCain, which was pro-
surge; Warner, which was middle
ground; and then Judd Gregg, which
was a feel-good amendment. At this
stage it appears they have changed
their opportunities.

I say this: This war has been going on
for 48 months—48 months. This war
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will soon be beginning the fifth year.
As of less than 2 weeks, the war will be
in its fifth year. When the Democrats
were in the minority, we tried lots of
ways to get the President to refocus on
this war, to change course. We have
been in the majority for 8 weeks and
what have we done? We have had al-
most 50 hearings on Iraq. These are
hearings that should have been done a
long time ago. We have 3,200 dead
American soldiers, 25,000 of them
wounded. We are now focusing on Wal-
ter Reed, and the same type of over-
sight we have at Walter Reed and our
other military facilities, taking care of
our wounded veterans, and then being,
some of them, dumped into the Vet-
erans’ Administration system prior to
their being able to be in that system.

We are being criticized for wanting to
go forward on the debate, as we
thought the minority wanted. General
Petraeus, today, from Irag—it was on
all the news—what did he say? He said
the war in Iraq cannot be won mili-
tarily. He said that. I didn’t say that,
he said it. It can only be won politi-
cally.

We believe, as does an overwhelming
majority of the American people, that
President Bush wants to change course
in Iraq. That is why we want to debate
that. We don’t want to take a lot of
time. It will be very short. But the
mission in Iraq has changed dramati-
cally during these 4 going on 5 years. I
am disappointed that again the minor-
ity does not want to debate on Iraq.

I say this: There will be a debate on
Iraq. The House and Senate, a majority
in the House and Senate agree that the
course in Iraq must change. Today, the
House propounded what they want to
do. Today, we propounded what we
want to do. They are basically the
same thing. Theirs is a little different
because they are getting on to a sup-
plemental appropriations bill. We can-
not do that. But it is the same prin-
ciple—change course in Iraq and rede-
ploy these troops.

We will have other opportunities to
debate Iraq. But at this stage I am very
disappointed we are not going to be
able to set up a time next week to go
forward. In the meantime, I have spo-
ken to the managers of this legislation
now before the body. Hopefully, we can
move forward.

I say to everyone here, any bags that
were packed for weekend travel should
be put on hold. Save that for some
other time. We could be in here over
the weekend. We could have as many as
three cloture votes over the weekend.
One will be on the package of bills that
has had no hearings or anything else.
We will do that. I guess it is an oppor-
tunity—filing that cloture—to see if
November 7 was correct; did the Demo-
crats win? I guess that is what that
first vote will be. I think it will be that
they did win. Then we will go to clo-
ture, if necessary, on the bill, and then
on the substitute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader is recognized.
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Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
let me agree with the majority leader
that the Iraq debate will be coming.
Nobody on my side objects to having
that debate. It is about supporting the
troops.

Shortly we will have before the Sen-
ate supplemental appropriations, which
is about funding for the troops. That
debate, I am certain, will occur, as the
majority leader indicated, before the
Easter recess. We will take a look at
the proposal he offered a few moments
ago to see whether it is possible to
have another Iraq debate next week be-
fore we have another one 2 weeks from
now. But I cannot agree to this today,
having just been handed the plan the
majority has a few moments ago, and
not having had an opportunity to con-
sult with my own side about what pro-
posals we might think would be appro-
priate to offer—some 3 weeks after the
last discussion of the possibility of en-
tering into a unanimous consent agree-
ment to handle this measure.

With regard to the status of the war,
I am certain nobody in this Chamber
objects to the fact we have not been at-
tacked here at home since 9/11. I doubt
if anybody in the Chamber thinks that
is a complete accident, some quirk of
fate. It is a direct result of having been
on offense in both Afghanistan and
Iraq. Nobody is satisfied with the
progress made in Iraq. That is why we
have a new Secretary of Defense and
why we have a new general, from whom
I and others heard this morning, indi-
cating there are early signs that this
mission may well succeed.

I don’t think we ought to say to our
troops in the middle of this new mis-
sion we are not going to support them.
That is what this is all about. We will
get back to the Iraq debate in due
time. Members on my side of the aisle
will be happy to engage. We think this
is the most important issue in the
country, and we look forward to having
that debate, at the latest in the con-
text of the supplemental appropriation.

I yield the floor.

Mr. REID. Before my friend leaves, 1
renew my consent making it 60 votes
rather than 50 votes. Does that affect
anything?

Mr. McCONNELL. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. McCONNELL. My objection is for
the same reason I objected to the ear-
lier consent agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WHITEHOUSE). The Senator from Cali-
fornia is recognized.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am
sorry the Republican leader was unable
to agree to the proposal put forward by
Senator REID on behalf of the Demo-
cratic majority of the Senate. It seems
to me my friends on the other side of
the aisle cannot accept yes for an an-
swer. They have wanted for a long time
to have a vote on the Gregg amend-
ment. Senator REID said, fine, we will
vote on the Gregg amendment.

Mr. REID. Will my friend yield for a
second?
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Mrs. BOXER. Yes, I am happy to.

Mr. REID. I want to make sure the
RECORD is clear. Speaking to the ma-
jority whip, I want to make sure every-
body understands we are going to get
to this, and whether we do it next week
or on the supplemental, we are going to
do it. We can do it on both. The issue
is that the House is on the supple-
mental already; therefore, they have
things they can do on it we cannot do
until we get to it.

Thank you very much.

Mrs. BOXER. Yes. I am glad the lead-
er explained that. The fact is, with the
approval of the other side, we could
have taken up the Iraq issue on Mon-
day, and we could all have been heard
all of Monday, Tuesday, and then voted
for the resolution that represented our
ideas, our thoughts, on how to proceed
in Iraq.

The fact is, that proposal was ob-
jected to by the Republicans. What was
that proposal? It was everything they
wanted last week. They wanted a vote
on the Gregg amendment. We said fine,
you can do it. They wanted a vote on
the Warner amendment. Senator REID
said you got it. They wanted a vote in
favor of the surge with the McCain
amendment. Senator REID had that in
his proposal. We Democrats are asking
for a vote on our proposal, which I will
talk about in a minute, and another
proposal that would be similar to Sen-
ator GREGG’S.

Republicans would have gotten three
of their amendments and proposals,
and we would have gotten, on our side,
two. But the Republicans cannot say
yes. What this means is Senator REID
is right. We are not going to debate
Iraq next week—at least not Monday.
We will debate it in the context of the
supplemental or, if we can reach agree-
ment, in the context of a unanimous
consent resolution.

I am very proud to be a cosponsor of
the Reid joint resolution. I want to
talk about what it does. It says we sup-
port the troops. It says the cir-
cumstances cited in the 2002 use of
force authorization have changed sub-
stantially. We all know that. It is not
the same. We went in to find weapons
of mass destruction. Then they
changed the mission to capture Sad-
dam Hussein. Then they changed the
mission to make it safe for an election.
Iraq has had three. Then they changed
the mission to train the Iraqi troops,
and they have now 300,000.

But I have to say that to see our
troops in the middle of a civil war is
not what we should be supporting. The
Iraq Study Group said that, and this
resolution says U.S. troops should not
be policing a civil war. The American
people agree with that. Further, we say
U.S. policy in Iraq must change to em-
phasize the need for a political solu-
tion.

We all know there will never, ever be
a solution, no matter how many troops
are sent to Iraq, and whether they stay
there a week, a month, a year, or 10
years, there will never be a solution
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until that solution is a political one,
where the countries in the region come
forward, where the various parties in
Iraq who are warring come to the table
and hammer out an agreement.

Now, we know what happened when
the President chose to go into Iraq. He
turned his back. He turned his back on
the war I voted for, the war against
Osama bin Laden. He turned his back
on the people of Afghanistan. Yes, we
are there. But if we had done with half
of the number of troops we had in Iraq
now, and if we had used those in Af-
ghanistan, and if we had spent maybe a
third of the funding we spent in Iraq in
Afghanistan, we would have a different
scene in Afghanistan. We would be in a
better place in Afghanistan.

So, clearly, what happened with the
Iraq war was it took our focus off the
war on terror. We call for the President
to properly transition the mission of
U.S. forces and begin a phased rede-
ployment no later than 120 days fol-
lowing enactment. So we will start
bringing the troops home. We Demo-
crats want to start bringing the troops
home and, if they don’t come home, re-
deploy them out of Iraqg to other
places. It is our goal to redeploy all
combat forces from Iraq by March 31,
2008.

I have to say, what I have heard from
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle, whenever we talk about a
timeline, is it is terrible to set a
timeline. I rhetorically ask, why?
Don’t we need to send a message to the
Iraqis that we will not hold their hands
forever, that they have to take care of
their own country, that we cannot keep
sending the treasure of our country in
the form of our troops forever? We have
lost too many. Too many are wounded.
I met with paralyzed veterans today. I
can tell you that from the look on
their faces, they are desperate for help
they are not getting. Why? Because we
have so many wounded, this adminis-
tration wasn’t ready for the numbers.
They never say that. They weren’t
ready. They weren’t ready to support
our troops.

Now, we need a comprehensive strat-
egy to ensure stability in Iraq. As I
said, we need a mission our troops can
accomplish. In our resolution, we call
for three limited purposes: force pro-
tection, training and equipping Iraqi
troops, and targeted counterterror op-
erations. So we say, for the troops re-
maining, they will not be in the middle
of a civil war, but they will protect our
forces who are there, they will train
and equip Iraqis and continue counter-
terror operations.

We want to change course. We want
to transition the mission and we want
to bring civility to Iraq. Now, that is
Senator REID’s proposal. I think the
vast majority of Democrats are sup-
porting it.

More than 3,176 U.S. military men
and women have been killed in the war
in Iraq. More than 23,900 have been
wounded. So it is not hard to under-
stand why a majority of the American
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people now believe the war in Iraq was
not worth fighting. The American peo-
ple understand our military and their
families are paying a very severe price
for this never-ending war. They under-
stand this administration’s foreign pol-
icy decisions have not only made us
less safe, but they have empowered
dangerous leaders such as the one in
Iran. It is time for us to begin the rede-
ployment of our forces from Iraq, just
as the Reid resolution recommends, so
we can return our focus to the war on
terror and fight that war from a posi-
tion of strength. We cannot defeat al-
Qaida while we are bogged down in the
middle of a civil war.

I do hope we can pass Senator DOR-
GAN’s resolution making a very strong
point that Osama bin Laden attacked
our country, and we want him cap-
tured.

Our troops have performed bril-
liantly. They have done everything
asked of them. They deserve the love
and support of a grateful Nation. When
you love the troops, you give them a
mission they can accomplish. You
don’t give them mission impossible.
You don’t give them a mission that
puts them in the middle of a civil war,
and that is why the Democratic pro-
posal is so important.

As former Secretary of State Mad-
eleine Albright recently told the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee, on
which I serve:

We have put our forces in the absurd posi-
tion of trying to prevent violence by all sides
against all sides. The Sunnis want us to pro-
tect them from the Shiites. The Shiites want
us on the sidelines so that they can consoli-
date their power. Both are divided among
themselves. . . .

This is what she said to our com-
mittee. I was there when she said it:

If T was a soldier on patrol in Baghdad, I
wouldn’t know whom to shoot at until I was
shot at, which is untenable.

An unclassified summary of the Na-
tional Intelligence Estimate on Iraq
states:

The intelligence community judges that
the word ‘‘civil war” accurately describes
key elements of the Iraqi conflict, including
the hardening of ethno-sectarian identities,
a sea change in the character of the violence,
ethno-sectarian mobilization, and population
displacements.

That is our intelligence community.
There is no military solution to the
situation in Iraq. The only sustainable
solution is a political and diplomatic
one, as I said previously.

Some warn us we must not redeploy
our troops from Iraq and take them out
of the middle of the civil war or else
there will be a larger civil war. But I
say we should heed the advice of Ed
Luttwak, a senior fellow at the Center
for Strategy and International Studies,
who said:

By interfering with the civil war [in Iraq],
we are prolonging it. . . .

Let me repeat that:

By interfering with the civil war [in Iraq],
we are prolonging it . . . we are intruding in
matters we cannot manage successfully. And
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therefore, I believe, that disengagement is
the right way to go.

I wish to talk about something that
gets Senators in trouble, and that is
using the words ‘‘love the troops.”

There is a lot of rhetoric about what
it means to love the troops. I say when
you love the troops, you give them
gear and equipment they need, and you
don’t tell them to settle for less. We re-
member Secretary Rumsfeld who said,
when asked by the troops about body
armor:

As you know, you have to go to war with
the Army you have, not the Army you want.

We will never forget that stinging re-
buke to a soldier who was deeply fear-
ful about the lack of armor, the lack of
equipment. That arrogant statement
shows why our service members were
left scrounging for scrap metal for
their vehicles and asking their families
back home to send bandages and body
armor.

What was interesting about the last
election is people said nothing will
change, nothing will change if the
Democrats win this election. The first
thing that happened was Rumsfeld was
gone in 5 minutes—in 5 minutes. So
elections have consequences, and I be-
lieve now we have a Secretary of De-
fense who seems to me to be trying to
grapple with the problems he is facing.
He isn’t arrogant, and he doesn’t tell
the troops to go get lost if they ask a
tough question.

The President is now increasing the
number of troops in Iraq. Today I
learned that in addition to the surge,
he is adding another 2,000 troops. But
we still know not all of them will have
the best equipment. This is unaccept-
able, and loving our troops has to be
more than a slogan. When you love
your troops, you send them into battle
adequately equipped.

When you love the troops, you don’t
lower the standards for their future
colleagues in arms. In order to meet re-
cruiting goals, the Army has signifi-
cantly lowered eligibility standards.
The number of waivers granted to
Army recruits with criminal back-
grounds has grown about 65 percent in
the last 3 years. Approximately 11 per-
cent, or 894, of the 8,120 waivers grant-
ed in 2006 were for people with felony
convictions. When you love the troops,
do you want to put them next to some-
one who has been convicted of a felony?

Our military men and women must
trust their fellow soldiers with their
lives. We must ensure that our mili-
tary meets the highest standards.

I compliment Congressman MURTHA,
who is known in this country as a war
hero, who has been there, who has done
that, who has seen things none of us
would ever want to see. He says we
can’t keep sending our troops back into
the field, into combat, without ade-
quate preparation, training, and the
highest standards—and rest.

I say that when you love the troops,
you don’t send them to moldy hospital
rooms to recuperate. You don’t do it.
Recent press reports have revealed that
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soldiers are languishing in substandard
facilities at Walter Reed Army Medical
Center. I thank my colleagues in the
Congress for investigating this matter
because some of us believe it is the tip
of the iceberg.

I have asked my State staff to go on
a tour of California hospitals and re-
port back to me as to conditions in
those hospitals.

An investigation by the Washington
Post found vermin, leaking pipes, and
mold at Walter Reed Building 18, an old
hotel used by outpatients receiving
care at the main Walter Reed Hospital
facility.

The Post also highlighted larger and
even more disturbing problems related
to personnel management and record-
keeping. Soldiers complained of lost
paperwork, of difficulty locating their
appointments and of months—even as
long as 2 years—spent trying to navi-
gate a bureaucratic nightmare. Accord-
ing to the Post, some soldiers have
simply given up trying to receive care
and have gone home.

I wish to point out to the Senate—be-
cause we all know there are deep dif-
ferences about this war—I want people
to know that although Senator LIEBER-
MAN and I do not see eye to eye on this
war—and he will say that and I will say
that; we see it from a different point of
view—we have teamed up to try and
make sure our soldiers on the battle-
field get the mental health help they
must have.

We are disturbed about some of the
rules, about what we have found in our
investigation with our staffs. And that
is, many times doctors are overruled
by the officers and a doctor will say:
Do not send this individual out because
they have post-traumatic stress and
sometimes, unfortunately, we have
learned the doctor doesn’t hold sway,
and the soldier is sent out with a pock-
etful of antidepressants, just as you
would give someone aspirin for a head-
ache.

This isn’t good enough for our sol-
diers. Senator LIEBERMAN and I are
now working with Senator MURRAY,
Senator INOUYE, Senator LEVIN, and
Senator AKAKA to try and make sure
our soldiers get the care they need,
whether it is physical injury or mental
injury.

I went to a hospital in San Francisco.
I saw x-rays of brains that were dam-
aged by explosions, and then I saw x-
rays of brains of people who had post-
traumatic stress. The doctors told me
that in both cases, you see the damage.
You can’t tell one from the other.

So when you love the troops, you
don’t send them back into combat with
post-traumatic stress and a bottle of
antidepressants. You don’t do it. Trag-
ically, we know this is happening.

As part of the 2007 Defense authoriza-
tion bill, my legislation passed requir-
ing the DOD to issue guidelines as to
the deployability of servicemembers
with post-traumatic stress, but the
DOD has not issued the guidelines and
servicemembers with PTSD, post-trau-
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matic stress disorder, continue to be
deployed.

When you love the troops, you don’t
reduce the number of permanent dis-
ability decisions to save money, when
so many of these troops are, in fact,
permanently disabled. Recent press re-
ports in my hometown paper, the
Desert Sun in California, have sug-
gested that the Army is trying to save
money by giving our troops less of a
disability rating than they deserve, de-
spite an enormous spike in the number
of battlefield injuries resulting from
service in Iraq and Afghanistan.

Now, after nearly 4 years in Iraq,
which was supposed to be a walk in the
park, a mission easily accomplished,
an enemy in the last throes, it is time
to tell this President the time is up for
his ever-changing mission.

Our troops, whom we all love, deserve
more than broken promises, broken
bodies, and broken dreams. It is time
that Congress, following the will of the
voters, start redeploying the troops out
of Iraq now, as Britain has done, as
Japan has done, as Italy has done, as
Hungary has done, as Spain has done,
as Portugal has done, as Norway has
done.

It is time to say to the President
that the authorization you received
from this Congress has to come to an
end, just like your coalition of the will-
ing is coming to an end. The American
people want this over.

The Democratic resolution that Sen-
ator REID tried to get before our body
is reasonable. It is not a cut-and-run
resolution. It is a resolution that says:
Start redeploying the troops out of
there, change the mission, as the Iraq
Study Group suggested, take our
troops out of the middle of a civil war,
give them missions they can accom-
plish—force protection, training and
equipping Iraqi troops, targeted coun-
terterrorism operations so we can con-
tinue that war against al-Qaida for
which I voted.

I didn’t vote for this one. This one is
a diversion from the war on terror, in
my humble opinion.

My people in California want their
National Guard home protecting them
in case of emergency. I met with my
National Guard. They are short of
equipment. In a State such as mine
where we have earthquakes, fire, flood,
drought—every kind of problem one
can name—we want our National
Guard home and ready. There are ter-
ror targets in my State. We do have
those symbols of America that the ter-
rorists would love to target.

We want our troops back home. We
are willing to say if you get them out
of a civil war, if you want to keep them
in the area to do a limited number of
missions, that make sense, fine. It is
time for diplomacy. It is time for a po-
litical solution. It is time for this Sen-
ate to take up Harry Reid’s offer and
allow us to vote on our resolution that
starts redeploying the troops out of
Iraq and bring up Senator WARNER’S
resolution and bring up Senator
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GREGG’s resolution and bring up Sen-
ator MCCAIN’s resolution—bring them
all to the floor of the Senate. But don’t
block us from having this debate which
we were ready to start on Monday.

I hope my Republican friends will re-
consider. This is not the first time they
have blocked us from debate on Iraq.
We respect their points of view. We
honor their points of view. We encour-
age them to support the resolutions
that they support. But don’t block a
debate.

In closing, I compliment my friends,
the managers of this 9/11 bill. This is
such an important bill. It is so impor-
tant. I restrained myself from offering
amendments on this bill. I had some-
thing I wanted to do regarding blast-re-
sistant cargo containers, but I didn’t
want to hold up getting this bill done.
We can work on some of the fine points
later.

I hope colleagues on both sides will
vote to bring debate to a close on this
9/11 bill. Both our colleagues have
worked so hard on it, and the 9/11 Com-
mission has warned us we have work to
do. We are so happy to see this bill on
the floor. So let’s get it done as soon as
possible, and then let’s go to a debate
on a cloud that is hanging over all our
heads, regardless of how one feels
about this war. Let’s have that Senate
debate, that respectful debate on how
to achieve success and bring our troops
home from Iraq.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
wish to notify our colleagues who are
watching, or their staffs, that there is
good news to report. There has been a
break in the gridlock, and I soon will
be propounding a unanimous consent
agreement that will provide for a lim-
ited period of time for debate and then
votes on four amendments that have
been in dispute, perhaps one or two ju-
dicial nominations after that, and that
will open the way for Senator COLLINS
and me to move to adopt several other
amendments we have been working on
and on which there is bipartisan agree-
ment, and those we can do by consent.
So, in a few moments, I hope we can
come forward to offer this light which
suggests a breakthrough as we head to
the cloture votes tomorrow.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. I ask unani-
mous consent to speak as in morning
business for no more than 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

WALTER REED

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, we have had hearings this week
in several of our committees on the sit-
uation at Walter Reed Army Hospital
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and the great public service that the
Washington Post has done in their in-
vestigative piece bringing to light the
conditions that our soldiers surely
should not be in. Naturally, there is no
excuse for there to be mold and leaking
ceilings and pipes that do not work,
and so forth. It seems to foretell a
greater problem since the Post brought
this to light. More people have asked
questions about the delivery of health
care to our wounded soldiers, sailors,
marines, anyone representing the
United States, particularly in service
to the country. There are just too
many things that keep coming up that
the system is not working as it should.

A major injury that we are finding
coming out of Iraq and Afghanistan is
traumatic brain injury, called TBI. If it
is not diagnosed and treated early,
then many times the effects are irre-
versible. Why is it that the inspector
general of the Department of Veterans
Affairs, in an IG report last July, July
of 2006, points out that in traumatic
brain injury, if you are in the military
compared to if you have that injury in
the private sector, it takes three times
as long?

These are the very young men and
women we are supposed to be pro-
tecting and looking out for their
health because we are so appreciative
of their service to this country. Indeed,
that inspector general’s report points
out that if you are in the private sector
and you have a brain injury, you are at
least going to get that treatment with-
in 2 weeks. The IG report says that if
you are in the military, you are not
going to get that treatment on average
until 6 weeks later. That is the dif-
ference—a lifetime of debilitation by
not having the early treatment for
that brain injury.

So the word is out.

I am headed to one of four trauma
centers in the country. It happens to be
in my State, a veterans hospital that is
one of the specialty training centers,
specialty centers for brain injuries. It
is in the Tampa VA hospital, the Haley
Hospital. Of course, now that this has
been in the news, I have been getting
these questions about: Are they getting
the kind of care they should? I hear
some people who say yes, I hear others
who say it is excellent care, and I hear
others who say it is not. Well, we are
going to find out. That is the responsi-
bility of this Senator from the State of
Florida. That is the responsibility of
this Senator, a member of the Senate
Armed Services Committee.

Let me tell my colleagues what else
we are hearing. We are hearing that in
this bureaucratic tape, this is what is
happening: The soldier comes back
from Iraq, is diagnosed with the trau-
matic brain injury, somebody makes a
decision that they ought to go to one
of those four VA hospitals that have a
specialty for brain injury, but they do
not get the paperwork processed to get
them out of the military so that they
are then eligible for the veterans. Be-
lieve it or not, I heard of cases where
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they send the soldier down there, they
get to the veterans hospital for brain
treatment, and they say: We cannot
treat you; you have not been released
from the military.

How bad is that bureaucratic
mumbo-jumbo? Who is the victim? The
very people for whom we have set up a
system of military hospitals and vet-
erans hospitals to try to give the best
care to. This nonsense has got to stop.

It is my hope that as a result of the
Post bringing to light deplorable condi-
tions in Building 18 at Walter Reed
Army Hospital, it is scratching back
the surface to see what is underneath,
and whether it be the conditions in a
hospital, veterans or military, whether
it be bureaucratic handling of that hos-
pital, military or veterans, or whether
it is the administrative bureaucratic
handling of the patient between the
two systems, that we get it straight-
ened out. We owe no less to the people
who are sacrificing for this country.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceed to call
the roll.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
SON of Florida). Without objection, it is
so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. Well, Mr. President, here
is one of my speeches I guess I am
going to have to make every fortnight,
but it is 6:20—it is on Thursday—and
here we stand or mostly sit or hide and
will not act on important amendments
on this legislation because our col-
leagues will not come to agreement on
some provision or another in the man-
agers’ package or some amendment.

I say to my colleagues, this is no way
to legislate. If you have a problem, get
over here and state it. If you have an
objection, have the courage to stand
up—be the man or the woman—and ex-
press your objection.

This is outrageous, and I am not
blaming our leadership. It is not them.
It is us. This whole bill has been a curi-
osity to me because I thought we were
making good progress, and then we
were not, and then I thought we were
going to again, and now we are not.

So I tell you—it is not my authority
to do so—but if I had the ability to
wave a wand, I would say we are going
to vote. If you don’t like it, vote
against it, but you are not stopping
these amendments.

So I urge everybody involved—wheth-
er it is my colleagues on this side of
the aisle or the other side—come over
here and let’s get going because we
look pathetic when we do this sort of
thing. It is just outrageous. We have
votes we could take. We have two
judges. Let’s vote. Let’s have a vote on
the judges, and it will give us a chance
to explain to our colleagues what the
problem is with these other amend-
ments.

The
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So I plead with somebody: Pull the
trigger. Let’s have a vote. Then let’s
get some results around here. I am tell-
ing you, we all look bad. Did we not
hear the American people? They want
us to produce results. I have looked at
these amendments. There is nothing
wrong with any of these amendments.
It is going to be injurious to the insti-
tution, to the Republicans and the
Democrats. And, yes, I admit, I am
outraged because I want to go home
and be with my wife, have supper, and
live a normal life. I would suggest some
of our other colleagues do that. Maybe
we could get a little more done around
here and not look so bad in the process.

I want to say to the managers of the
bill, I love them both, and I think they
have been doing the very best they can.
They are ready to go. So it is a dis-
service to Senator LIEBERMAN and Sen-
ator COLLINS, who have been managing
this bill, which, yes, has problems, but
we are never going to get them re-
solved, never going to get to a reason-
able conclusion without actually hav-
ing some votes.

When was the last time we had a vote
around here? I can’t even remember.
Yesterday?

So Senator LIEBERMAN, I know you
would like to get the show on the road.
I support anything you want to do. If
you want to just move the previous
question, I am for that, or any other
motion you want to make that would
get the process started. A motion to
table—that would be good. We could
get going.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr.
thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I say to my friend
from Mississippi, first, I want to con-
gratulate you on your normalcy; that
you actually want to get home and
have dinner with your wife. That is a
very healthy thing to do.

Mr. LOTT. I know it is abnormal for
Senators.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. No, I think it is
normal. But I would say—I will yield to
Senator COLLINS in a moment—that
we, as managers of this bill, really ap-
preciate what you have said because we
started on the bill last Wednesday. We
had some good, healthy debate on a se-
ries of amendments that went to the
heart of what the bill is about. Frank-
ly, those amendments are done.

Now this bill is ready to be adopted
and sent to conference, and what has
happened, as always happens, is people
see a vehicle moving, and jump on it
with related or unrelated amendments.
Incidentally, of all the amendments
filed, apparently only seven or eight
are going to survive as germane, pre-
suming cloture is invoked tomorrow.

So people get to be—well, they see a
horse moving and they want to jump
on. Also, then others get to be quite de-
manding and, might I say respectfully,
occasionally unreasonable in blocking
votes on the amendments. It is one
thing to be against an amendment, but

President, I
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let’s come out, vote on it. You can
have your say. The record will be es-
tablished. But to block the amendment
from coming up that then blocks this
important bill—which most of us will
support—from going forward, that does
not make sense.

So I appreciate the Senator’s exacer-
bation.

Mr. President, I yield to my friend,
the ranking member of the committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I, too,
want to commend the Senator from
Mississippi for putting forth a com-
monsense solution to the impasse in
which we find ourselves. The Senator
from Connecticut and I have been on
the floor all day long. We have worked
with our colleagues. We have come up
with a group of amendments which we
believe could be cleared by unanimous
consent because they are not con-
troversial. Yet can we clear that pack-
age? No. We cannot because even
though there is no objection to the spe-
cific amendments in that package,
they are being held up by Senators who
want other amendments or are trying
to ensure or block votes on other pro-

posals.
We also came up with a set of amend-
ments tonight—two Democratic

amendments, two Republican amend-
ments—that warrant rollcall votes.
Two on each side, what could be fairer?
Yet we cannot get rollcall votes.

If Members are opposed to amend-
ments, come to the floor, debate them,
and vote no, but do not prevent us from
moving forward on a very important
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator from Maine and the Senator
from Connecticut for their work. I ad-
mire them both so much.

Can I inquire, Mr. President, what is
the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question is Sununu amend-
ment No. 291 to the substitute to S. 4.

Mr. LOTT. Parliamentary inquiry,
Mr. President: Would a motion to move
the previous question be a proper way
to proceed?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
no such motion in the Senate.

Mr. LOTT. Would a motion to table
be in order, Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A motion
to table is in order.

Mr. LOTT. It is not my prerogative,
but I am threatening it.

With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor and suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
have a unanimous consent request to
offer, unfortunately not as large as I
had hoped, but it may bring the Sen-
ators here to the floor and we could
reason and go beyond this matter.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to executive session to
consider the nominations, Nos. 27 and
28; that the Senate immediately vote
on the first nomination to be imme-
diately followed by a vote on the sec-
ond nomination; and that the motions
to reconsider be laid upon the table,
the President be immediately notified
of the Senate’s action, and the Senate
then resume legislative session; and
that there be 2 minutes for debate be-
tween the votes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

——
EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF JOHN ALFRED
JARVEY TO BE UNITED STATES
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF IOWA

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, who is
the first nominee?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the nomination of John Alfred Jarvey,
of Iowa, to be United States District
Judge for the Southern District of
Iowa.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. Presdient, today we
consider the nomination of John A.
Jarvey, who has been nominated for a
seat on the U.S. District Court for the
Southern District of Iowa. In his 18
years as a U.S. Magistrate Judge in the
Northern District of Iowa, dJudge
Jarvey has built upon his reputation as
is a well-respected attorney and former
federal prosecutor and earned the bi-
partisan support of both home State
Senators. I know Senator GRASSLEY,
who has been a strong advocate for
Judge Jarvey on the committee, will
welcome his confirmation.

A native of Minneapolis, MN, Judge
Jarvey received his B.S. in accounting
from the University of Akron in 1978
and his J.D. from Drake University in
1981 before clerking for Judge Donald
E. O’Brien in the Northern District of
Iowa. After his clerkship, Judge Jarvey
began his career as a trial attorney in
the criminal division of the Justice De-
partment from 1983 to 1987, working in
the narcotic and dangerous drug Sec-
tion before his appointment as a mag-
istrate judge for the Northern District
of Iowa in 1987. He is now the chief
magistrate judge of that district. Since
1993, Judge Jarvey has also been trial
advocacy instructor at Iowa Law
School since 1993.
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With his confirmation today, the
Senate will have confirmed nine judi-
cial nominations for lifetime appoint-
ments this year. That is more than half
the total of confirmations for the en-
tire 1996 session and we are still in Feb-
ruary of this year. Of course, it was the
Republican Senate majority that re-
fused to proceed with qualified nomi-
nees and slowed consideration of Presi-
dent Clinton’s nominations.

Indeed, one of the casualties of their
pocket filibusters was an outstanding
nominee from Iowa. Bonnie Campbell
had served as attorney general for the
State of Iowa and as the head of the Vi-
olence Against Women Office at the
Department of Justice. Despite her
qualifications and without any expla-
nation, the Republican leadership in
the Senate stalled her nomination for
many months and then killed it. Hers
was one of the more than 60 judicial
nominations of President Clinton that
Republicans pocket filibustered.

President Bush’s nominations from
Iowa have fared better in a Demo-
cratic-controlled Senate than Presi-
dent Clinton’s did under Republican
control. Judge Jarvey will be the third
Iowa District Court judge confirmed
while I have been chairman of the Judi-
cial Committee. We also confirmed an
8th Circuit nominee from Iowa, Mi-
chael Melloy, when I was last Chair-
man.

I have long urged the President to fill
vacancies with consensus nominees.
After Judge Jarvey’s confirmation, ac-
cording to the Administrative Office of
the U.S. Courts there will still be some
51 judicial vacancies, 256 of which have
been deemed to be judicial emer-
gencies. The President has sent the
Senate nominations for only 22 of those
seats, and has yet to send us nominees
for 17 of the judicial emergency vacan-
cies. That means two-thirds of the judi-
cial emergency vacancies are without a
nominee from this President.

I congratulate Judge Jarvey, his
wife, and his three children on his con-
firmation today.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
urge my colleagues to support Judge
John Jarvey, who has been nominated
to serve as a U.S. district judge for the
Southern District of Iowa. The Judici-
ary Committee unanimously approved
Judge Jarvey some time ago, and I am
glad that now we are moving expedi-
tiously on his nomination.

I would like to give my colleagues a
little background on this stellar nomi-
nee. Judge Jarvey comes from Cedar
Rapids, TA. Since 1987, he has been the
chief U.S. magistrate judge for the U.S.
district court, Northern District of
Iowa. He also has been a trial advocacy
instructor at the University of Iowa
Law School since 1993.

I received many letters from the
Iowa legal community praising Judge
Jarvey’s judicial temperament, cour-
teousness to litigants, and respect for
and commitment to our judicial sys-
tem. He has been praised for his judi-
cial ethics and abilities as an adminis-
trator. Many letters commented on
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Judge Jarvey’s intelligence, command
of the law and rules of evidence, and
his fairness.

Judge Jarvey has been given a unani-
mous rating of ‘“‘well qualified” by the
ABA.Iam confident that this man pos-
sesses the skill, integrity, commit-
ment, intellect, and temperament that
we expect of all good judges. So I urge
my colleagues to vote in support of
Judge Jarvey’s nomination.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I know
the nominee has been voted on unani-
mously by the Judiciary Committee
and has the support of both Senators
from Iowa. I support the nominee. I ask
for the yeas and nays on that nomina-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The question is: Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the nomination of
John Alfred Jarvey, of Iowa, to be U.S.
District Judge for the Southern Dis-
trict of Towa?

The yeas and nays are ordered. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland (Mr. CARDIN),
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
DoDD), and the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) are necessarily ab-
sent.

Mr. LOTT. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE) and the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. McCAIN).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 95,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 67 Ex.]

YEAS—95

Akaka Dorgan Mikulski
Alexander Durbin Murkowski
Allard Ensign Murray
Baucus Enzi Nelson (FL)
Bayh Feingold Nelson (NE)
Bennett Feinstein Obama
Biden Graham Pryor
Bingaman Grassley Reed
gond greg% Reid

oxer agel Roberts
Brown Harkin Rockefeller
Brownback Hatch Salazar
Bunning Hutchison Sanders
Burr Inouye Schumer
Byrd Isakson Sessions
Cantwell Kennedy
Carper Kerry Shellby
Casey Klobuchar Smith
Chambliss Kohl Snowe
Clinton Kyl Specter
Coburn Landrieu Stabenow
Cochran Lautenberg Stevens
Coleman Leahy Sununu
Collins Levin Tester
Conrad Lieberman Thomas
Corker Lincoln Thune
Cornyn Lott Vitter
Craig Lugar Voinovich
Crapo Martinez Warner
DeMint McCaskill Webb
Dole McConnell Whitehouse
Domenici Menendez Wyden

NOT VOTING—b5

Cardin Inhofe McCain
Dodd Johnson

The nomination was confirmed.
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Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I under-
stand we have a second nomination
now.

———

NOMINATION OF SARA ELIZABETH
LIOI TO BE UNITED STATES DIS-
TRICT JUDGE FOR THE NORTH-
ERN DISTRICT OF OHIO

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the nomination.

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Sara Elizabeth Lioi, of Ohio,
to be United States District Judge for
the Northern District of Ohio.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today we
consider the nomination of Sara Eliza-
beth Lioi for a lifetime appointment to
a seat on the Northern District of Ohio.
Hers will be the tenth judicial nomina-
tion for a lifetime appointment to the
Federal courts that the Senate has al-
ready considered this year.

Judge Lioi has spent nearly 10 years
on the Stark County Court of Common
Pleas. I am sure Senator VOINOVICH,
who appointed her to the bench when
he was Governor of Ohio, will welcome
her confirmation. I thank Senator
BROWN for expediting his consideration
of this nomination. This process works
best when the White House consults
with Senators from both sides of the
aisle.

Judge Lioi received her B.A. from
Bowling Green State University in
1983, where she graduated summa cum
laude, and her J.D. from Ohio State
University College of Law in 1987. She
worked in private practice with Day,
Ketterer, Raley, Wright & Rybolt Ltd.
in Canton, OH, upon graduation from
law school. Her practice included ap-
pellate and trial litigation and service
as special counsel to Stark State Col-
lege of Technology. She was elected a
principal of her law firm in 1993 and
stayed there until Governor Voinovich
appointed her to the bench in 1997.
Judge Lioi has been active in the judi-
cial and legal community, serving on a
statewide Board of Commissioners on
Character and Fitness, the Supreme
Court’s Board of Commissioners on
Grievances and Discipline, and the Su-
preme Court of Ohio Task Force on
Rules of Professional Conduct.

With Judge Lioi’s confirmation, we
will have confirmed all the district
court nominees left pending on the
Senate’s Executive Calendar at the end
of the last Congress when Republican
holds prevented us from confirming
them all. We have worked hard to expe-
dite these nominations through the
committee and the Senate this year. I
thank particularly the new Members
for allowing us to proceed so quickly
and congratulate Judge Lioi and her
family on her confirmation today.

We have now proceeded with 10 con-
firmations even though the President
did not renominate Judge Janet Neff
for one of the many emergency vacan-
cies that plague the Western District of
Michigan. Last year the Senators from
Michigan had worked with the White
House and the President had proceeded
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to nominate her. The Democratic
members of the committee cooperated
to expedite her consideration along
with others. Last September 16, we
held a confirmation hearing for her and
other nominees on an expedited basis
and the committee sent them to the
Senate without a single objection on
September 29.

Regrettably, rather than meet to
work out a process to conclude the con-
sideration of judicial nominations last
session, the Republican leadership of
the Senate stalled these nominations
and, in particular, the President’s nom-
ination of Judge Janet Neff. After the
Senate session in October, I learned
that several Republicans were object-
ing to Senate votes on some of Presi-
dent Bush’s judicial nominees. Accord-
ing to press accounts, Senator BROWN-
BACK had placed a hold on Judge Neff’s
nomination, even though he raised no
objection to her nomination when she
was unanimously reported out of Judi-
ciary Committee. He later sent ques-
tions to Judge Neff about her attend-
ance at a commitment ceremony held
by some family friends several years
ago in Massachusetts. Senator BROWN-
BACK spoke of these matters and his
concerns on one of the Sunday morning
talk shows.

Could it really be that Judge Neff’s
attendance at a commitment ceremony
of a family friend failed some Repub-
lican litmus test of ideological purity,
that her lifetime of achievement and
qualifications were to be ignored, and
that her nomination was to be pocket
filibustered by Republicans?

I do not know why the President has
not chosen to renominate Judge Neff.
The situation in the Western District
of Michigan is quite dire. Judge Robert
Holmes Bell, Chief Judge of the West-
ern District, wrote to me and to others
about the situation in that district,
where several judges on senior status—
one over 90 years old—continue to
carry heavy caseloads. Judge Bell is
the only active judge. Senator BROWN-
BACK, who raised concern about the
burdens falling on senior judges in his
home State, should be sensitive to the
dire situation in the Western District
of Michigan exacerbated by his hold.

I have long urged the President to fill
vacancies with consensus nominees,
particularly for those determined to be
judicial emergencies. According to the
Administrative Office of the U.S.
Courts, after Judge Lioi’s confirma-
tion, there will remain 50 judicial va-
cancies, 256 of which—more than half—
have been deemed to be judicial emer-
gency vacancies. Of those 25 judicial
emergency vacancies, the President
has yet to send us nominees for 17 of
them. That means two-thirds of the ju-
dicial emergency vacancies are without
a nominee from the President. That in-
cludes the judicial emergency vacancy
that Judge Neff should have filled
months ago but for another Republican
pocket filibuster.
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Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time. I see the ranking
member on the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio is recognized.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President,
thank you for allowing me to speak on
behalf of a very deserving person from
the State of Ohio, as the Senate con-
siders her nomination to the Federal
bench. I am here to express my strong
support for Judge Sara Lioi, who the
President has nominated to serve on
the U.S. District Court for the North-
ern District of Ohio.

Judge Lioi has a distinguished and
impressive record as an attorney in pri-
vate practice, as an Ohio Court of Com-
mon Pleas Judge, and as a community
leader in Stark County, Ohio, where
she has deep roots.

A native of Stark County, Judge Lioi
graduated from GlenOak High School
and from Bowling Green State Univer-
sity, where she graduated summa cum
laude and earned the distinction of Phi
Beta Kappa.

Later, Judge Lioi went on to attend
my law school alma mater, the Moritz
College of Law at the Ohio State Uni-
versity, receiving her law degree in
1987. After graduating from law school,
Judge Lioi joined the law firm of Day,
Ketterer, the oldest law firm in Stark
County, Ohio, as an associate. Judge
Lioi was later recognized by her col-
leagues when they elected her to the
firm’s partnership in 1993.

As an attorney, she represented indi-
viduals, schools, and other institutions
of higher learning, cities, small busi-
nesses, and multinational corporations.
While in private practice, she rep-
resented clients at both the trial and
appellate levels.

In November 1997, when I was Gov-
ernor, I appointed Judge Lioi to fill a
vacancy on the Stark County Common
Pleas Court. Since then, Stark County
voters have twice reelected her.

Since ascending to the bench, Judge
Lioi has disposed of over 9,500 cases and
conducted over 350 trials, over 335 of
which were jury trials. In sum, she has
broad courtroom experience, both on
and off the bench. This extensive expe-
rience will serve her well as a Federal
trial court judge.

Judge Lioi has also earned the re-
spect of her colleagues and fellow at-
torneys. During her time as a prac-
ticing attorney, she served on the Su-
preme Court of Ohio Board of Commis-
sioners on Grievances and Discipline,
and for over 10 years, Judge Lioi has
served on the Supreme Court of Ohio
Board of Commissioners on Character
and Fitness, including the last 5 as the
Chair of this Commission.

I believe her service on these impor-
tant commissions evidences the high
esteem in which members of the Ohio
bar hold her, and is testimony of her
excellent character.

Judge Lioi’s legal credentials are not
the only reasons I support her nomina-
tion. Today, too many people do not
take the time to become involved in
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their communities; however, Judge
Lioi remains involved in a number of
civic organizations. A graduate of
Leadership Stark County, she has re-
mained active with that program, as
well as other not-for-profit community
agencies, including Community Serv-
ices of Stark County, Stark County
Humane Society, Walsh University Ad-
visory Board, and the Plain Local
Schools Foundation. We need judges
who not only have exceptional legal
skills, but who also recognize how the
law impacts individuals and commu-
nities, and involvement in one’s com-
munity facilitates this understanding.
Judge Lioi has this understanding be-
cause she is participating in her com-
munity every day.

As a result of Judge Lioi’s fine aca-
demic and professional achievements, 1
am not surprised that the American
Bar Association unanimously found her
well-qualified to serve as a Federal dis-
trict court judge.

In reviewing Judge Lioi’s academic
and professional record, it is clear that
she is well-qualified to serve as a judge
on the U.S. District Court for the
Northern District of Ohio, and I urge
my colleagues to vote to approve her
nomination to the Federal bench.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am will-
ing to have a voice vote if nobody
wants a rollcall vote.

Mr. VOINOVICH. I agree that we can
have a voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired. The question is, Will the
Senate advise and consent to the nomi-
nation of Sara Elizabeth Lioi, of Ohio,
to be United States District Judge for
the Northern District of Ohio.

The nomination was confirmed.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the President will
be notified of the Senate’s actions.

————
LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
return to legislative session.

Mr. CARPER. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

IMPROVING AMERICA’S SECURITY
ACT OF 2007—Continued

Mr. REID. Mr. President, there will
be no more votes tonight. We are work-
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ing to try to come up with a schedule
tomorrow. As soon as we have one, ev-
eryone will be notified.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I rise
for the purpose of speaking about two
amendments. I wish to say that I really
appreciate the efforts of the Senator
from Connecticut and the Senator from
Maine, who have literally been on this
floor all day. As you can tell, the Sen-
ator from Maine has been struggling
with a cold through the week. She has
been as brave as she can, trying to get
this important bill passed even though
she doesn’t feel at her best. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut has been work-
ing hard.

For some reason, we just can’t seem
to get a vote on two amendments that
are very important to Louisiana. These
amendments have been cosponsored by
Senator VITTER, of course, from the
State of Louisiana, and myself. Both of
these amendments have been cleared
on the Democratic side now for some
time. We continue to have opposition,
and we are not even sure where the op-
position is coming from because the
person who is holding it or the reasons
cannot be made clear publicly, so I am
not exactly sure what the opposition is
to these two amendments.

I thought, while we were pondering
about what to do, I would just talk
again about what these amendments do
and why they are so important.

AMENDMENT NO. 295

The first amendment is amendment
No. 295, which has been pending for 2
weeks. I understand some colleagues
may want to vote no. That most cer-
tainly is their prerogative. I bring this
amendment to the floor with many co-
sponsors, Democrats and Republicans,
but it is being held up on the Repub-
lican side tonight. It has been cleared
on the Democratic side.

This amendment is to allow a waiver
of the 10-percent match that has been
required of Katrina and Rita recovery
efforts. The reason we are asking that,
as this board very dramatically shows,
is the scale of this disaster is so far
above any disaster, natural or other-
wise, that we have experienced in this
country that without this relief, the
recovery is in jeopardy. That is not
just because of the amount of money
that has to be put up by local govern-
ments that are struggling to literally
barely keep the lights on but also be-
cause of the redtape involved in this re-
quired match.

I understand the principle of a
match. In principle, I agree that when
you have a disaster, the local area and
the State should put up some money
and the Federal Government should
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pick up the bulk of it. That is normally
what is done. But as you can see here,
for Hurricane Andrew, which was the
most expensive storm prior to Katrina
and Rita, the per capita impact was
$139. The per capita impact was $139 for
Hurricane Andrew. In the World Trade
Center attacks, which, of course, were
not a natural disaster but a terrorist
attack, it was $390 per capita. But for
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, the first
and third most costly storms in the
history of the Nation, the per capita
hit to Louisiana is $6,700. That is to say
that, literally, this storm is off the
chart. We have never attempted to re-
cover from a disaster such as this, and
the tools we have are insufficient. They
were insufficient the day before the
storms hit. They were insufficient the
day after the storm hit. Eighteen
months later, they are still insuffi-
cient.

We have made some progress but not
nearly enough progress. It is not just
the amount of money, which is a stag-
gering amount—3$110 billion—but most
of that money, because it was sent
through poorly designed bureaucracies,
never reached the end. Part of it was
siphoned off by contractors who made
huge profits at the expense of the vic-
tims of the storm. I can go on and on.
There have been well-documented fail-
ures.

The bottom line is the recovery is
still underway, and it is being ham-
pered tonight—today—because this 10
percent match is being required. It is
our State’s No. 1 request of this Con-
gress, and it is justified. It has been
done in the past. It was done for Hurri-
cane Andrew. It was done for the World
Trade Center attacks. Why would any-
one on the Republican side of this Sen-
ate tonight hold up an amendment that
would give us the same coverage or
same treatment? Not any more. We are
not asking for anything more than
what has been done—for Louisiana and
for Mississippi and for Florida, which
were extremely hard hit in the last
hurricane seasons.

We have over 23,000 project work or-
ders pending. Every one of those
project work orders in all of the par-
ishes and counties that were hard hit—
23,000 is a lot of requests—every single
one needs to have a 10-percent match,
which requires certain reviews. Some-
times they are done by one Federal
agency. Sometimes they are done by
another Federal agency. It is slowing
down the recovery. Every day this re-
covery is slowed down, every day this
redtape persists—it is normally a nui-
sance. Normally, redtape is a nuisance
in normal, regular life in America. In
the gulf, it is a noose. It is strangling
people. It is sucking the life out of
them.

We cannot rebuild under these condi-
tions. The storm was too great. The
disaster was too big. The damage was
too broad. We are not saying we can’t
rebuild and are not willing to use some
of our own money, but we cannot come
up with this 10 percent match, particu-
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larly under the conditions which the
current law requires. It must be
changed. As I said, the tools that were
given to us are insufficient. I promise,
as sure as I am standing here, when
this 10 percent is waived and these
projects go forward and the gulf coast
rebuilds, the taxes generated from this
region will more than pay back the
money that has come to us over time.

This storm, hopefully, will not hit
again for another hundred years or 50
years. There are 50 years of good work
and a hundred years of good work. By
that time, we will have a lot of our
wetlands and levees rebuilt. So it is in
some ways like a temporary loan, if
you will, to over 30 million people who
live in the gulf coast, to say: We be-
lieve in you, we know you can rebuild,
we know you can create these jobs, so
get about the business of doing it, and
the country will benefit in the long
run.

That is what one of the amendments
does. For some reason—I want to make
it perfectly clear tonight, this amend-
ment has been cleared on the Demo-
cratic side—It is being held up. I don’t
know why or by whom.

I thank Senator COBURN publicly be-
cause he had some concerns about this
amendment but, with a very appro-
priate modification to the amendment
which says that this loan forgiveness
will sunset 2 years after it goes into ef-
fect— he had some objection to it going
on indefinitely. Senator VITTER and I
accepted that amendment to this
amendment. So his objections have
been met.

Senator SESSIONS had some concerns.
His objections have been met.

There is some other hold on it. I just
wanted to speak publicly, again, about
the importance of getting this 10 per-
cent waived. Again, it was done for
Hurricane Andrew and it was done for
the World Trade Center towers. You
can see the scope of this disaster for
the people of the gulf coast.

AMENDMENT NO. 296

The second amendment, briefly,
which is an amendment I offered with
Senator VITTER and others—and we
have Republican and Democratic col-
leagues on this amendment—is a loan
forgiveness amendment. This is a very
touchy point for us on the gulf coast. I
wish I had this list blown up. I do not.
Of course no one can read it because it
is too small to be seen, but we will get
it blown up as soon as we can.

What I am holding here is a list of
loans that have been taken out. This is
just for Louisiana, but there is a Mis-
sissippi list just like this. There are
community disaster loans that are
taken out, like for the city of Harahan,
the city of New Orleans, St. Bernard
Parish, St. Bernard Parish School,
Cameron Parish, which was almost to-
tally destroyed. Of course, when these
parishes are almost totally destroyed,
they cannot go to banks to borrow
money. No bank will lend it to them.
The only people they can borrow from
is themselves—the Federal Govern-
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ment. We lend money to communities
all the time, and we lend money to
them under Ilongstanding practices.
This has been going on way before I got
to the Senate—for decades. Sometimes
those loans are forgiven, and some-
times they are not forgiven. It is up to
the administration, the agency, to
evaluate. If you can repay the loans,
then you repay them. If you can’t, you
do not.

Last year, or 18 months ago, when we
had this tragedy happen to us, under
the last Congress we had many Repub-
licans who supported our effort but not
quite enough because there was a group
in the House, led by sort of a conserv-
ative caucus over there, that said this:
We will lend you money, but we are
taking away your right to have repay-
ment waived even if you deserve to
have it waived. Even if your situation
is worse than that of anybody else we
have ever seen, we are removing that
right.

I objected then; I did not think it was
right. But we were voted down. So we
have lived under this new rule, which
was made only for Mississippi and Lou-
isiana, because when the act was
passed 18 months ago, over my stren-
uous objection, everything in the fu-
ture could be forgiven, everything in
the past had the option to be forgiven,
but for the good people of Mississippi
and Louisiana, for some reason we were
carved out, to say: We will lend you the
money, but you will pay it back no
matter what. I objected to it then, and
I object to it tonight.

The amendment Senator VITTER and
I have submitted is to just put us back
where everybody else is—not any more,
not any less. Just give us the option to
have these loans forgiven. Many of
these loans will be paid back. They are
substantial loans. Some of them are
$120 million, some of them are $2 mil-
lion, some of them are $22 million.
Some are just $100,000 loans, depending
on what a sheriff or school board need-
ed. But, again, this disaster was un-
precedented in American history. Many
of these loans will be paid back, but
that is for the administration to de-
cide. If they believe these entities in
Mississippi and Louisiana cannot repay
these loans, then they will waive them.
But under the current laws, as passed
in the last Congress—particularly driv-
en by a group on the House side—that
forgiveness option was removed.

The two amendments are to waive
the 10 percent, which we think is justi-
fied—more than justified—by this
chart and many other facts that have
been submitted to the record—and to
g0 back to the regular routine law that
says: If you borrow money you, of
course, must pay it back. But if you
cannot, we retain the option to forgive
you. That is all we are asking for Gulf-
port, for Biloxi, for Pascagoula, for
New Orleans, for Cameron, for Creole,
for little cities—Thibodaux and Houma
and cities that have borrowed money
that might be able to pay it back, but
then again they might not.
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For the millions of people who live
on the gulf coast, we may not be a
fancy coast like the east coast or the
west coast, but we are a working coast,
and we are proud of it. We are fighting
hard to come back, and we are contrib-
uting as much money as we can to the
effort. People are working hard—
wealthy, middle-income, and poor peo-
ple, Black and White, Hispanic and
Asian are working hard to come back.

We cannot come back if the rules
keep changing for us. If the hurdles get
higher, we cannot jump them. Leave
them the same as everyone else, and we
will be happy to rebuild our commu-
nities. We are building them stronger
and smarter than ever before.

But when you have had most of your
schools destroyed, most of your librar-
ies destroyed, most of your universities
damaged, it is an unbelievable situa-
tion to have to come back from. I know
we have some work to do on many
items. But at least the Federal Govern-
ment can keep the rule book the same
for everybody. We are happy to play by
those rules.

On behalf of the people I represent, I
strongly object to these new rules that
are placed on us, for taking away op-
tions that others have enjoyed and
used for their benefit. I am reminded of
the disaster in North Dakota, Grand
Forks. I did not visit North Dakota,
but I have heard a lot about it. I have
read about it.

That town of 50,000 was just about de-
stroyed by the water that came
through. Because there was a little dif-
ferent attitude in Washington, Grand
Forks has been rebuilt. It is bigger
than it was. It is stronger than it was.
The people have their jobs back. That
is what the Federal Government is
about. The Federal Government should
have the same attitude with the people
in Louisiana and Mississippi in our
time of need.

We most certainly can afford this
after spending $400 billion helping 23
million people who live in Iraq achieve
democracy. We most certainly can sup-
port 30 million people to keep the de-
mocracy they have and have had for 226
years.

I hope tomorrow morning, when I
come back to this floor, these amend-
ments have been cleared on the Repub-
lican side of the aisle. If not, at least
the person who is holding it up will
have the guts to come to the floor and
debate me on it and let us have a vote.
I am happy to have a vote. I am happy
to debate. If my colleagues, after hear-
ing this, say: Senator, you are just
wrong, the facts are not on your side,
then I am fine. I would lose the vote.

But please let the people of Liouisiana
and Mississippi have a chance. That is
why I guess we are stopped, because we
cannot get a vote on these two amend-
ments. They are not that complicated.
I think people understand them. I hope
we can get these two amendments
passed. If someone has strong objec-
tions, I am happy to stay here tonight
to debate. I will come early in the
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morning. I will stay all weekend. I do
not have to go anywhere this weekend.
I am happy to stay and talk about it
for as long as I need to.

I tried to speak about it privately
with my colleagues. Now I am doing it
rather publicly. I wanted to express
that and let people know all the facts
as I know them. I hope we can get
these amendments voted on sometime
tomorrow.

I yield the floor.

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

IRAQ RECONSTRUCTION

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, I rise
today because a daunting task lies be-
fore us in Iraq. That task is the recon-
struction of a war-torn and bruised na-
tion. Let’s put the battle over a troop
surge or increased funding aside and
join together in a strategy to one day
leave Iraq, a free Iraq, in a place better
than we found it. And not better by our
standards, but better for the people and
future of Iraq.

Last week, a group of airmen from
Nellis Air Force Base in my hometown
were recognized with Bronze Stars for
their courageous efforts in Iraq. As
part of an Explosive Ordnance Disposal
team they have done remarkable work
saving lives. CAPT Brian Castner was
awarded the Bronze Star after a 6-
month tour—his third tour in Iraq. His
wife, Jessica, said of his mission:

My grandparents fought in World War II
and, because of that, Japan is our friend. And
we just hope and pray at night that 30, 50
years from now that for our children and our
grandchildren that Iraq will be our friend,
and if his efforts today keeping people safe
does that, it makes every sleepless night
worth it.

If we are going to succeed at making
a future friend and ally out of Iraq,
then we need a new direction forward.
Our new military strategy must be
paired with a new reconstruction strat-
egy in order to cool off the vitriolic ha-
tred and violence that has consumed
Iraq, and this new direction must be
based on realistic goals.

When we first liberated Iraq from the
brutal dictatorship of Saddam Hussein,
we were disgusted by the ruler’s pal-
aces and extreme wealth in contrast
with the deplorable conditions of those
he ruled. We were anxious to give the
Iraqi people all that they had lacked.
While our intentions were good, our ex-
pectations were unrealistic and our
performance failed to deliver.

We looked to build a self-sufficient
democratic nation in the Middle East
with an accompanying civil society, re-
sponsible and just court system, rep-
resentative government, responsive po-
lice units, a respected, and a protected
border. We wanted to create a model to
which people of other states in the re-
gion could aspire.

In hindsight, we should not have
imagined that building a democracy
would be so simple. It never has been.
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We simply did not have the strategy
and tactics properly prioritized, maybe
building the roof before the foundation.
It is no wonder why our efforts were
unsuccessful. But it is not too late to
regroup. A great deal depends on our
new direction being successful.

Our policy needs to change from lofty
aspirations to a focus on providing, as
a minimum, the basic services that
were available during the Saddam Hus-
sein era. At the same time, we need to
communicate that we are laying the
groundwork for future opportunities
that were unimaginable under that
barbaric regime. We need to redirect
our efforts to vital services such as
water and waste water systems, irriga-
tion canals, and a reliable electricity
supply. Concentrating our resources on
improving everything simultaneously
is foolish and ends up being far less ef-
ficient. The laundry list of what we ini-
tially tried to accomplish in Iraq is
what scholar Amitai Etzioni calls a
“‘scattergun approach.”” We tried to do
too many things at once, and did none
of them really well. Instead, Mr.
Etzioni suggests, we need a ‘‘triage”’
approach. We need to make services
such as water, sewers, and electricity a
priority. We work on them until they
are successfully completed, and then
we turn to the next project. While the
building of banks and schools are im-
portant, if Iraqi families can’t get run-
ning water in their homes or more than
a few hours of electricity a night, why
should they trust us? The less tangible
gifts of a free democratic system are
meaningless to a mother caring for her
sick child in the darkness.

While our priorities have been part of
the problem, our attitude may have
also been a source for our difficulties.
A Marine reservist from Nevada, Jon
Carpenter, who served two tours in
Iraq and whose brother is there now,
told me about the approach taken by
those around him to the Iraqis. ‘‘Sir,
this is your country. What problems do
you see that need to be addressed and
what can I do to assist you in these
problems,” they would ask. “I may
have some monetary resources coming,
some people with skill sets to help you,
and my time and energy to make the
solutions happen. Where would you
like to begin?”’

If it had been the policy of all our
military leaders on the ground to give
that kind of deference to the local
Iraqis, we may have been able to build
a greater deal of good will and success.
And don’t get me wrong, our men and
women in uniform have made tremen-
dous progress in Iraq. They have
worked tirelessly and have been com-
mitted to the cause, but we need to un-
derstand the importance of success-
fully delivering the most basic services
to the Iraqi people as part of their path
to self sufficiency. It will also create a
situation where there is no tolerance
for insurgents or their efforts to de-
stroy what belongs to the Iraqi people.

In order for the Iraqi Government to
become self-sufficient, Iraq’s potential
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for producing oil also must be realized.
Currently the Iraqis are producing
roughly 2.1 million barrels of oil a day.
This is down from the 2.5 million bar-
rels of oil a day produced during the
previous regime. We need a plan that
will reliably deliver 3 million barrels a
day. At $60 per barrel, the incremental
900,000 barrels per day generates nearly
$20 billion per year. This would go a
very long way toward funding many of
the improvements that are mandatory
to stabilize the situation in Iraq.

As report after report indicates, one
of the challenges to building Iraq’s oil
revenues has been insurgent attacks
against oil infrastructure. As Senator
CLINTON and I wrote in the Wall Street
Journal, we believe a distribution of
revenues to all Iraqis through an Iraq
0Oil Trust would mean they would have
a greater incentive to keep the oil
flowing, help the economy grow, reject
the insurgency, inhibit corruption and
commit to the future of their nation.
An Iraq Oil Trust, modeled on the Alas-
kan Permanent Fund, would guarantee
that every individual Iraqi would share
in the country’s oil wealth. Oil reve-
nues would accrue to the national gov-
ernment and a significant percentage
of oil revenues would be divided equal-
ly among ordinary Iraqis, giving every
citizen a stake in the nation’s recovery
and political reconciliation and instill-
ing a sense of hope for the promise of
democratic values.

I know there are plans that dis-
tribute the oil revenues to the different
provinces, but I firmly believe that
each Iraqi citizen must receive a
share—it means a path to opportunity
for these people. With that share, an
Iraqi citizen can make money, invest
in a business, use it for collateral for a
home, or build savings. With that share
in an Iraq oil trust comes hope for the
future.

There is still reason to hope for suc-
cess in Iraq. Our new military strategy
is showing progress on the ground, but
we must continue to give our men and
women in uniform the tools they need
for the monumental task at hand. A fo-
cused plan for ‘‘triage’ in the recon-
struction of Iraq, coupled with a strong
military strategy, will boost our credi-
bility and secure Iraq for their future
and for ours. If we don’t succeed on the
battleground and in the reconstruction
efforts, we risk creating an enemy
state that will be a safe haven for ter-
rorists and a grave threat to genera-
tions of Americans.

Instead, let us work together to en-
sure that 50 years from now, our friend-
ship with the people of Iraq will be
thriving. We owe it to our brave men
and women, like Captain Castner, to
make that vision a reality.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that there now be a pe-
riod of morning business with Senators
allowed to speak therein for up to 10
minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——————

PENNSYLVANIA ANTI-CRIME AND
YOUTH INITIATIVE

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, youth
violence is an enormous problem across
America, including Pennsylvania. Re-
grettably, the city of Philadelphia had
more homicides last year than any
major city.

This is a problem that has been
present in major American cities, and
Philadelphia specifically, since the
days when I was Philadelphia’s district
attorney. A great number of those
homicides are related to youth vio-
lence.

On January 19 of this year, I con-
vened a meeting that was attended by
Mayor John Street; District Attorney
Abraham; U.S. Attorney Pat Meehan;
and representatives of Governor
Rendell, with whom I discussed the
matter specifically. There was a fol-
lowup hearing attended by Senator
CASEY and myself on February 19,
where we addressed the subject with a
focus on trying to find mentors for
these at-risk youth.

We are searching for long-range solu-
tions to the crime problem, the under-
lying causes of crime—which is obvi-
ously very complicated and very long
term—such as education, training, job
training, decent housing, and a whole
host of factors that lead to crime. It is
a matter I have been working on for
decades, since my days as an assistant
district attorney in Philadelphia. Re-
grettably, we don’t seem to be much
further along on attacking those un-
derlying causes of crime, or dealing
with the problems of criminal recidi-
vism, after people are released from
jail. It is no surprise that if we release
a functional illiterate from jail, they
will go back to a crime of violence.
Without being able to read or write and
not having job training, there is a very
high degree of recidivism. We are try-
ing to push the so-called second of-
fender law to give people rehabilitation
after the first offense.

Senator CASEY and I believe that ad-
dresses the issue in the short term, but
it is not the answer, because there is
no absolute answer. However, short-
term help could be provided if we could
find mentors to team up with at-risk
youth on an individual basis. Many of
these at-risk youth come from broken
homes and have no parental guidance.
If there could be a mentor, or ‘‘sub-
stitute parent,” in the short term, I
think that could be helpful.

We have also worked with the super-
intendent of schools of Philadelphia, on
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some ideas he has about trying to give
motivation to high school students, to
put them on a path of going to college.
We are working to have some early de-
termination from the many colleges
and universities in the Philadelphia
area, to try to encourage these young
people to be motivated to finish high
school with the prospect of college.

Regarding the mentoring program,
we are asking the universities also to
see if they can provide mentors from
their student body or faculty and, in
the case of students, to give them
course credit. We reached out to the
athletic teams in Philadelphia, includ-
ing the 76ers, the Eagles, and efforts
are being made to include the Philadel-
phia Phillies as well, because it is well
known that young people are inter-
ested in role models and might be will-
ing to follow that lead.

We have also moved forward on try-
ing to improve the situation in the city
of Reading, which has been designated
as the 21st most violent city in the
United States. Toward that end, on
February 23, with the cooperation of
one of Reading’s leading citizens, Al
Boscov, we convened a meeting with
the U.S. Attorney’s Office, the FBI, the
Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, the
Drug Enforcement Agency, the State
police, the local chief of police, the
local sheriff, the school super-
intendent, and with citizens to again
look at the crime problem. We intend
to follow up in Reading to try to get
additional personnel to assist that
city, because it is, as I said, the 2l1st
most dangerous city in the United
States.

We have similar meetings planned for
Lancaster and York next Monday, on
the 12th. We also intend to go to Allen-
town and other cities. In Pittsburgh,
we plan to convene a meeting on April
5, looking for ways to bring more Fed-
eral resources to bear on this crime
problem. We are looking to the upcom-
ing budget to try to provide more
funds, similar to the $2.5 million grant
we obtained for the U.S. Attorney for
the Eastern District of Pennsylvania to
service the corridor from the Lehigh
Valley through Reading and through
Lancaster.

I ask unanimous consent that a
statement be printed, with under-
standing that there will be some rep-
etition in the written statement of
what I have presented extempo-
raneously.

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

SENATOR ARLEN SPECTER—PENNSYLVANIA
ANTI-CRIME AND YOUTH VIOLENCE INITIATIVE

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I seek rec-
ognition to discuss my recent efforts to ad-
dress the crime and youth violence issues
facing cities in the Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania. Pennsylvania is making great
strides in revitalizing its cities through eco-
nomic and community development. Unfor-
tunately, the same cities that are investing
substantial human and economic capital in
revitalization efforts are also facing in-
creased levels of crime. For example, Phila-
delphia had the highest homicide rate of all
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large cities in the United States in 2006—406
murders in one year. The smaller city of
Reading was ranked as the 21st most dan-
gerous in the Nation, and the most dan-
gerous city in the state of Pennsylvania. Cit-
ies across the state are experiencing disturb-
ingly high levels of youth involvement in
crime and gangs—an average of 15 young
people between the ages of 10 and 24 are mur-
dered every day in the state of Pennsylvania.
The cost of crime to victims, neighborhoods,
and communities across America is stag-
gering: at a September 19, 2006 Senate Judi-
ciary Committee hearing, economist Jens
Ludwig estimated that the pecuniary and
non-pecuniary costs of crime amounted to
approximately $2 trillion nationwide per
year, or 17 percent of the GDP.

I have sought to examine the nature of
crime and youth violence in cities across
Pennsylvania by convening stakeholder
meetings among Federal, State and local
elected officials and leaders in the fields of
law enforcement and crime prevention.
These meetings have provided an avenue for
understanding the nature of local problems,
provided a constructive forum for discussing
ongoing law enforcement and prevention ef-
forts designed to combat these problems, and
created an opportunity to discuss ideas for
innovative solutions moving forward.

On January 19, I held a roundtable discus-
sion in Philadelphia at which Mayor John
Street, District Attorney Lynne Abraham,
United States Attorney Pat Meehan, Phila-
delphia School District Chief Executive Offi-
cer Paul Vallas, and other leaders in the
community discussed innovative solutions to
the youth violence problem in the city of
Philadelphia. We discussed the idea of bol-
stering mentoring efforts in the city of
Philadelphia—an approach I find very prom-
ising. Research shows that children with the
positive influence of an adult mentor in their
lives are significantly less likely to start
using drugs and alcohol or to be violent, and
are more likely to be productive in school
and to have healthier peer and family rela-
tionships. Following our meeting in Phila-
delphia, I have encouraged the participation
of volunteers from Philadelphia area busi-
nesses, colleges and universities, and profes-
sional sports teams, including the Eagles,
the 76ers, and the Phillies, in a citywide
mentoring initiative. Volunteers from those
organizations will be working in cooperation
with the United Way and Big Brothers Big
Sisters of America, with whom we have
partnered to ensure that volunteers have the
training and support they need to form suc-
cessful mentoring relationships.

On February 23, I held a roundtable discus-
sion in Reading, PA, at which Representa-
tive Joe Pitts, Representative Jim Gerlach,
and I discussed the collaborative efforts of
State, local, and Federal law enforcement
with United States Attorney Pat Meehan
and representatives from the Federal Bureau
of Investigation, the Drug Enforcement Ad-
ministration, the Bureau of Alcohol, To-
bacco and Firearms, the United States Mar-
shal, Immigration and Customs Enforce-
ment, the Pennsylvania State Police, Read-
ing City Police, and Berks County Sheriff’s
Department. The discussion capitalized, in
part, on the previous efforts of community
leader Albert Boscov, who has been hosting
an ongoing working group focused on anti-
crime issues in Reading. Our dialogue fo-
cused on the most effective and efficient
methods of keeping the streets of Reading
and surrounding neighborhoods safe. Pres-
ently, the largest Federal presence in the
area is the Anti-Gang Initiative focused on
the ‘222 Corridor” between Allentown and
Lancaster—which has provided a $2.5 million
grant to facilitate a collaborative Federal,
State and local response to the gang-related
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drug and gun trafficking in the area. The ini-
tiative, which focuses on criminal law en-
forcement, prevention programs to steer kids
away from criminal activity, and reentry
programs to assist those returning from pris-
on to integrate back into society, is already
making headway into the gang problems in
the area. Despite this progress, Federal,
State and local law enforcement officers con-
veyed to me and to Representative Pitts and
GERLACH the continuing need for more re-
sources in order to get more cops out on the
street.

I remain committed to ensuring that State
and local law enforcement receive the sup-
port that it needs. I will be working with
Federal law enforcement agencies to ensure
that existing programs are meeting the
needs of the communities in the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania and across the
United States. I also plan to hold similar
meetings in York, Lancaster, Allentown,
Pittsburgh and other Pennsylvania cities in
the coming months.

As the Senate moves forward in the 110th
Congress, there are a number of important
legislative items focused on crime preven-
tion that demand our attention. The Juve-
nile Justice Act, which was most recently
authorized in the 21st Century Department
of Justice Appropriations Authorization Act
(P.L. 107-273) is due to be reauthorized this
yvear, and I will be working to ensure that
Juvenile Justice programs are reauthorized
in the form that most effectively and effi-
ciently handles the challenges of youth vio-
lence and delinquency. The Recidivism Re-
duction and Second Chance Act, which I will
be introducing with Senators Brownback,
Leahy, and Biden, will provide essential re-
entry services to prisoners in order to reduce
recidivism rates, keep former offenders pro-
ductively engaged in society, and keep our
streets more safe.

We must do everything we can to ensure
that the Nation’s youth receive the assist-
ance they need to develop into productive,
healthy adults and to protect our citizens
from being victimized. I look forward to
making a renewed commitment toward co-
ordinated law enforcement and prevention
efforts in the 110th Congress.

———

AMERICA COMPETES ACT OF 2007

Mr. REID. Mr. President, along with
the Republican leader, Senator McCON-
NELL, I have introduced the America
COMPETES, Creating Opportunities to
Meaningfully Promote Excellence in
Technology, Education, and Science,
Act of 2007.

This legislation is the result of a
truly bipartisan effort. Two years ago,
Senators BINGAMAN and ALEXANDER
asked the National Academies to make
recommendations on the steps we
should take as a nation to maintain
our competitive advantage. The result
was the Augustine Report, ‘‘Rising
Above the Gathering Storm,” which
provided four primary recommenda-
tions:

First, the United States needs to dra-
matically improve K-12 science and
mathematics education in order to in-
crease our talent pool. Second, we
must sustain and strengthen our Na-
tion’s traditional commitment to long-
term basic research. Third, we must
make the United States the most at-
tractive place to study and perform re-
search. And fourth, we need to provide
incentives for innovation and long-
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term investment so that the United
States is the premier place to innovate.

The report warned that the Nation’s
traditional advantages ‘‘are eroding at
a time when many other nations are
gathering strength,” and that ‘‘deci-
sive action is needed now.”

America has faced this challenge be-
fore.

In 1957, when the Soviets launched
Sputnik, it caused great panic and con-
cern about our ability to maintain our
technological superiority. We re-
sponded to these threats quickly. The
following year, Congress passed the Na-
tional Defense Education Act, to keep
the United States ahead of the Soviets
through increased investment in math
and science education.

We trained a whole new generation of
engineers and scientists, and thus en-
sured our preeminence in technology
and innovation for a generation.

That fact is, Federal investment in
the basic sciences and research has
long been a critical component of
America’s competitive dominance glob-
ally. In fact, some economists have es-
timated that about half of the coun-
try’s economic growth since World War
IT has been the result of technological
innovation.

Today, however, our position of
dominance has been lost. We are chal-
lenged by emerging countries like
India and China, where national invest-
ment in basic research and subject
areas such as math and science con-
tinues to grow at a far greater pace
than here in the United States.

The Augustine panel cited many ex-
amples, but some of the statistics are
striking.

Consider that in 2005, more than
600,000 engineers graduated from insti-
tutions of higher education in China,
compared to 350,000 in India and only
70,000 in the United States. China’s
population is more than three times
that of the United States, yet they
graduate more than eight times the
number of engineers.

The report also found that American
12th graders performed below the inter-
national average for 21 countries on
general knowledge in math and
science. Another study cited in the re-
port had American 15-year-olds ranked
24th out of 40 countries on a math as-
sessment. In my home State of Nevada,
the situation is equally alarming, with
our students ranked 43rd in the Nation
on a 2005 math assessment.

And even though technological gi-
ants like Microsoft, Apple, and Intel
are American companies, the report in-
dicates that the United States is now a
net importer of high technology prod-
ucts—a shift from the early 1990s, when
we had a $564 billion surplus in high-
tech exports.

As other countries become more com-
petitive, it is clear we must refocus our
energies on enhancing the Federal
commitment to funding basic research
and education.

We must preserve the competitive
edge of the United States in science
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and technology by getting kids moti-
vated to study math and science. To do
this, we need to provide more training
for math and science teachers, increase
the number of students taking ad-
vanced placement courses, offer grants
to establish high schools that spe-
cialize in math and science, and pro-
vide scholarships and fellowships for
future scientists and engineers.

The legislation we are introducing
today addresses some of these con-
cerns. It is, in effect, a downpayment, a
modest first step to ensuring that
America retains its competitive edge.

I wish to thank Senators BINGAMAN
and ALEXANDER for authorizing the
Academies Study. This study, along
with a number of recent reports and
books—among them, Tom Friedman’s
“The World is Flat,” which I know that
many of my colleagues have read—
brought a much-needed sense of ur-
gency to this issue.

Many of these provisions were in-
cluded in the Protecting America’s
Competitive Edge Act, or PACE, which
Senators BINGAMAN and DOMENICI in-
troduced in the last Congress, and I
was pleased to cosponsor that impor-
tant legislation.

I also want to recognize the hard
work of a number of my colleagues,
Senators INOUYE, STEVENS, KENNEDY,
ENzI, LIEBERMAN, ENSIGN, MIKULSKI,
HUTCHISON, and Senator NELSON of
Florida, who have been instrumental in
crafting this legislation.

The legislation that we are intro-
ducing will double the Federal invest-
ment for the National Science Founda-
tion over the next 4 years, and for the
Office of Science at the Department of
Energy over the next decade.

America COMPETES will create a
DARPA-modeled research project at
the Department of Energy and increase
investment for basic research at NASA
and other science-related Federal agen-
cies.

The bill provides grants to States in
order to better align elementary and
secondary school curriculum with the
knowledge and skills needed for the
global economy. Nevada is already
doing something similar, with our
State P-16 Council.

The legislation will strengthen our
math and science teaching workforce
by recruiting and training teachers to
teach in high-need schools.

America COMPETES will expand the
important Advanced Placement and
International Baccalaureate, IB, pro-
grams by increasing the number of
math, science, and foreign languages
AP and IB courses, and preparing more
teachers to teach these challenging
courses. This is essential for States
such as Nevada, where only 6 percent of
12th graders took the AP calculus
exam and only 7 percent took an AP
science exam.

The bill will help develop an infra-
structure for innovation by estab-
lishing a President’s Council on Inno-
vation and Competitiveness to promote
innovation and competitiveness.
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Also, this legislation will help im-
prove math instruction at the elemen-
tary and middle school level, through
Math Now grants.

If signed into law, our bill will do
many of the things that the Augustine
Report recommended, but the truth is,
in years to come, we will have even
more to do.

Though we make new and significant
investments in research, we still must
address our tax structure and make
sure that we do as much as possible to
encourage investment in research and
development. We should start by fi-
nally making the R&D tax credit per-
manent.

We must also do more in education.
This bill strengthens educational op-
portunities in science, technology, en-
gineering, math, and critical foreign
languages, but this is just a first step.
For example, we must take a very hard
look at our high schools. As Bill Gates
has often said, our high schools were
designed for a 20th century economy
and often do not address the needs of
the 21st century workforce.

We should also realize that unless
our most basic commitments to Amer-
ica’s students are met—by properly
funding title I and No Child Left Be-
hind and making a college education
accessible and affordable—these efforts
alone cannot prepare our students for
the global economy.

Mr. President, Senator MCCONNELL
and I began the 110th Congress by
promising a new spirit of bipartisan-
ship. Of course we have had our dif-
ferences on some issues, but I hope
that, in jointly introducing this impor-
tant legislation, we send a signal that
investing in America’s future is not a
partisan issue.

The America COMPETES Act is an
important first step in maintaining
this Nation’s competitive advantage,
and I look forward to working with my
colleagues to ensure that we follow
through on the investments we are
making in this legislation.

———————

TRIBUTE TO DR. SUSAN
LINDQUIST

Mr. REID. Mr. President, it is with
great pleasure that I recognize Dr.
Susan Lindquist for her cutting-edge
work in the field of medical research.
Dr. Lindquist’s research today has the
potential to lead to future cures for
some of the most devastating illnesses
we face. Her work has attracted na-
tional recognition, and next month Dr.
Lindquist will be honored as Desert Re-
search Institute Medal Recipient in Ne-
vada. I would also like to thank the
Desert Research Institute for their
continued commitment in recognizing
the best and brightest in our scientific
and engineering communities.

Dr. Lindquist has a diverse back-
ground of experience in the medical
field. She is a member and former di-
rector of the Whitehead Institute. She
is also a professor of biology at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology,

March 8, 2007

as well as the Albert D. Lasker Pro-
fessor of Medical Sciences at the Uni-
versity of Chicago. Dr. Lindquist has
been acknowledged by several insti-
tutes, including being elected into the
prestigious Academy of Arts and
Sciences in 1997.

Her life work in the medical field is
nothing short of extraordinary. Poten-
tial cures for Parkinson’s disease, Alz-
heimer’s, and many neurodegenerative
diseases lie in the most fundamental
building blocks of the human body—
our proteins. Lindquist and her col-
leagues have made it their professional
mission to understand how long
strands of proteins fold to create intri-
cate shapes or misfold and clump to-
gether. In her work, Dr. Lindquist
found that when proteins misfold, they
can contribute to cystic fibrosis, Alz-
heimer’s, and even mad cow disease.
Dr. Lindquist and her team have stud-
ied this exciting line of research so
that we can better understand these
diseases and hopefully develop new
treatments.

Dr. Lindquist’s work has led to stun-
ning medical breakthroughs in medi-
cine, biology, and bioengineering. But
the true impact of her work is felt by
mankind. Today millions of Americans
across Nevada and our Nation who suf-
fer from neurodegenerative diseases
have hope. Cures for some of the most
debilitating diseases are on the horizon
as a result of Dr. Lindquist’s work.

Again, it is with great pride that I
recognize Dr. Susan Lindquist before
the Senate. She is a deserving recipient
of the Nevada Medal for her extraor-
dinary work. I look forward to her con-
tinued accomplishments in this impor-
tant field.

———

A MESSAGE FROM IRAQ

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize the superb contribu-
tion of the thousands of men and
women deployed in Operation Iraqi
Freedom and Operation Enduring Free-
dom. The following e-mail, forwarded
to my office by family members of a
naval officer serving in Iraq is indic-
ative of the fighting spirit and consid-
erable sacrifice that members of the
armed services are making on a daily
basis. We owe all of these men and
women a tremendous debt of gratitude
for their outstanding service. This offi-
cer’s perspective is most deserving of
being considered by the American pub-
lic.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the e-mail to which I referred
be printed in the RECORD.

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

Friends and Family:

Many of you watched the President address
the nation two nights ago regarding the way
forward in Iraq. A few people have asked me
whether or not this surge will affect me. The
answer is yes, but only for a short time. In-
stead of coming home in a few weeks, I will
not be leaving until March at the earliest.
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Some of the Navy guys who are trickling in
to replace us are being diverted to go work
with the new units that are part of the surge.
Since the replacements are not coming as
quickly as planned, I get to stay a little
longer.

I've been in the Navy long enough to know
that deployments never end on time and that
the plan changes right up until the last
minute so I am not too upset about it. More
importantly, I am surrounded by a great
group of soldiers who continue to amaze me
with their bravery and discipline every day.
I wish you could see how well they perform
in such confusing and chaotic circumstances.
You would be very proud of them. As much
as I want to come home to Katie and Kellogg
and family and friends, I will not quit this
post until properly relieved. These men de-
serve nothing less.

Thanks to those of you who have sent
packages and cards and emails. I have
enough Gold Bond powder and baby wipes to
stay clean and dry for months. It has been a
long haul but it has meant a great deal to
me to know that all of you are in my corner.
I am hoping to be back in Chicago in time to
hoist a green beer with some of you on Saint
Patty’s Day but, until then, take care and
Go Bears!

——————

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES

SERGEANT RICHARD L. FORD

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise to
speak in memory of U.S. Army SGT.
Richard L. Ford, of East Hartford, CT.
Last month, at the age of 40, he died of
combat wounds sustained in Iraq.

Sergeant Ford served with the
Army’s distinguished White Falcons
paratrooper regiment, a unit with a
reputation for speed and flexibility
that dates back to 1917. ‘“‘Richard pos-
sessed all the qualities of a great para-
trooper,” said his commanding officer,
LTC Richard Kim. Those qualities were
evident in the city of Mosul in Feb-
ruary, 2005. There, Sergeant Ford faced
enemy fire to help save his fellow sol-
diers, an act of physical courage for
which he was awarded the Army Com-
mendation Medal with a ““V’’ device for
valor. His other decorations included a
Bronze Star and a Purple Heart.

But Sergeant Ford was even more re-
markable for his moral courage, the
way he embodied the ideals of our vol-
unteer military. No one sent Richard
Ford to Irag—he chose to go. Three
years ago, he left his post with the
Army National Guard to enter active
duty. ‘“He went through basic training
again just to do what he wanted to do—
become an infantry soldier,” said his
friend, SFC Chris Beloff. ‘““Anyone who
does all that I have the utmost respect
for, because he really believed in what
he was doing.” Sergeant Ford willingly
left his loved ones and risked his life
for his beliefs; few of us can say the
same.

The time away from his family must
have hurt him the most. Even when he
was stationed at Fort Bragg, NC, Ser-
geant Ford would drive for 12 hours
back to Connecticut on weekends to be
with his father, Mason, and his 11-year-
old son, Michael Patrick. Shortly after
Sergeant Ford’s death, Michael called
his father his ‘‘biggest hero.”” Nothing

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

can replace him in the lives of those he
loved, but they can be proud that their
hero fought bravely and served self-
lessly.

We owe him a debt beyond payment.
But I pledge to keep his memory fresh
and to add my voice to the prayers of
his family. To his father and son; to his
brothers, Matthew Ford, and Mason
Ford, Jr.; to his sister, Vanessa
Migliore; and to his grandmother, Mar-
jorie Gordon—I offer my deepest sym-
pathy. And to this soldier who lost his
life in our Nation’s service, I swear my
highest respect.

———

INTERNATIONAL WOMEN’S DAY

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I want to
take this opportunity to inform all
Senators and their staffs of an exhibit
of photographs to commemorate Inter-
national Women’s Day, March 8, which
is sponsored by the U.S. Agency for
International Development. The ex-
hibit, entitled ‘“Women Transforming
Development,” highlights the critical
roles women play in development and
USAID’s efforts to support women’s
equality and empowerment.

For more than three decades, USAID
has worked to improve women’s lives
in the world’s poorest countries. Where
women are educated, the health and
economic prospects of their families
improve. Where women participate po-
litically, democracy is strengthened. In
the wake of conflict, women play a cen-
tral role in the survival of their chil-
dren and the rebuilding of their com-
munities.

“Women Transforming Develop-
ment’’ will be displayed in the Rotunda
of the Russell Senate Building from
March 7 through 16, 2007. The powerful
images in the exhibit illustrate wom-
en’s contributions to economic devel-
opment, peace and security, democ-
racy, investments in people, and hu-
manitarian assistance in all regions of
the world. They include images of
USAID’s work in Bangladesh, Mozam-
bique, Ecuador, Ukraine, and Senegal.

These photographs remind us of the
injustice, discrimination, and hardship
that women and girls of every nation-
ality suffer daily. Young women are
targeted and murdered in Juarez, Mex-
ico, and in Guatemala. Women in coun-
tries like Peru, Chad, and Nepal are
often treated like beasts of burden,
spending much of their day carrying
heavy loads of water and firewood. Do-
mestic abuse is endemic in most coun-
tries, and in some, like Pakistan and
Afghanistan, women who are raped are
in danger of being imprisoned and beat-
en under laws that punish the victim.

The global statistics are sobering.
According to USAID, two-thirds of the
876 million illiterate adults worldwide
are women. Two-thirds of the world’s
125 million school-aged children who do
not attend school are girls, and girls
are less likely to finish school than
boys. Seventy percent of the 1.3 billion
people living in poverty around the
world are women and children. Each
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year more than 500,000 women die dur-
ing childbirth and pregnancy. The vast
majority of those deaths could be pre-
vented with basic reproductive health
services. And more than three-quarters
of the world’s 27 million refugees are
women and children.

Yet at the same time, the photo-
graphs in this exhibit also depict
women as strong leaders and partici-
pants in standing up for their rights
and transforming their societies.

With Congress’s support, USAID is
working to improve women’s equality
and empowerment not only because it
is just, but also because it is necessary
for successful development. For exam-
ple, in addition to implementing pro-
grams totaling hundreds of millions of
dollars in the world’s poorest countries
to improve maternal and reproductive
health, 67 percent of USAID’s basic
education programs focus on girls’ edu-
cation. Nearly one-third of the people
receiving USAID-supported business
development services are women. Last
year, USAID provided $27 million to
support antitrafficking activities in 30
countries. USAID assisted in the devel-
opment of legislation against domestic
violence, sexual harassment, and traf-
ficking in persons in several countries.

These are important efforts that need
to be expanded. Women and men to-
gether must embrace these goals.

I encourage all Senators and their
staffs to visit the exhibit and share in
this powerful celebration of Inter-
national Women’s Day.

————

HEAD START

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
rise today to commend and support my
colleagues on the Health, Education,
Labor and Pensions Committee for the
hard work on the Head Start reauthor-
ization bill.

I would particularly like to thank
Senators DoDD and HARKIN for includ-
ing important language in the bill re-
garding childhood obesity prevention
as part of Head Start. Obesity is a seri-
ous health concern, especially in West
Virginia where 64 percent of adults in
West Virginia are overweight or at risk
of becoming overweight. An even more
alarming statistic, however, is that 28
percent of low-income children be-
tween the ages of 2 and 5 are already
overweight. Furthermore, overweight
children have a 70 percent chance of re-
maining overweight into their adult-
hood. Obesity in children is usually
caused by lack of physical activity,
unhealthy eating patterns, or a com-
bination of the two.

If Head Start can play a role in pre-
venting obesity in children and fami-
lies, it will be a real achievement, and
I strongly believe Head Start can be-
cause of our experience in West Vir-
ginia.

In December 2004, a pilot program de-
signed by Amy Requa, Head Start
health specialist, and Dr. Linda Car-
son, director of the West Virginia
Motor Development Center, West Vir-
ginia University was initiated in Head
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Start Region III, which includes West
Virginia. The program, known as ‘I
Am Moving, I Am Learning,” is de-
signed to prevent and reverse obesity
among children enrolled in Head Start
by integrating physical activity and
wise nutrition choices in their daily
life and promoting general good fitness
habits.

According to the Surgeon General,
children should exercise for at least 60
minutes per day. “I Am Moving, I Am
Learning” is designed to improve the
quality and quantity of exercise per-
formed by children by incorporating it
into daily classroom routines. After
the first year of the pilot program, re-
sults showed that Head Start partici-
pants were less sedentary and able to
meet the daily exercise requirement, in
addition to being able to move with
more intensity over longer periods of
time.

The benefits of “I Am Moving, I Am
Learning” do not end at the classroom.
Because the risk of overweight children
becoming overweight adults increases
when one or more parent is obese, par-
ticipants are encouraged to extend
their healthy physical activity and
food choices to the home. “T Am Mov-
ing, I Am Learning” is also not an iso-
lated program; it is easily integrated
with other community programs tar-
geting childhood obesity and family
wellness.

Overall the results after the first
year of the “I Am Moving, I Am Learn-
ing”” show remarkable success. Chil-
dren enrolled in the initiative showed
moderate improvement in body-mass
index scores, indicating that they were
at healthier weights than at the start
of the program. Due to its success,
starting this year ‘“I Am Moving, I Am
Learning” is extending into Delaware,
Pennsylvania, and California.

The goal of Head Start is ‘‘to bring
about a greater degree of social com-
petence in the young children of low-
income families.” “I Am Moving, I Am
Learning’ succeeds in complementing
this by creating positive self-esteem
among children by removing the de-
pression and social discrimination as-
sociated with obesity.

Adding incentives for Head Start
agencies to add prevention of childhood
obesity is an important improvement. I
look forward to working with my col-
leagues to ensure that the Head Start
program is reauthorized during this
Congress. It was neglected in the past,
and we should be sure to review and
strengthen our basic programs, such as
Head Start.

—————

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN
RELATIONS RULES OF PROCEDURE

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, pursuant
to the requirements of paragraph 2 of
Senate rule XXVI, I ask to have print-
ed in the RECORD the rules of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations for the
110th Congress adopted by the com-
mittee on March 6, 2007.
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There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN
RELATIONS

(Adopted March 6, 2007)
RULE 1—JURISDICTION

(a) SUBSTANTIVE.—In accordance with Sen-
ate Rule XXV.1(j), the jurisdiction of the
committee shall extend to all proposed legis-
lation, messages, petitions, memorials, and
other matters relating to the following sub-
jects:

1. Acquisition of land and buildings for em-
bassies and legations in foreign countries.

2. Boundaries of the United States.

3. Diplomatic service.

4. Foreign economic, military, technical,
and humanitarian assistance.

5. Foreign loans.

6. International activities of the American
National Red Cross and the International
Committee of the Red Cross.

7. International aspects of nuclear energy,
including nuclear transfer policy.

8. International conferences and con-
gresses.

9. International law as it relates to foreign
policy.

10. International Monetary Fund and other
international organizations established pri-
marily for international monetary purposes
(except that, at the request of the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs, any proposed legislation relating to
such subjects reported by the Committee on
Foreign Relations shall be referred to the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs).

11. Intervention abroad and declarations of
war.

12. Measures to foster commercial inter-
course with foreign nations and to safeguard
American business interests abroad.

13. National security and international as-
pects of trusteeships of the United States.

14. Ocean and international environmental
and scientific affairs as they relate to for-
eign policy.

15. Protection of United States citizens
abroad and expatriation.

16. Relations of the United States with for-
eign nations generally.

17. Treaties and executive agreements, ex-
cept reciprocal trade agreements.

18. United Nations and its affiliated organi-
zations.

19. World Bank group, the regional devel-
opment banks, and other international orga-
nizations established primarily for develop-
ment assistance purposes.

The committee is also mandated by Senate
Rule XXV.1(j) to study and review, on a com-
prehensive basis, matters relating to the na-
tional security policy, foreign policy, and
international economic policy as it relates
to foreign policy of the United States, and
matters relating to food, hunger, and nutri-
tion in foreign countries, and report thereon
from time to time.

(b) Oversight.—The committee also has a
responsibility under Senate Rule XXVI.8,
which provides that ‘. ... each standing
committee . . . shall review and study, on a
continuing basis, the application, adminis-
tration, and execution of those laws or parts
of laws, the subject matter of which is with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee.”

(c) ‘““Advice and Consent” Clauses.—The
committee has a special responsibility to as-
sist the Senate in its constitutional function
of providing ‘‘advice and consent’” to all
treaties entered into by the United States
and all nominations to the principal execu-
tive branch positions in the field of foreign
policy and diplomacy.
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RULE 2—SUBCOMMITTEES

(a) Creation.—Unless otherwise authorized
by law or Senate resolution, subcommittees
shall be created by majority vote of the com-
mittee and shall deal with such legislation
and oversight of programs and policies as the
committee directs. Legislative measures or
other matters may be referred to a sub-
committee for consideration in the discre-
tion of the chairman or by vote of a majority
of the committee. If the principal subject
matter of a measure or matter to be referred
falls within the jurisdiction of more than one
subcommittee, the chairman or the com-
mittee may refer the matter to two or more
subcommittees for joint consideration.

(b) Assignments.—Assignments of members
to subcommittees shall be made in an equi-
table fashion. No member of the committee
may receive assignment to a second sub-
committee until, in order of seniority, all
members of the committee have chosen as-
signments to one subcommittee, and no
member shall receive assignments to a third
subcommittee until, in order of seniority, all
members have chosen assignments to two
subcommittees.

No member of the committee may serve on
more than four subcommittees at any one
time.

The chairman and ranking member of the
committee shall be ex officio members, with-
out vote, of each subcommittee.

(¢c) Meetings.—Except when funds have
been specifically made available by the Sen-
ate for a subcommittee purpose, no sub-
committee of the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations shall hold hearings involving ex-
penses without prior approval of the chair-
man of the full committee or by decision of
the full committee. Meetings of subcommit-
tees shall be scheduled after consultation
with the chairman of the committee with a
view toward avoiding conflicts with meet-
ings of other subcommittees insofar as pos-
sible. Meetings of subcommittees shall not
be scheduled to conflict with meetings of the
full committee.

The proceedings of each subcommittee
shall be governed by the rules of the full
committee, subject to such authorizations or
limitations as the committee may from time
to time prescribe.

RULE 3—MEETINGS

(a) Regular Meeting Day.—The regular
meeting day of the Committee on Foreign
Relations for the transaction of committee
business shall be on Tuesday of each week,
unless otherwise directed by the chairman.

(b) Additional Meetings.—Additional meet-
ings and hearings of the committee may be
called by the chairman as he may deem nec-
essary. If at least three members of the com-
mittee desire that a special meeting of the
committee be called by the chairman, those
members may file in the offices of the com-
mittee their written request to the chairman
for that special meeting. Immediately upon
filing of the request, the chief clerk of the
committee shall notify the chairman of the
filing of the request. If, within three cal-
endar days after the filing of the request, the
chairman does not call the requested special
meeting, to be held within seven calendar
days after the filing of the request, a major-
ity of the members of the committee may
file in the offices of the committee their
written notice that a special meeting of the
committee will be held, specifying the date
and hour of that special meeting. The com-
mittee shall meet on that date and hour. Im-
mediately upon the filing of the notice, the
clerk shall notify all members of the com-
mittee that such special meeting will be held
and inform them of its date and hour.

(c) Hearings, Selection of Witnesses.—To
ensure that the issue which is the subject of
the hearing is presented as fully and fairly as
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possible, whenever a hearing is conducted by
the committee or a subcommittee upon any
measure or matter, the ranking member of
the committee or subcommittee may call an
equal number of non-governmental witnesses
selected by the ranking member to testify at
that hearing.

(d) Public Announcement.—The com-
mittee, or any subcommittee thereof, shall
make public announcement of the date,
place, time, and subject matter of any meet-
ing or hearing to be conducted on any meas-
ure or matter at least one week in advance
of such meetings or hearings, unless the
chairman of the committee, or sub-
committee, in consultation with the ranking
member, determines that there is good cause
to begin such meeting or hearing at an ear-
lier date.

(e) Procedure.—Insofar as possible, pro-
ceedings of the committee will be conducted
without resort to the formalities of par-
liamentary procedure and with due regard
for the views of all members. Issues of proce-
dure which may arise from time to time
shall be resolved by decision of the chair-
man, in consultation with the ranking mem-
ber. The chairman, in consultation with the
ranking member, may also propose special
procedures to govern the consideration of
particular matters by the committee.

(f) Closed Sessions.—Each meeting of the
Committee on Foreign Relations, or any sub-
committee thereof, including meetings to
conduct hearings, shall be open to the public,
except that a meeting or series of meetings
by the committee or a subcommittee on the
same subject for a period of no more than
fourteen calendar days may be closed to the
public on a motion made and seconded to go
into closed session to discuss only whether
the matters enumerated in paragraphs (1)
through (6) would require the meeting to be
closed followed immediately by a record vote
in open session by a majority of the members
of the committee or subcommittee when it is
determined that the matters to be discussed
or the testimony to be taken at such meet-
ing or meetings—

(1) will disclose matters necessary to be
kept secret in the interests of national de-
fense or the confidential conduct of the for-
eign relations of the United States;

(2) will relate solely to matters of com-
mittee staff personnel or internal staff man-
agement or procedure;

(3) will tend to charge an individual with
crime or misconduct; to disgrace or injure
the professional standing of an individual, or
otherwise to expose an individual to public
contempt or obloquy, or will represent a
clearly unwarranted invasion of the privacy
of an individual;

(4) will disclose the identity of any in-
former or law enforcement agent or will dis-
close any information relating to the inves-
tigation or prosecution of a criminal offense
that is required to be kept secret in the in-
terests of effective law enforcement;

(5) will disclose information relating to the
trade secrets or financial or commercial in-
formation pertaining specifically to a given
person if—

(A) an Act of Congress requires the infor-
mation to be kept confidential by govern-
ment officers and employees; or

(B) the information has been obtained by
the government on a confidential basis,
other than through an application by such
person for a specific government financial or
other benefit, and is required to be kept se-
cret in order to prevent undue injury to the
competitive position of such person, or

(6) may divulge matters required to be
kept confidential under other provisions of
law or government regulations.

A closed meeting may be opened by a ma-
jority vote of the committee.
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(g) Staff Attendance.—A member of the
committee may have one member of his or
her personal staff, for whom that member as-
sumes personal responsibility, accompany
and be seated nearby at committee meet-
ings.

Each member of the committee may des-
ignate members of his or her personal staff,
who hold a top secret security clearance, for
the purpose of their eligibility to attend
closed sessions of the committee, subject to
the same conditions set forth for committee
staff under Rules 12, 13, and 14.

In addition, the majority leader and the
minority leader of the Senate, if they are not
otherwise members of the committee, may
designate one member of their staff with a
top secret security clearance to attend
closed sessions of the committee, subject to
the same conditions set forth for committee
staff under Rules 12, 13, and 14. Staff of other
Senators who are not members of the com-
mittee may not attend closed sessions of the
committee.

Attendance of committee staff at meetings
shall be limited to those designated by the
staff director or the minority staff director.

The committee, by majority vote, or the
chairman, with the concurrence of the rank-
ing member, may limit staff attendance at
specified meetings.

RULE 4—QUORUMS

(a) Testimony.—For the purpose of taking
sworn or unsworn testimony at any duly
scheduled meeting a quorum of the com-
mittee and each subcommittee thereof shall
consist of one member.

(b) Business.—A quorum for the trans-
action of committee or subcommittee busi-
ness, other than for reporting a measure or
recommendation to the Senate or the taking
of testimony, shall consist of one-third of
the members of the committee or sub-
committee, including at least one member
from each party.

(c) Reporting.—A majority of the member-
ship of the committee, including at least one
member from each party, shall constitute a
quorum for reporting any measure or rec-
ommendation to the Senate. No measure or
recommendation shall be ordered reported
from the committee unless a majority of the
committee members is physically present,
and a majority of those present concurs.

RULE 5—PROXIES

Proxies must be in writing with the signa-
ture of the absent member. Subject to the re-
quirements of Rule 4 for the physical pres-
ence of a quorum to report a matter, proxy
voting shall be allowed on all measures and
matters before the committee. However,
proxies shall not be voted on a measure or
matter except when the absent member has
been informed of the matter on which he is
being recorded and has affirmatively re-
quested that he or she be so recorded.

RULE 6—WITNESSES

(a) General.—The Committee on Foreign
Relations will consider requests to testify on
any matter or measure pending before the
committee.

(b) Presentation.—If the chairman so de-
termines, the oral presentation of witnesses
shall be limited to 10 minutes. However,
written statements of reasonable length may
be submitted by witnesses and other inter-
ested persons who are unable to testify in
person.

(c) Filing of Statements.—A witness ap-
pearing before the committee, or any sub-
committee thereof, shall file a written state-
ment of his proposed testimony at least 48
hours prior to his appearance, unless this re-
quirement is waived by the chairman and the
ranking member following their determina-
tion that there is good cause for failure to
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file such a statement. Witnesses appearing
on behalf of the executive branch shall pro-
vide an additional 100 copies of their state-
ment to the committee.

(d) Expenses.—Only the chairman may au-
thorize expenditures of funds for the ex-
penses of witnesses appearing before the
committee or its subcommittees.

(e) Requests.—Any witness called for a
hearing may submit a written request to the
chairman no later than 24 hours in advance
for his testimony to be in closed or open ses-
sion, or for any other unusual procedure. The
chairman shall determine whether to grant
any such request and shall notify the com-
mittee members of the request and of his de-
cision.

RULE 7—SUBPOENAS

(a) Authorization.—The chairman or any
other member of the committee, when au-
thorized by a majority vote of the committee
at a meeting or by proxies, shall have au-
thority to subpoena the attendance of wit-
nesses or the production of memoranda, doc-
uments, records, or any other materials. At
the request of any member of the committee,
the committee shall authorize the issuance
of a subpoena only at a meeting of the com-
mittee. When the committee authorizes a
subpoena, it may be issued upon the signa-
ture of the chairman or any other member
designated by the committee.

(b) Return.—A subpoena, or a request to an
agency, for documents may be issued whose
return shall occur at a time and place other
than that of a scheduled committee meeting.
A return on such a subpoena or request
which is incomplete or accompanied by an
objection constitutes good cause for a hear-
ing on shortened notice. Upon such a return,
the chairman or any other member des-
ignated by him may convene a hearing by
giving 2 hours, notice by telephone to all
other members. One member shall constitute
a quorum for such a hearing. The sole pur-
pose of such a hearing shall be to elucidate
further information about the return and to
rule on the objection.

(c) Depositions.—At the direction of the
committee, staff is authorized to take depo-
sitions from witnesses.

RULE 8—REPORTS

(a) Filing.—When the committee has or-
dered a measure or recommendation re-
ported, the report thereon shall be filed in
the Senate at the earliest practicable time.

(b) Supplemental, Minority and Additional
Views. A member of the committee who
gives notice of his intentions to file supple-
mental, minority, or additional views at the
time of final committee approval of a meas-
ure or matter, shall be entitled to not less
than 3 calendar days in which to file such
views, in writing, with the chief clerk of the
committee, with the 3 days to begin at 11:00
p.m. on the same day that the committee
has ordered a measure or matter reported.
Such views shall then be included in the
committee report and printed in the same
volume, as a part thereof, and their inclusion
shall be noted on the cover of the report. In
the absence of timely notice, the committee
report may be filed and printed immediately
without such views.

(c) Rollcall Votes.—The results of all roll-
call votes taken in any meeting of the com-
mittee on any measure, or amendment there-
to, shall be announced in the committee re-
port. The announcement shall include a tab-
ulation of the votes cast in favor and votes
cast in opposition to each such measure and
amendment by each member of the com-
mittee.

RULE 9—TREATIES

(a) The committee is the only committee
of the Senate with jurisdiction to review and
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report to the Senate on treaties submitted
by the President for Senate advice and con-
sent to ratification. Because the House of
Representatives has no role in the approval
of treaties, the committee is therefore the
only congressional committee with responsi-
bility for treaties.

(b) Once submitted by the President for ad-
vice and consent, each treaty is referred to
the committee and remains on its calendar
from Congress to Congress until the com-
mittee takes action to report it to the Sen-
ate or recommend its return to the Presi-
dent, or until the committee is discharged of
the treaty by the Senate.

(c) In accordance with Senate Rule XXX.2,
treaties which have been reported to the
Senate but not acted on before the end of a
Congress ‘‘shall be resumed at the com-
mencement of the next Congress as if no pro-
ceedings had previously been had thereon.”

(d) Insofar as possible, the committee
should conduct a public hearing on each
treaty as soon as possible after its submis-
sion by the President. Except in extraor-
dinary circumstances, treaties reported to
the Senate shall be accompanied by a writ-
ten report.

RULE 10—NOMINATIONS

(a) Waiting Requirement.—Unless other-
wise directed by the chairman and the rank-
ing member, the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations shall not consider any nomination
until 6 calendar days after it has been for-
mally submitted to the Senate.

(b) Public Consideration.—Nominees for
any post who are invited to appear before the
committee shall be heard in public session,
unless a majority of the committee decrees
otherwise, consistent with Rule 3(f).

(¢) Required Data.—No nomination shall be
reported to the Senate unless (1) the nomi-
nee has been accorded a security clearance
on the basis of a thorough investigation by
executive branch agencies; (2) the nominee
has filed a financial disclosure report and a
related ethics undertaking with the com-
mittee; (3) the committee has been assured
that the nominee does not have any interests
which could conflict with the interests of the
government in the exercise of the nominee’s
proposed responsibilities; (4) for persons
nominated to be chief of mission, ambas-
sador-at-large, or minister, the committee
has received a complete list of any contribu-
tions made by the nominee or members of
his immediate family to any Federal elec-
tion campaign during the year of his or her
nomination and for the 4 preceding years;
and (5) for persons nominated to be chiefs of
mission, the report required by Section
304(a)(4) of the Foreign Service Act of 1980 on
the demonstrated competence of that nomi-
nee to perform the duties of the position to
which he or she has been nominated.

RULE 11—TRAVEL

(a) Foreign Travel.—No member of the
Committee on Foreign Relations or its staff
shall travel abroad on committee business
unless specifically authorized by the chair-
man, who is required by law to approve
vouchers and report expenditures of foreign
currencies, and the ranking member. Re-
quests for authorization of such travel shall
state the purpose and, when completed, a full
substantive and financial report shall be
filed with the committee within 30 days.
This report shall be furnished to all members
of the committee and shall not be otherwise
disseminated without authorization of the
chairman or the ranking member. Except in
extraordinary circumstances, staff travel
shall not be approved unless the reporting
requirements have been fulfilled for all prior
trips. Except for travel that is strictly per-
sonal, travel funded by non-U.S. Government
sources is subject to the same approval and
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substantive reporting requirements as U.S.
Government-funded travel. In addition,
members and staff are reminded to consult
the Senate Code of Conduct, and, as appro-
priate, the Senate Select Committee on Eth-
ics, in the case of travel sponsored by non-
U.S. Government sources.

Any proposed travel by committee staff for
a subcommittee purpose must be approved
by the subcommittee chairman and ranking
member prior to submission of the request to
the chairman and ranking member of the full
committee.

(b) Domestic Travel.—All official travel in
the United States by the committee staff
shall be approved in advance by the staff di-
rector, or in the case of minority staff, by
the minority staff director.

(c) Personal Staff.—As a general rule, no
more than one member of the personal staff
of a member of the committee may travel
with that member with the approval of the
chairman and the ranking member of the
committee. During such travel, the personal
staff member shall be considered to be an
employee of the committee.

(d) Personal Representatives of the Mem-
ber (PRM).—For the purposes of this rule re-
garding staff foreign travel, the officially-
designated personal representative of the
member (PRM) shall be deemed to have the
same rights, duties, and responsibilities as
members of the staff of the committee on
Foreign Relations. Furthermore, for the pur-
poses of this section, each member of the
committee may designate one personal staff
member as the ‘‘Personal Representative of
the Member.”

RULE 12—TRANSCRIPTS

(a) General.—The Committee on Foreign
Relations shall keep verbatim transcripts of
all committee and subcommittee meetings
and such transcripts shall remain in the cus-
tody of the committee, unless a majority of
the committee decides otherwise. Tran-
scripts of public hearings by the committee
shall be published unless the chairman, with
the concurrence of the ranking member, de-
termines otherwise.

(b) Classified or Restricted Transcripts.—

(1) The chief clerk of the committee shall
have responsibility for the maintenance and
security of classified or restricted tran-
scripts, and shall ensure that such tran-
scripts are handled in a manner consistent
with the requirements of the United States
Senate Security Manual.

(2) A record shall be maintained of each
use of classified or restricted transcripts as
required by the Senate Security Manual.

(3) Classified transcripts may not leave the
committee offices, or S—-407 of the Capitol,
except for the purpose of declassification.

(4) Extreme care shall be exercised to avoid
taking notes or quotes from classified tran-
scripts. Their contents may not be divulged
to any unauthorized person.

(5) Subject to any additional restrictions
imposed by the chairman with the concur-
rence of the ranking member, only the fol-
lowing persons are authorized to have access
to classified or restricted transcripts.

(A) Members and staff of the committee in
the committee offices or in S-407 of the Cap-
itol;

(B) Designated personal representatives of
members of the committee, and of the ma-
jority and minority leaders, with appropriate
security clearances, in the committee offices
or in S-407 of the Capitol;

(C) Senators not members of the com-
mittee, by permission of the chairman, in
the committee offices or in S—-407 of the Cap-
itol; and

(D) Officials of the executive departments
involved in the meeting, in the committee
offices or S-407 of the Capitol.
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(6) Any restrictions imposed upon access to
a meeting of the committee shall also apply
to the transcript of such meeting, except by
special permission of the chairman and rank-
ing member.

(7) In addition to restrictions resulting
from the inclusion of any classified informa-
tion in the transcript of a committee meet-
ing, members and staff shall not discuss with
anyone the proceedings of the committee in
closed session or reveal information con-
veyed or discussed in such a session unless
that person would have been permitted to at-
tend the session itself, or unless such com-
munication is specifically authorized by the
chairman, the ranking member, or in the
case of staff, by the staff director or minor-
ity staff director. A record shall be kept of
all such authorizations.

(c) Declassification.

(1) All noncurrent records of the com-
mittee are governed Rule XI of the Standing
Rules of the Senate and by S. Res. 474 (96th
Congress). Any classified transcripts trans-
ferred to the National Archives and Records
Administration under Rule XI may not be
made available for public use unless they
have been subject to declassification review
in accordance with applicable laws or Execu-
tive orders.

(2) Any transcript or classified committee
report, or any portion thereof, may be de-
classified, in accordance with applicable laws
or Executive orders, sooner than the time pe-
riod provided for under S. Res. 474 if:

(A) the chairman originates such action,
with the concurrence of the ranking mem-
ber;

(B) the other current members of the com-
mittee who participated in the meeting who
participated in such meeting or report have
been notified of the proposed declassifica-
tion, and have not objected thereto, except
that the committee by majority vote may
overrule any objections thereby raised to
early declassification; and

(C) the executive departments that partici-
pated in the meeting or originated the classi-
fied information have been consulted and
consented to the declassification.

RULE 13—CLASSIFIED INFORMATION

(a) The handling of classified information
in the Senate is governed by S. Res. 243
(100th Congress), which established the Office
of Senate Security. All handling of classified
information by the committee shall be con-
sistent with the procedures set forth in the
United States Senate Security Manual
issued by the Office of Senate Security.

(b) The chief clerk is the security manager
for the committee. The chief clerk shall be
responsible for implementing the provisions
of the Senate Security Manual and for serv-
ing as the committee liaison to the Office of
Senate Security. The staff director, in con-
sultation with the minority staff director,
may appoint an alternate security manager
as circumstances warrant.

(c) Classified material may only be trans-
ported between Senate offices by appro-
priately cleared staff members who have
been specifically authorized to do so by the
security manager.

(d) In general, Senators and staff under-
take to confine their access to classified in-
formation on the basis of a ‘‘need to know”
such information related to their committee
responsibilities.

(e) The staff director is authorized to make
such administrative regulations as may be
necessary to carry out the provisions of this
rule.

RULE 14—STAFF

(a) Responsibilities.—

(1) The staff works for the committee as a
whole, under the general supervision of the
chairman of the committee, and the imme-
diate direction of the staff director, except
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that such part of the staff as is designated
minority staff, shall be under the general su-
pervision of the ranking member and under
the immediate direction of the minority
staff director.

(2) Any member of the committee should
feel free to call upon the staff at any time
for assistance in connection with committee
business. Members of the Senate not mem-
bers of the committee who call upon the
staff for assistance from time to time should
be given assistance subject to the overriding
responsibility of the staff to the committee.

(3) The staff’s primary responsibility is
with respect to bills, resolutions, treaties,
and nominations.

In addition to carrying out assignments
from the committee and its individual mem-
bers, the staff has a responsibility to origi-
nate suggestions for committee or sub-
committee consideration. The staff also has
a responsibility to make suggestions to indi-
vidual members regarding matters of special
interest to such members.

(4) It is part of the staff’s duty to keep
itself as well informed as possible in regard
to developments affecting foreign relations
and in regard to the administration of for-
eign programs of the United States. Signifi-
cant trends or developments which might
otherwise escape notice should be called to
the attention of the committee, or of indi-
vidual Senators with particular interests.

(5) The staff shall pay due regard to the
constitutional separation of powers between
the Senate and the executive branch. It
therefore has a responsibility to help the
committee bring to bear an independent, ob-
jective judgment of proposals by the execu-
tive branch and when appropriate to origi-
nate sound proposals of its own. At the same
time, the staff shall avoid impinging upon
the day-to-day conduct of foreign affairs.

(6) In those instances when committee ac-
tion requires the expression of minority
views, the staff shall assist the minority as
fully as the majority to the end that all
points of view may be fully considered by
members of the committee and of the Sen-
ate. The staff shall bear in mind that under
our constitutional system it is the responsi-
bility of the elected members of the Senate
to determine legislative issues in the light of
as full and fair a presentation of the facts as
the staff may be able to obtain.

(b) Restrictions.—

(1) The staff shall regard its relationship to
the committee as a privileged one, in the na-
ture of the relationship of a lawyer to a cli-
ent. In order to protect this relationship and
the mutual confidence which must prevail if
the committee-staff relationship is to be a
satisfactory and fruitful one, the following
criteria shall apply:

(A) members of the staff shall not be iden-
tified with any special interest group in the
field of foreign relations or allow their
names to be used by any such group;

(B) members of the staff shall not accept
public speaking engagements or write for
publication in the field of foreign relations
without specific advance permission from
the staff director, or, in the case of minority
staff, from the minority staff director. In the
case of the staff director and the minority
staff director, such advance permission shall
be obtained from the chairman or the rank-
ing member, as appropriate. In any event,
such public statements should avoid the ex-
pression of personal views and should not
contain predictions of future, or interpreta-
tions of past, committee action; and

(C) staff shall not discuss their private con-
versations with members of the committee
without specific advance permission from
the Senator or Senators concerned.

(2) The staff shall not discuss with anyone
the proceedings of the committee in closed
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session or reveal information conveyed or
discussed in such a session unless that per-
son would have been permitted to attend the
session itself, or unless such communication
is specifically authorized by the staff direc-
tor or minority staff director. Unauthorized
disclosure of information from a closed ses-
sion or of classified information shall be
cause for immediate dismissal and may, in
the case of some kinds of information, be
grounds for criminal prosecution.

RULE 15—STATUS AND AMENDMENT OF RULES

(a) Status.—In addition to the foregoing,
the Committee on Foreign Relations is gov-
erned by the Standing Rules of the Senate,
which shall take precedence in the event of
a clear inconsistency. In addition, the juris-
diction and responsibilities of the committee
with respect to certain matters, as well as
the timing and procedure for their consider-
ation in committee, may be governed by
statute.

(b) Amendment.—These rules may be
modified, amended, or repealed by a major-
ity of the committee, provided that a notice
in writing of the proposed change has been
given to each member at least 48 hours prior
to the meeting at which action thereon is to
be taken. However, rules of the committee
which are based upon Senate rules may not
be superseded by committee vote alone.

————

GUARDIAN INDUSTRIES

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I want to
recognize Guardian Industries, which is
celebrating its 76th anniversary this
year. Guardian has been a leader in the
glass, building, and automotive parts
manufacturing industries and an im-
portant contributor to Michigan’s
economy for many years.

Guardian Industries was established
in 1932 as Guardian Glass Company.
What began as a small windshield fab-
rication business in Detroit, MI, grew
to become a large-scale operation with
the opening of its first float glass as-
sembly plant in 1970. Since then,
Guardian has built or acquired numer-
ous fabrication plants throughout the
world and diversified its business
through the purchase and development
of new technologies and methods of
production.

Over the years, Guardian Industries
has steadily grown to become one of
the world’s chief manufacturers of
float glass and fabricated glass prod-
ucts and the world’s largest producer of
mirrors. Guardian has also become a
major player in the building materials
and distribution business and a leading
supplier of exterior products to the
automotive industry.

During its 75 years of existence,
Guardian Industries has made a signifi-
cant contribution to Michigan’s econ-
omy. With a global workforce of over
19,000 employees, including about 1,000
in southeast Michigan, Guardian has
demonstrated its commitment to mak-
ing Michigan’s economy a leader in
manufacturing and technological de-
velopment. Guardian Industries also
plays an important role in community
improvement throughout southeastern
Michigan. Through its awarding of
scholarships to local students pursuing
advanced degrees and its financial sup-
port of the Detroit Symphony Orches-
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tra, Guardian has shown a commit-
ment to strengthening the fiber of
community in Michigan.

I know my colleagues join me in
commending the tremendous effort and
hard work of the many employees of
Guardian Industries over the years and
wish them many more years of success
and growth.

————
LATIN AMERICA

Mr. OBAMA. Mr. President, later
today, President Bush will start on a 6-
day visit to five countries in the West-
ern Hemisphere: Brazil, Uruguay, Co-
lombia, Guatemala, and Mexico.

The trip comes at an important time
for the region and for U.S. relations
with our hemispheric neighbors. In an
historic convergence, during a 13-
month period beginning in November
2005 and ending this past December, a
dozen countries throughout Latin
America and the Caribbean held Presi-
dential elections. Those elections are a
testament to the tremendous demo-
cratic strides made throughout the
Americas during the past two decades
and saw governments elected to power
that span the ideological spectrum.

In many ways, the election results
symbolize the important political, eco-
nomic, and social change occurring
throughout the Americas. As many
have noted, the elections gave voice to
a yearning across the hemisphere for
social and economic development—a
yearning among tens of millions of
people for a better life. This is a wel-
come development and a challenge to
all of us who wish to see the Americas
continue down a path of democracy
with justice, because, while we should
welcome this democratic call for
change, we must recognize that hard
and steady work lies ahead to make
these hopes a reality.

That a desire for fundamental change
has been expressed through the ballot
box is an enormous stride forward. Too
often, change in the Americas has oc-
curred in an anti-democratic fashion.
Those days must permanently be put
to rest. All citizens of the Americas
have a fundamental right to live in
freedom and to express themselves
through robust democratic institu-
tions.

That a desire for expanded prosperity
has been given such clear voice raises
the stakes. Governments must now do
more to address the basic needs and as-
pirations of their people in an effec-
tive, democratic, and sustainable way.
A failure to fulfill the most basic func-
tions of government, and a failure to
create the conditions in which tens of
millions across the Americas can real-
ize their hopes and break free of pov-
erty could undo these gains. The denial
of opportunity is now the most signifi-
cant threat to the consolidation of de-
mocracy in the region.

Unfortunately, the elections and this
desire for change have occurred at a
time when U.S. prestige and influence
have fallen to depths not seen in at
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least a generation. As has been the
case throughout the world, our stand-
ing in the Americas has suffered as a
result of the misguided policies and ac-
tions of the Bush administration. It
will take significant work to repair the
damage wrought by 6 years of neglect
and mismanagement of relations.

The United States can ill afford this
deterioration of our standing. With
each passing day, we draw closer to-
gether to our neighbors to the south.
This convergence creates new chal-
lenges, but it also opens the door to a
more hopeful future. If we pay careful
attention to developments throughout
the region and respond to them in a
thoughtful and respectful way, then we
can advance our many and varied na-
tional interests at stake in the Amer-
icas.

I welcome the President’s decision to
travel to five important countries in
Latin America, and to reaffirm the im-
portance of our relationship with the
more than 500 million people who live
to our south. I am, however, dis-
appointed that the President has fallen
so short in his promise to transform
U.S. relations with the Americas. Our
regional relationships cannot be prop-
erly attended to with one 6-day trip, a
series of photo opportunities, and some
lofty rhetoric on collaboration.

Nor does the Bush administration’s
declaration of 2007 as the year of en-
gagement with the Americas suffice.
One year of engagement out of seven is
simply not good enough. In light of the
Bush administration’s woeful record,
creating false expectations does more
harm than good. We must be realistic
about the challenges we face, and what
we are doing to address them. We must
devote our full time and our respectful
attention to our relations within the
hemisphere.

BEarlier this week, President Bush
spoke of a ‘‘social justice’ agenda for
the Americas. He was right to under-
score the importance of addressing the
basic needs of millions of our neighbors
languishing in poverty. The primary
responsibility for doing so, of course,
lies with the governments and societies
throughout the hemisphere. Yet help-
ing to lift people out of widespread pov-
erty is in our interests, just as it is in
accord with our values. When insta-
bility spreads to our south, our secu-
rity and economic interests are at risk.
When our neighbors suffer, all of the
Americas suffer.

The United States has an important
role to play. Yet the President sends a
mixed message when he makes his call
for a social justice agenda after pre-
senting the Congress with a budget for
fiscal year 2008 that, with the excep-
tion of HIV/AIDS funding, slashes both
assistance for economic development
and health programs in the Americas.
At a time when our standing in the
hemisphere is so low, we cannot afford
to send this kind of message. Our com-
mitment to justice in the Americas
must be expressed in more than one
thoughtful expression in one pre-trip
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speech. Our commitment must be
matched by our deeds, not just our
words.

It is my hope that the President will
break from his practice of touting the
importance of the Americas during his
travels only to turn his back upon his
return.

Each stop on the President’s trip pre-
sents an opportunity to move beyond
rhetoric, to renew relations in the
hemisphere, and to set a new course for
sustained followthrough in a way that
advances important U.S. interests.

In Brazil, it has been reported that
President Bush is expected to join with
President Inacio Lula de Silva to an-
nounce greater ethanol cooperation be-
tween the United States and Brazil.
Together, the United States and Brazil
are the world’s largest ethanol pro-
ducers and consumers. Brazil’s more
than 30 years of renewable fuel tech-
nology investments allowed it to
achieve energy independence last year.
Ethanol now accounts for 40 percent of
Brazil’s fuel usage. More than 80 per-
cent of cars sold in Brazil today are
flex-fuel vehicles capable of running on
gasoline, ethanol, or a mixture thereof.

Greater Bragzilian production of re-
newable fuels could boost sustainable
economic development throughout
Latin America and reshape the geo-
politics of energy in the hemisphere,
reducing the oil-driven influence of
Venezuela’s Hugo Chavez. The more
interhemispheric production and use of
ethanol and other biofuels occurs, and
the more such indigenously produced
renewable fuels are used to replace fos-
sil fuels, the better it is for our friends
in the hemisphere.

As it relates to our country’s drive
toward energy independence, it does
not serve our national and economic
security to replace imported oil with
Brazilian ethanol. In other words,
those who advocate replacement of US-
based biofuels production with Bra-
zilian ethanol exports, however well in-
tentioned they may be, are both mis-
understanding our long-term energy se-
curity challenge and ignoring a valu-
able foreign policy opportunity. The
U.S. needs to dramatically expand do-
mestic biofuels production, not em-
brace a short term fix that discourages
investment in the expansion of the do-
mestic renewable fuels in industry.
Also, accelerating technology advances
and transferring the technology to our
neighbors in the Caribbean and South
America will help them employ their
own resources to produce environ-
mentally clean ethanol to reduce their
imported oil bill, thereby promoting
economic stability in the Caribbean
and South and Central America and
strengthen the U.S.-Brazil relation-
ship.

It is vital that President Bush keeps
the Congress involved each step for-
ward in a U.S.-Brazil relationship
based on renewable fuels. This relation-
ship must be structured so as not to
hamper the domestic production of re-
newable fuels, or the development of
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new technologies here at home that
can enhance our energy security.

In Uruguay, President Bush has the
opportunity to forge closer ties with
President Tabaré Vazquez and to show
that the United States is ready, will-
ing, and able to work productively with
democratic-left governments. That this
ability is in question and that it re-
quires explaining underscores how
badly the President and his adminis-
tration have misunderstood and mis-
managed the political, economic, and
social change occurring throughout the
Americas. The United States is seen as
supporting democracy when it produces
a desired result. It is vital to reverse
that trend. I hope the President can
begin that process, even if we have a
long way to go.

The United States has invested a
great deal—mearly $5 billion during the
past 7 years—to help stabilize Colom-
bia. A more peaceful, just, and stable
Colombia is undoubtedly in our na-
tional interest. It is imperative, how-
ever, that greater peace and stability
contribute to a reduction in the flow of
drugs from Colombia to the United
States. Thus far, we have not seen the
kind of dropoff that the effective pur-
suit of our interests demands.

President Bush’s closest ally in the
region—Colombian President Alvaro
Uribe—is embroiled in a controversy
that has led to the arrest of eight of his
supporters in the Colombian Congress
and his former confidant and former
chief of Colombia’s secret police for
ties to the country’s narco-terrorist
paramilitaries. President Bush must be
careful to keep the pursuit of U.S. in-
terests in Colombia distinct from spe-
cific personalities, or personal rela-
tionships. The further consolidation of
legitimate governing institutions in
Colombia—and the extension of their
reach throughout Colombia are clearly
in the national interest of the United
States, and the interest of Colombia.

Guatemala shares deep connections
with the United States. Nearly 1 in 10
Guatemalans now lives in the United
States. Nearly $3 billion were remitted
from the United States to Guatemala
in 2005, representing approximately 10
percent of that country’s gross domes-
tic product. Having emerged from dec-
ades of internal conflict that left as
many as 200,000 of its citizens dead,
Guatemala finds itself struggling with
a new scourge of violence that is caus-
ing instability. Gang and drug-related
criminal violence and the country’s
staggering levels of poverty pose enor-
mous challenges—challenges that af-
fect our country as well. I am encour-
aged to see the Bush administration’s
new commitment to supporting a Cen-
tral American regional approach to
combat transnational gangs. This ini-
tiative should incorporate the most ef-
fective techniques and practices from
the United States and from throughout
the region. The United States must
take the lead in rolling back the detri-
mental influence of these gangs in our
own society and in Central America.
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The relationship between the United
States and Mexico is among our most
important in the world. Getting it
right is vital to advancing our core
economic and security interests. To do
that, a great deal of work needs to be
done. Mexico is making strong efforts
to address the drug trade and is work-
ing cooperatively with the TUnited
States on a number of security issues.
But our complex relationship with
Mexico has become captive to a single
issue: the immigration debate in our
country.

There is consensus that our immigra-
tion system is broken. It is past time
to fix it, and I am proud of my own sup-
port for a workable solution. We need a
comprehensive approach to illegal im-
migration that stops the flow of illegal
immigrants across our borders, better
manages immigration flows going for-
ward, and deals fairly with the illegal
immigrants already living and working
in our country. A workable solution
will require bipartisan support, and I
will work to build it. The President has
consistently voiced his support, for
comprehensive immigration reform. It
is my hope that upon his return from
Mexico he will get to work, converting
his words into deeds to help push com-
prehensive immigration reform for-
ward.

A great deal of work needs to be
done. We need to restore U.S. relations
in the hemisphere. We need to consoli-
date the gains that have been made in
the sweeping change of the last few
years. We need to sustain our commit-
ment to democracy, to social justice,
and to opportunity for our neighbors to
the south. The Western Hemisphere is
too important to our core economic
and security interests to be treated
with the neglect and mismanagement
that have defined the past 6 years. It is
my hope that President Bush’s trip
marks the opening of a new chapter of
cooperation and partnership a chapter
of partnership with our neighbors to
promote democracy with social and
economic development for the benefit
of all of us who live in the Americas. It
is time for the United States to re-
claim and renew its historic role as a
leader in the hemisphere and an exam-
ple of hope for all who seek oppor-
tunity in the Americas.

———

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

HOT SPRINGS NATIONAL PARK

e Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, it is with
the greatest pleasure that today I
honor Hot Springs National Park,
which will soon be celebrating its 175th
anniversary. Hot Springs is a magical
place which has brought great distinc-
tion to my State because of its history
and because of the allure it has held for
generations of visitors.

On April 20, 1832, President Andrew
Jackson and the U.S. Congress estab-
lished Hot Springs Reservation in order
to protect the 47 hot springs flowing
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from the southwestern slope of Hot
Springs Mountain. In 1921, it was re-
named Hot Springs National Park and
became America’s 18th national park.
Hot Springs remains the first protected
area in the Nation.

People have used the hot springs for
more than 200 years to treat illnesses
and to relax. The reservation eventu-
ally developed into a well-known resort
nicknamed, ‘“The American Spa,”’ be-
cause it attracted not only the wealthy
but also indigent health seekers from
around the world. In fact, their motto
was, ‘““We Bathe the World.”

Eight historic bathhouses make up
‘“Bathhouse Row’” with the Fordyce
Bathhouse housing the park’s visitor
center. The entire ‘‘Bathhouse Row”
area is a National Historic Landmark
District that contains the grandest col-
lection of bathhouses of its kind in
North America. It was placed on the
National Register of Historic Places on
November 13, 1974.

On April 20, 2007, Hot Springs Na-
tional Park and the Nation will cele-
brate 175 years of preserving our nat-
ural resources. I urge my colleagues to
join me in continuing to protect our
great American treasures, one of the
greatest of which is Hot Springs Na-
tional Park.e

NATIONAL ENGINEERS FUTURE
CITY COMPETITION

e Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, today I
wish to recognize Jake Bowers, Emily
Ponti, and Krisha Sherburne of St.
Thomas More School in Baton Rouge,
LA. They are the winners of the 2007
National Engineers Future City Com-
petition, and I would like to take a mo-
ment to recognize these talented stu-
dents in their tireless effort.

Starting in September, 30,000 en-
trants from 1,000 schools began across
the country working on their future
cities for the National Engineers Fu-
ture City Competition under the guid-
ance of professional engineers in their
local communities. In January the en-
trants were narrowed down to 105 stu-
dents from 35 schools to go to the na-
tionals in Washington, DC. St. Thomas
More School was one of these talented
groups to be chosen.

This hard-working group presented
their future city of Mwinda in the
Congo Republic with the guidance of
their teacher Mrs. Shirley Newman,
their engineer mentor Mr. Guy
Macarios, and the help of Mr. Eric
Ponti. The future city design featured
renewable energy resources to power
the city and hydrogen-powered hover
cars and buses to transport citizens
around the city. St. Thomas More has
made it to the nationals in this com-
petition for the fourth time and is
their second national win.

I applaud the students from St.
Thomas More School for this great
honor and wish them continued success
in their academic career.e®
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MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Ms. Evans, one of his
secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the TUnited
States submitting nominations which
were referred to the Committee on
Armed Services.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

———

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

The following message from the
President of the United States was
transmitted to the Senate:

———

REPORT ON THE CONTINUATION
OF THE NATIONAL EMERGENCY
WITH RESPECT TO IRAN THAT
WAS DECLARED ON MARCH 15,
1995—PM 9

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the President of the TUnited
States, together with an accompanying
report; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs:

To the Congress of the United States:

Section 202(d) of the National Emer-
gencies Act (60 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides
for the automatic termination of a na-
tional emergency unless, prior to the
anniversary date of its declaration, the
President publishes in the Federal Reg-
ister and transmits to the Congress a
notice stating that the emergency is to
continue in effect beyond the anniver-
sary date. In accordance with this pro-
vision, I have sent the enclosed notice
to the Federal Register for publication,
stating that the Iran emergency de-
clared on March 15, 1995, is to continue
in effect beyond March 15, 2007.

The crisis between the United States
and Iran constituted by the actions and
policies of the Government of Iran that
led to the declaration of a national
emergency on March 15, 1995, has not
been resolved. The actions and policies
of the Government of Iran are contrary
to the interests of the United States in
the region and pose a continuing un-
usual and extraordinary threat to the
national security, foreign policy, and
economy of the United States. For
these reasons, I have determined that
it is necessary to continue the national
emergency declared with respect to
Iran and maintain in force comprehen-
sive sanctions against Iran to respond
to this threat.

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, March 8, 2007.

———

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

At 11:54 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
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Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House had passed the
following bills, in which it requests the
concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 569. An act to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act to authorize ap-
propriations for sewer overflow control
grants.

H.R. 710. An act to amend the National
Organ Transplant Act to provide that crimi-
nal penalties do not apply to paired dona-
tions of human kidneys, and for other pur-
poses.

————————

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bill was read the first
and the second times by unanimous
consent, and referred as indicated.

H.R. 569. An act to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act to authorize ap-
propriations for sewer overflow control
grants; to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works.

———

MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME

The following joint resolution was
read the first time:

S.J. Res. 9. Joint resolution to revise
United States policy on Iraq.

——————

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. LEAHY, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, with an amendment:

S. 6565. A bill to amend the Congressional
Charter of The American National Red Cross
to modernize its governance structure, to en-
hance the ability of the board of governors of
The American National Red Cross to support
the critical mission of The American Red
Cross in the 21st century, and for other pur-
poses.

——————

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following executive reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. LEAHY for the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Thomas M. Hardiman, of Pennsylvania, to
be United States Circuit Judge for the Third
Circuit.

Vanessa Lynne Bryant, of Connecticut, to
be United States District Judge for the Dis-
trict of Connecticut.

(Nominations without an asterisk
were reported with the recommenda-
tion that they be confirmed.)

———

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mrs. LINCOLN (for herself, Mr.
DOMENICI, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. CHAMBLISS,
Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. NEL-
SON of Nebraska, Ms. LANDRIEU, and
Mr. HAGEL):

S. 807. A bill to amend the Comprehensive
Environmental Response Compensation and
Liability Act of 1980 to provide that manure
shall not be considered to be a hazardous
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substance, pollutant, or contaminant; to the

Committee on Environment and Public
Works.
By Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself, Mr.

KENNEDY, Mr. REID, Mr. OBAMA, and
Mrs. CLINTON):

S. 808. A bill to provide grants to recruit
new teachers, principals, and other school
leaders to, and retain and support current
and returning teachers, principals, and other
school leaders employed in, public elemen-
tary and public secondary schools, and to
help higher education, in areas impacted by
Hurricane Katrina or Hurricane Rita, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. SUNUNU (for himself, Mrs.
DOLE, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr.
THUNE, and Mrs. HUTCHISON):

S. 809. A bill to amend the United States
Housing Act of 1937 to exempt qualified pub-
lic housing agencies from the requirement of
preparing an annual public housing agency
plan; to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. MENENDEZ:

S. 810. A bill to establish a laboratory
science pilot program at the National
Science Foundation; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself and Mrs.
FEINSTEIN):

S. 811. A bill to establish the Sacramento
River National Recreation Area in the State
of California; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. KENNEDY,
and Mr. HARKIN):

S. 812. A bill to prohibit human cloning
and protect stem cell research; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SPECTER:

S. 813. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow an above-the-line
deduction for attorney fees and costs in con-
nection with civil claim awards; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mr. SPECTER:

S. 814. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow the deduction of
attorney-advanced expenses and court costs
in contingency fee cases; to the Committee
on Finance.

By Mr. CRAIG:

S. 815. A bill to provide health care bene-
fits to veterans with a service-connected dis-
ability at non-Department of Veterans Af-
fairs medical facilities that receive pay-
ments under the Medicare program or the
TRICARE program; to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. BROWNBACK:

S. 816. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to increase tax benefits for
parents with children, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. VOINOVICH (for himself, Mr.
KENNEDY, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. KERRY,
Mr. CASEY, Mr. BROWN, and Mr. GRA-
HAM):

S. 817. A bill to amend the Omnibus Parks
and Public Lands Management Act of 1996 to
provide additional authorizations for certain
National Heritage Areas, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources.

By Mr. SANDERS:

S. 818. A bill to expand the middle class, re-
duce the gap between the rich and the poor,
keep our promises to veterans, lower the
poverty rate, and reduce the Federal deficit
by repealing tax breaks for the wealthiest
one percent and eliminating unnecessary
Cold War era defense spending, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. DORGAN (for himself, Ms.
SNOWE, Mr. KERRY, Mr. SMITH, Mr.
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SCHUMER, Mrs. and Mr.
COLEMAN):

S. 819. A Dbill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to expand tax-free distribu-
tions from individual retirement accounts
for charitable purposes; to the Committee on
Finance.

By Mrs. CLINTON:

S. 820. A Dbill to establish demonstration
projects to provide at-home infant care bene-
fits; to the Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. SMITH (for himself, Mr. KOHL,
Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. CARDIN, and Mrs.
CLINTON):

S. 821. A bill to amend section 402 of the
Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 to provide
for an extension of eligibility for supple-
mental security income through fiscal year
2010 for refugees, asylees, and certain other
humanitarian immigrants; to the Committee
on Finance.

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself, Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN, Mr. KERRY, Mr. BUNNING, Mr.
BINGAMAN, Mr. SALAZAR, Mr. COLE-
MAN, Mr. SMITH, Mr. ALLARD, and Mr.
CORNYN):

S. 822. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to improve and extend cer-
tain energy-related tax provisions, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Mr. OBAMA (for himself, Ms.
SNOWE, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. DODD, Mrs.
CLINTON, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. SCHUMER,
and Mr. KERRY):

S. 823. A bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act with respect to facilitating the
development of microbicides for preventing
transmission of HIV/AIDS and other dis-
eases, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

By Mr. THUNE:

S. 824. A bill to amend Public Law 106-348
to extend the authorization for establishing
a memorial in the District of Columbia or its
environs to honor veterans who became dis-
abled while serving in the Armed Forces of
the United States; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources.

By Ms. LANDRIEU:

S. 825. A bill to provide additional funds for
the Road Home Program; to the Committee
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself and
Mr. LAUTENBERG):

S. 826. A bill to posthumously award a Con-
gressional gold medal to Alice Paul, in rec-
ognition of her role in the women’s suffrage
movement and in advancing equal rights for
women; to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. KERRY:

S. 827. A Dill to establish the Freedom’s
Way National Heritage Area in the States of
Massachusetts and New Hampshire, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr. HAR-
KIN, and Mr. TESTER):

S. 828. A Dbill to amend the Food Security
Act of 1985 to require the Secretary of Agri-
culture to make cost-share payments for on-
farm energy production under the environ-
mental quality incentives program; to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry.

By Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself, Mr.
MARTINEZ, Mr. REED, Mr. SCHUMER,
Mr. LEVIN, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. SPEC-
TER, Mr. BoND, Mr. NELSON of Flor-
ida, and Mrs. DOLE):

S. 829. A bill to reauthorize the HOPE VI
program for revitalization of severely dis-
tressed public housing, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs.

LINCOLN,
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By Mr. DODD:

S. 830. A bill to improve the process for the
development of needed pediatric medical de-
vices; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr.
CORNYN, Mr. SPECTER, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, and Mr. OBAMA):

S. 831. A bill to authorize States and local
governments to prohibit the investment of
State assets in any company that has a
qualifying business relationship with Sudan;
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. COCH-
RAN, and Mr. DODD):

S.J. Res. 6. A joint resolution providing for
the reappointment of Walter E. Massey as a
citizen regent of the Board of Regents of the
Smithsonian Institution; to the Committee
on Rules and Administration.

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. COCH-
RAN, and Mr. DODD):

S.J. Res. 7. A joint resolution providing for
the reappointment of Roger W. Sant as a cit-
izen regent of the Board of Regents of the
Smithsonian Institution; to the Committee
on Rules and Administration.

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. COCH-
RAN, and Mr. DODD):

S.J. Res. 8. A joint resolution providing for
the reappointment of Patricia Q. Stonesifer
as a citizen regent of the Board of Regents of
the Smithsonian Institution; to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration.

By Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. DURBIN,
Mr. SCHUMER, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr.
BIDEN, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. KERRY, Mr.
FEINGOLD, Mr. REED, Mr. KENNEDY,
Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mrs. BOXER, Mrs.
FEINSTEIN, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. CAR-
PER, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr.
BAYH, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. BROWN, Ms.
CANTWELL, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. CASEY,
Mr. DORGAN, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. INOUYE,

Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr. KOHL, Ms.
LANDRIEU, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr.
LEAHY, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mrs.

MCCASKILL, Mr. MENENDEZ, Ms. MI-
KULSKI, Mr. OBAMA, Mr. SALAZAR, Mr.
SANDERS, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. TESTER,
Mr. WHITEHOUSE, and Mr. WYDEN):
S.J. Res. 9. A joint resolution to revise
United States policy on Iraq; read the first
time.

——————

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. REID:

S. Res. 101. A resolution expressing the
sense of the Senate that no action should be
taken to undermine the safety of the Armed
Forces of the United States or impact their
ability to complete their assigned or future
missions; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
1ces.

———

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 140

At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr.
HATCH) was added as a cosponsor of S.
140, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the excise
tax on telephone and other commu-
nications services.

S. 221

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the

name of the Senator from South Da-
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kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 221, a bill to amend title
9, United States Code, to provide for
greater fairness in the arbitration
process relating to livestock and poul-
try contracts.

S. 231

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the
name of the Senator from California
(Mrs. BOXER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 231, a bill to authorize the Edward
Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance
Grant Program at fiscal year 2006 lev-
els through 2012.

S. 326

At the request of Mrs. LINCOLN, the
name of the Senator from Kentucky
(Mr. BUNNING) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 326, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide a spe-
cial period of limitation when uni-
formed services retirement pay is re-
duced as result of award of disability
compensation.

S. 358

At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the
name of the Senator from Nebraska
(Mr. HAGEL) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 3568, a bill to prohibit discrimina-
tion on the basis of genetic informa-
tion with respect to health insurance
and employment.

S. 430

At the request of Mr. BOND, the name
of the Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
LoTT) was added as a cosponsor of S.
430, a bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to enhance the national
defense through empowerment of the
Chief of the National Guard Bureau
and the enhancement of the functions
of the National Guard Bureau, and for
other purposes.

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the
name of the Senator from California
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 430, supra.

S. 457

At the request of Mr. VOINOVICH, the
name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
BAYH) was added as a cosponsor of S.
457, a bill to extend the date on which
the National Security Personnel Sys-
tem will first apply to certain defense
laboratories.

S. 507

At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
BROWN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
507, a bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide for re-
imbursement of certified midwife serv-
ices and to provide for more equitable
reimbursement rates for certified
nurse-midwife services.

S. 527

At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the
name of the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 527, a bill to make amend-
ments to the Iran, North Korea, and
Syria Nonproliferation Act.

S. 558

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the
names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY) and the Senator from
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Delaware (Mr. CARPER) were added as
cosponsors of S. 558, a bill to provide
parity between health insurance cov-
erage of mental health benefits and
benefits for medical and surgical serv-
ices.

At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr.
BENNETT) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 558, supra.

S. 579
At the request of Mr. REID, the name
of the Senator from New Mexico (Mr.
BINGAMAN) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 579, a bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to authorize the Di-
rector of the National Institute of En-
vironmental Health Sciences to make
grants for the development and oper-
ation of research centers regarding en-
vironmental factors that may be re-
lated to the etiology of breast cancer.
S. 590
At the request of Mr. SMITH, the
name of the Senator from California
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 590, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend
the investment tax credit with respect
to solar energy property and qualified
fuel cell property, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 591
At the request of Mr. SMITH, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
591, a bill to amend the Food Stamp
Act of 1977 to adjust for inflation the
allowable amounts of financial re-
sources of eligible households and to
exclude from countable financial re-
sources certain retirement and edu-
cation accounts.
S. 600
At the request of Mr. SMITH, the
names of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. SANDERS) and the Senator from
Maryland (Ms. MIKULSKI) were added as
cosponsors of S. 600, a bill to amend the
Public Health Service Act to establish
the School-Based Health Clinic pro-
gram, and for other purposes.
S. 609
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER,
the names of the Senator from Iowa
(Mr. HARKIN) and the Senator from Ar-
kansas (Mrs. LINCOLN) were added as
cosponsors of S. 609, a bill to amend
section 254 of the Communications Act
of 1934 to provide that funds received as
universal service contributions and the
universal service support programs es-
tablished pursuant to that section are
not subject to certain provisions of
title 31, United States Code, commonly
known as the Antideficiency Act.
S. 625
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the
names of the Senator from Michigan
(Ms. STABENOW) and the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. WHITEHOUSE) were
added as cosponsors of S. 625, a bill to
protect the public health by providing
the Food and Drug Administration
with certain authority to regulate to-
bacco products.
S. 645
At the request of Mr. THOMAS, the
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr.
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HATCH) was added as a cosponsor of S.
645, a bill to amend the Energy Policy
Act of 2005 to provide an alternate sul-
fur dioxide removal measurement for
certain coal gasification project goals.
S. 691

At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the
name of the Senator from Washington
(Mrs. MURRAY) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 691, a bill to amend title XVIII
of the Social Security Act to improve
the benefits under the Medicare pro-
gram for beneficiaries with kidney dis-
ease, and for other purposes.

S. 699

At the request of Mr. ALLARD, the
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 699, a bill to prevent the fraudulent
use of social security account numbers
by allowing the sharing of social secu-
rity data among agencies of the United
States for identity theft prevention

and immigration enforcement pur-
poses, and for other purposes.
S. 713

At the request of Mr. OBAMA, the
name of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. BYRD) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 713, a bill to ensure dig-
nity in care for members of the Armed
Forces recovering from injuries.

S. 746

At the request of Mr. ALLARD, the
names of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
INOUYE) and the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) were added as
cosponsors of S. 746, a bill to establish
a competitive grant program to build
capacity in veterinary medical edu-
cation and expand the workforce of
veterinarians engaged in public health
practice and biomedical research.

S. 761

At the request of Mr. REID, the
names of the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. LAUTENBERG) and the Senator
from Missouri (Mrs. MCCASKILL) were
added as cosponsors of S. 761, a bill to
invest in innovation and education to
improve the competitiveness of the
United States in the global economy.

S. 7719

At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CRAPO) was added as a cosponsor of S.
779, a bill to reauthorize the Secure
Rural Schools and Community Self-De-
termination Act of 2000.

S. 796

At the request of Mr. BUNNING, the
name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. CASEY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 796, a bill to amend title
VII of the Tariff Act of 1930 to provide
that exchange-rate misalignment by
any foreign nation is a countervailable
export subsidy, to amend the Exchange
Rates and International Economic Pol-
icy Coordination Act of 1988 to clarify
the definition of manipulation with re-
spect to currency, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 804

At the request of Mrs. CLINTON, the

name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
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OBAMA) was added as a cosponsor of S.
804, a bill to amend the Help America
Vote Act of 2002 to improve the admin-
istration of elections for Federal office,
and for other purposes.
S. RES. 92
At the request of Mrs. CLINTON, the
names of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. CASEY) and the Senator
from Missouri (Mr. BOND) were added
as cosponsors of S. Res. 92, a resolution
calling for the immediate and uncondi-
tional release of soldiers of Israel held
captive by Hamas and Hezbollah.
S. RES. 95
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. COLEMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Res. 95, a resolution desig-
nating March 25, 2007, as ‘‘Greek Inde-
pendence Day: A National Day of Cele-
bration of Greek and American Democ-
racy’’.
AMENDMENT NO. 272
At the request of Mr. ALLARD, the
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 272 proposed to S. 4, a
bill to make the United States more se-
cure by implementing unfinished rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission
to fight the war on terror more effec-
tively, to improve homeland security,
and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 356
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, her
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 356 intended to be pro-
posed to S. 4, a bill to make the United
States more secure by implementing
unfinished recommendations of the 9/11
Commission to fight the war on terror
more effectively, to improve homeland
security, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 368
At the request of Mr. CARPER, the
name of the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. COBURN) was added as a cosponsor
of amendment No. 368 intended to be
proposed to S. 4, a bill to make the
United States more secure by imple-
menting unfinished recommendations
of the 9/11 Commission to fight the war
on terror more effectively, to improve
homeland security, and for other pur-
poses.
AMENDMENT NO. 381
At the request of Mr. INHOFE, the
name of the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. BoND) was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 381 intended to be pro-
posed to S. 4, a bill to make the United
States more secure by implementing
unfinished recommendations of the 9/11
Commission to fight the war on terror
more effectively, to improve homeland
security, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 393
At the request of Ms. CANTWELL, the
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 393 intended to be pro-
posed to S. 4, a bill to make the United
States more secure by implementing
unfinished recommendations of the 9/11
Commission to fight the war on terror
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more effectively, to improve homeland
security, and for other purposes.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself,
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. REID, Mr.
OBAMA, and Mrs. CLINTON):

S. 808. A bill to provide grants to re-
cruit new teachers, principals, and
other school leaders to, and retain and
support current and returning teach-
ers, principals, and other school leaders
employed in, public elementary and
public secondary schools, and to help
higher education, in areas impacted by
Hurricane Katrina or Hurricane Rita,
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, as
my State and the rest of the Gulf Coast
work to get back on their feet and re-
build their lives and their commu-
nities, we look to the future. We look
forward to stronger levees, a more re-
sponsive FEMA, a better medical sys-
tem, and a better school system. We
look to our children—because they are
the future—and we are striving to build
the best school system in the country.
We are in the middle of a remarkable
period in Louisiana—and our schools
are at the center. Our schools are re-
opening and developing in new and in-
novative ways. There is a wonderful
partnership with our institutions of
higher learning, who are throwing
themselves into not only rebuilding
themselves but into standing up this
new school system.

But key to this new school system
are the people who make it work day
after day—our teachers, our principals,
our aides—and it is vital that we re-
cruit, retain, and maintain all of the
excellent individuals who are dedicated
to our children and the future.

That is why, today, I am so very
proud to introduce the Landrieu-Ken-
nedy-Reid RENEWAAL Act of 2007.

Hurricanes Katrina and Rita not only
damaged or destroyed 840 schools in
Louisiana, but dozens more throughout
the Gulf Coast. As the 176,000 displaced
elementary and secondary school stu-
dents and their families begin to re-
turn, what was a need to rebuild these
schools and bring in new teachers has
become an emergency. The
RENEWAAL Act will help solve a sig-
nificant crisis in New Orleans—there
are simply not enough talented teach-
ers in the city to educate the 29,000
children the system must serve. In
January, the New Orleans Recovery
School District was forced to ‘“wait-
list”’ 300 students, in large part because
they simply could not find or encour-
age enough teachers to come to the re-
gion to teach them.

A