November 16, 2001

On September 11, our Nation’s avia-
tion system was transformed into a
terrorist weapon. The United States
was caught off-guard. Sadly, with avia-
tion security, we should not have been.
That is why we needed to pass this leg-
islation.

All four planes hijacked were headed
for my State of California. Con-
sequently, many Californians who were
simply trying to make their way home
lost their lives in these attacks.

That is why I am particularly pleased
that this legislation will ensure that
all high risk flights will have air mar-
shals aboard them. And, the Secretary
of Transportation is to give priority to
long-distance flights—such as those
targeted on September 11. That is ex-
tremely important for Californians.

I am also pleased that this legisla-
tion will allow airports to be reim-
bursed and to use grant funds to pay
for security costs. Our airports have
been hit hard to meet new Federal se-
curity standards. For example, between
September 11 and the end of October,
Los Angeles International Airport
spent $15.3 million on increased secu-
rity costs. The funds in this bill will
allow our airports to continue to oper-
ate our aviation infrastructure while
providing the highest levels of secu-
rity.

This bill also makes a significant im-
provement in passenger screeners. Fed-
eral law enforcement personnel will
conduct passenger screening, instead of
private low-paid workers. We could not
allow the same companies to continue
to be in charge of passenger screening.

This bill makes great strides forward
in making our skies more secure and
ensuring that the events of September
11 never happen again.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
would like to take this opportunity to
elaborate upon the air travel security
compromise reached yesterday by Con-
gress—particularly the provisions in
the bill that incorporate the amend-
ment authored by Senator DURBIN and
myself.

Consistent with the recommenda-
tions we made, the bill calls for the in-
dividual named to the newly estab-
lished position of Under Secretary of
Transportation for Security to, within
6 months, review and determine which
immediately available new  tech-
nologies can be used to more effec-
tively restrict access to sensitive areas
of our airports, including the tarmac,
maintenance facilities, baggage han-
dling centers and catering facilities.
Such technologies may include bio-
metrics, card or keypad-based access
systems, and increased monitoring of
emergency exit systems. The Under
Secretary is directed to outline a strat-
egy for deploying these technologies
within 12 months at all major airports.

The bill strengthens our rec-
ommendation to ensure that all
checked baggage is screened for explo-
sives by requiring that, within 60 days,
all bags be either checked or matched
to a boarded passenger and that, by the
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end of 2002, airports deploy equipment
to detect explosives in all checked bag-
gage.

To meet new and unprecedented
threats without delay, we must as a na-
tion harness the power of innovation to
improve transportation security.
That’s why I was also pleased to see in-
cluded in the compromise our rec-
ommended authorization of $50 million
in each of the next 5 years for the pub-
lic and private sectors to accelerate de-
velopment and testing of new aviation
security technologies—including fast-
er, better, and cheaper passenger and
baggage screening equipment; systems
capable of detecting components of
weapons of mass destruction; systems
for screening catering and cargo items;
advances in training of security per-
sonnel; and new methods of ‘hard-
ening’’ the aircraft in the event of an
in-flight explosion.

As called for by Senator DURBIN and
myself, the compromise also includes
$20 million for longer term research
into state-of-the-art weapons detection
systems, advanced biometrics, secure
networking for sharing of threat infor-
mation, and other groundbreaking
technologies to prevent acts of ter-
rorism in aviation.

I am also pleased to see included in
the final bill my provision requiring
criminal background checks of all cur-
rently employed airport security per-
sonnel. Given recent breaches of secu-
rity and growing anxiety about the
baggage screening process, Americans
deserve every reassurance that screen-
ers will be reliable and trustworthy.

I hope these measures and others
begin to make the urgent and imme-
diate improvements necessary to se-
cure our skies for the American trav-
eling public. With the holidays coming
and the economy moving toward reces-
sion, this legislation could not come at
a better time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President,
we are trying to get the bill over to the
House as promptly as we can. I am pre-
pared to yield back our time, if the
Senator from Texas as well is willing.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Madam President,
our side yields back all time.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield back our
time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the con-
ference report.

The conference report was agreed to.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the staff and
the distinguished Chair and wish all a
happy Thanksgiving.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
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now proceed to a period of morning
business, with Senators permitted to
speak therein for a period not to exceed
10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WYDEN). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The Senator from West Virginia.

——
FAST TRACK

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I stood in
this place last Friday to warn Congress
that we must not allow the administra-
tion to arrogate to itself the full au-
thority to determine the trade policy
of the United States, that we must not
be asleep at the wheel as the one-sided
trade jalopy goes rumbling down the
fast track—the fast track. There we go
again.

For what this Congress calls fast
track, the administration uses the eu-
phemistic term ‘‘trade promotion au-
thority.” Trade promotion authority—
it certainly has an innocent enough
sound. It is a sound that is rather
sweet to the ears—trade promotion au-
thority. But lift up the cover of this
euphemistic term, lift the cover, just
peep a little under it, and you will find
the real villain: fast track, fast-track
authority.

So last Friday I stood in my place
here and said to Congress that we must
not allow the administration to arro-
gate to itself the authority to deter-
mine the trade policy of the United
States, that we must not be asleep at
the wheel ‘‘as the one-sided trade ja-
lopy” goes rumbling down the fast
track. I was referring, of course, as I
say, to the administration’s request,
its wolf in sheep’s clothing request for
special authority to negotiate trade
agreements that would not be subject
to normal rules of debate and amend-
ment.

I was also referring to the penchants
of Presidents, both Republican and
Democrat, in these more recent years
to offer our trading partners unilateral
concessions in exchange for the mantle
of global leadership. As Jackie Gleason
used to say, ‘“‘How sweet it is’’—to wear
the mantle of global leadership.

The news from Doha, Qatar, confirms
my worst fears. According to the Wall
Street Journal, our trade negotiator,
Ambassador Robert Zoellick, ‘‘led the
way in making extraordinary conces-
sions to developing countries,” includ-
ing ‘‘agreeing to renegotiate America’s
anti-dumping laws.”

I quote a little further from the Wall
Street Journal news story.

U.S. Trade Rep. Robert Zoellick faced a
stark choice when he arrived in Doha, Qatar,
last week: He could win either fast-track ne-
gotiating authority from Congress or a new
round of trade talks.

To get a World Trade Organization deal,
Mr. Zoellick would have to make concessions
to poor countries that would so infuriate
Congress that lawmakers wouldn’t grant
fast-track authority. To get fast track,
which would allow President Bush to nego-
tiate trade deals that Congress could approve
or reject, but not amend, he would have to
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