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The Senate met at 9:45 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable JOHN
THUNE, a Senator from the State of
South Dakota.

PRAYER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today
the Senate will be led in prayer by our
guest Chaplain, Dr. Clyde P. Thomas,
of Cherokee Avenue Baptist Church, in
Gaffney, SC.

The guest Chaplain offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Would you join with me as we pray.

Gracious God, our heavenly Father,
we humbly come to You today to seek
Your guidance knowing we can take
only one step at a time. Illuminate
each step as only You can, and Keep us
strong in our path.

O Lord, grant that we live together
as people of vision and understanding,
as well as promise and peace.

We pray for our President and the
Members of this body as they serve our
Nation. Encourage and strengthen
them with Your power and wisdom.
Protect our military and law enforce-
ment men and women. Give comfort to
their families and refresh their spirits.
Make us mindful of our responsibilities
and grateful for our opportunities to do
Your will.

We pray this in the Name above
every other name. Amen.

————
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable JOHN THUNE 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. STEVENS).

Senate

The legislative clerk read the fol-

lowing letter:
U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, September 12, 2006.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable JOHN THUNE, a Sen-
ator from the State of South Dakota, to per-
form the duties of the Chair.

TED STEVENS,
President pro tempore.

Mr. THUNE 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. FRIST. Mr. President, today, fol-
lowing 30 minutes set aside for morn-
ing business, we return to the port se-
curity legislation. Yesterday we were
able to adopt the McCain rail security
amendment, as amended, and today we
have scheduled a vote, to begin at
noon, on Senator DEMINT’S amendment
on a national alert system. The vote at
noon will be the first vote of the day.
Following that vote, the Senate will
recess for the weekly policy meetings
to occur. For the remainder of the
afternoon and evening, we will make
further progress on the bill, with addi-
tional rollcall votes expected. It is my
hope Senators will continue to work
with the managers on their amend-
ments, and that will allow us to sched-
ule votes as necessary.

I do want to thank all Senators for
participating in yesterday’s east front
observance of the anniversary of Sep-
tember 11. It was an emotional day
across this country, and I was proud to
stand with my Senate and House col-
leagues during that important tribute.

Mr. President, I will be happy to turn
to the Democratic leader for any an-

nouncements, but I do have a short
statement to make.

———

GUANTANAMO BAY

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I do want
to briefly comment on a very short trip
I took on Sunday, when I visited Guan-
tanamo Bay, Cuba, along with Senator
MCcCONNELL and Senator SPECTER.

It was my first visit to the detainee
facility there. We received extensive
briefings over the course of the day
from Admiral Harris and other base ad-
ministrators. We took that oppor-
tunity to tour five of the detainee
camps, as well as visit the medical fa-
cilities and visit with the health per-
sonnel there.

Bottom line, I left there very im-
pressed with the care and the respect
our military affords the detainees kept
at Guantanamo. As most of my col-
leagues know who have visited there—
and I am glad to report that many have
visited there over the last several
years—each detainee receives a copy of
the Koran. Arrows in each of the de-
tainees’ cells point to Mecca. You see
arrows throughout the prison grounds.
That makes it easier, and it is a re-
minder that these individuals have
that opportunity to practice their
faith, with prayer time occurring five
times every day, where everything
stops, and that time is set aside so that
prayer can be offered.

It was interesting from a health
standpoint. The meals themselves are
nutritious meals. And I looked at a lot
of the charts, aggregate charts, and, in-
deed, detainees gain weight from these
meals. They get regular exercise. It
might be as much as 2 hours a day—but
1 to 2 hours a day. They receive mail
from their families. They visit pri-
vately with their lawyers. They have
medical care, which again was amazing
to me, which is 24/7, acute care as well
as preventive care literally 24 hours a
day.

When the camp first opened, much of
the medical care was centered around
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the treatment of acute care or injuries
that may have occurred in the battle-
field or the like. Prosthetics were
made. I think they said 22 prosthetics
had been made for the detainees who
have been at the facility.

The nature of health care has shifted
a bit. There is still acute care 24 hours
a day, in which surgical procedures, ev-
erything, can be performed right there
in the detainee camps, but as those
wounds healed and as the detainees got
further and further away from acute
injuries, there has been increasing em-
phasis on preventative care. Indeed,
the immunization rate there is higher
than in the United States of America.

I think the report is they have had
fewer than 500 detainees, but all have
been immunized appropriately. Things
such as screening for cancer have
taken place there. Colonoscopies—a
procedure which, as we all know, is
used commonly in this country to
screen for colon cancer—are performed
there on a routine basis.

The health personnel-to-detainee
ratio is 1 to 4—remarkably high. That
is all health personnel who are there.
And I guess, as I left this briefing and
the opportunity to talk to the doctors
and the nurses and the psychologists
and the psychiatrists, I left with an im-
pression that health care there is clear-
ly better than they received at home
and as good as many people receive in
the United States of America.

Also, I have to comment on the cou-
rageous men and women who are our
military personnel there, working
every day, 24 hours a day. They are
doing a tremendous job. I commend
them for it. As you walk through the
cells, it is clear they are at least ver-
bally abused in just walking through
those cells. I know they are under a
great deal of stress in carrying out
their activities every day.

Our men and women, in spite of that
sort of verbal abuse—and clearly at
risk of physical assault—remain fo-
cused on their mission to provide the
detainees there safe and humane treat-
ment but, at the same time, simulta-
neously protecting Americans from the
deadly plots that have been hatched by
many of those detainees who are there.

As we all know from the President’s
comments and speeches over the last
week or so, on that island today are
some of the world’s most hardened
enemy combatants, terrorists. Khalid
Sheikh Mohammed is there, the man
the 9/11 Commission described as the
“principal architect of the 9/11 at-
tacks.” The fact that we have the pres-
ence of them—we did not see them, we
did not even ask to go to their facil-
ity—but the fact that they are there is
a vivid reminder that the detainees at
Guantanamo do remain locked up for a
critical purpose: to protect Americans.
We were reminded of that again and
again as we listened to the stories
about the backgrounds of the types of
people who are there. I left there with
no question in my mind that many
would return to what they were doing

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

before they were captured; that is,
plotting new ways to attack us. We
know some who have been released
have, indeed, returned to the battle-
field. And that has been well docu-
mented.

There has been a lot of debate re-
cently on how we should prosecute
these terrorists, these enemy combat-
ants. Soon we will be addressing that
issue once again on the floor of the
Senate, as we should. But I think we
should all be very clear in our own
thinking that these men are dangerous
terrorists who remain a threat to the
safety and well-being of every Amer-
ican. They are militant extremists
whose goal in life is to kill Americans,
is to destroy our freedom and security.

Mr. President, as we were reminded
through remembrances and through
the ceremonies of yesterday and
through the discussions yesterday, 9/11
shattered our longstanding illusions of
safety and security in this country. As
we learned then and have since
learned—on no less than 11 occasions—
safety and security are mnot static
states, but they are dynamic, they are
constantly changing, in constant flux.
That means we cannot just enact a bill
and then move on and say that is suffi-
cient. We have to continuously, in this
body, take stock of where we are, as-
sess and reassess and implement
changes when necessary.

We have done just that over the last
5 years. As of August, we passed 71 laws
and other bills related to the war on
terror. The next step is the bill we are
debating today; that is, the Port Secu-
rity Improvement Act. It provides ad-
ditional authorities and tools critical
to improving our port security and our
maritime security—and to foil plots to
injure us or to destroy our ports, to the
detriment of hard-working Americans
and to the detriment of our economy.

Very soon we will take up legislation
that strengthens and modernizes our
foreign intelligence surveillance laws,
as well as legislation that authorizes
military commissions to prosecute ter-
rorists for war crimes, such as those
who are currently detained at Guanta-
namo Bay.

Without these tools, we simply can-
not guarantee the safety and security
of the American people. That is why
they are being addressed on the floor
right now. That is what hangs in the
balance: the safety and security of the
American people. On this floor, we are
not going to always agree on the ap-
proach, but it is a goal I believe every
one of my colleagues shares.

As we move forward in this body over
the next couple weeks, I hope we do re-
main focused on that goal, ensuring
the safety and security of the Amer-
ican people.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

——
RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The minority leader is recog-
nized.
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PRESIDENT’S 9/11 SPEECH

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I was hon-
ored to join with President Bush and
others at the Pentagon yesterday to
commemorate the fifth anniversary of
9/11. I was pleased, also to join my col-
leagues on the east steps of the Capitol
last evening in an emotional tribute to
those who died on that fateful day 5
years ago.

Mr. President, 9/11 was one of the
darkest days of this Nation’s history.
It brought America together. We were
inspired by the bravery of our fellow
Americans. We stood shoulder to shoul-
der with the President. And when he
stood upon the mound of rubble at
Ground Zero, with a bullhorn in hand,
he spoke for all of us.

Last night, however, the President,
in his address to the Nation, spoke for
himself, for his administration, and not
for the Nation. No bullhorn, only the
bully pulpit of his office, which he used
to defend an unpopular war in Iraq and
to launch clumsily disguised barbs at
those who disagree with his policies.

By focusing on Iraq in the manner he
did, the President engaged in an all-
too-familiar Bush administration tac-
tic: conflate and blur the war in Iraq
with the response to 9/11.

Despite definitive and repeated find-
ings that there were no ties between
Iraq and al-Qaida—a finding most re-
cently echoed by the Republican-con-
trolled Senate Intelligence Com-
mittee—the President continued to de-
liberately lump and blur al-Qaida,
Osama bin Laden, Iraq, and 9/11 to-
gether.

This is a political move designed to
tap the overwhelming public sentiment
to destroy al-Qaida as a way to bolster
sagging public support for the war in
Iraq.

Despite the President’s best efforts,
the American people can see through
this ploy—as we have seen with the
pundits’ comments following his speech
and editorials all across the country
today. The American people under-
stand that Iraq is largely a sectarian
struggle and that the longer we are
bogged down in the streets of Baghdad,
the easier it is for al-Qaida and its af-
filiates to reconstitute in places such
as Afghanistan and Somalia.

Americans understand that this ad-
ministration’s ‘‘stay the course’ strat-
egy is hurting our security and moving
Iraq in the wrong direction. Unemploy-
ment in Iraq is high. It is 40 to 50 per-
cent unemployment, at least. Some
places, it is 70 and 80 percent.

News accounts today say that infla-
tion is now 75 percent in Iraq. An aver-
age of a thousand Iraqis are dying each
month in Iraq. Is that a civil war? I
think so. News accounts, the last cou-
ple of days—one, in fact, today said:
“Iraq conflict worsens.” The General
Accounting Office, the watchdog of
Congress, a nonpartisan organization,
said that the Iraq conflict worsens.

We heard two days ago an Army gen-
eral saying that the Anbar province is
lost. We have a general, even before he
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is retired, saying that Secretary Rums-
feld said he would fire anyone who
tried to develop a plan after the sol-
diers went into Iraq. He would fire
them. There was no planning as to how
the peace would take place.

The American people deserved better
last night. They deserved a break from
the politics that honored the spirit of 9/
11, a chance to reclaim that sense of
unity, purpose, and patriotism which
swept through our country 5 years
ago—feelings only the Commander in
Chief could have inspired, that he
should have tried to inspire. He didn’t.
Last night was not the time for a polit-
ical partisan speech. Sadly, it was a
missed opportunity for President Bush,
who obviously was more consumed by
staying the course in Iraq and playing
election year partisan politics than
changing the direction for this wonder-
ful country.

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 be a period for the transaction of
morning business for 30 minutes, with
the first half of the time under the con-
trol of the majority leader or his des-
ignee and the second half of the time
under the control of the Democratic
leader or his designee.

The Senator from Pennsylvania is
recognized.

———

THE PRESIDENT’S ADDRESS TO
THE NATION

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
come to the Senate floor in sadness.
The President of the United States
gives an address about the condition of
our country 5 years after the events of
9/11. He gives an address and lays out
the scope of the problem we are con-
fronting. There are people all across
this world who subscribe to a radical,
perverted form of Islam and want to
destroy everything we believe in. That
is the enemy we are confronting. We
are in an active war with our military
against them in Afghanistan and Iraq.
That is the reality.

The minority leader just referred to
it as sectarian violence. What is that
word? Religious? Religious violence.
Radical Islam violence—some Sunni,
some Shia, but both are radical in their
nature, and they are fighting us. That
is the reality of the enemy today. The
very people who planned the attacks
are the people who are in Iraq. Al-
Qaida is in Iraq causing that sectarian
violence. Should we ignore that? I ask
the Senator from Nevada, should we
just ignore that, pretend they are not
there, not talk about that last night,
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pretend al-Qaida is not in Iraq? Is this
not part of the mission we are trying
to accomplish?

It is sad. We are at war against an
enemy that I happen to believe is the
most dangerous enemy ever to confront
this country, and we play petty politics
constantly here on the floor of the Sen-
ate—even after a solemn day of remem-
brance for the valued people who died
on September 11. It is chilling. We just
cannot get past the politics around
here, just cannot get past the partisan
advantage around here. We cannot face
the reality that we have a dangerous
enemy out there who wants to destroy
everything we hold dear, an enemy who
is very clear about what they want to
accomplish. How clear? They say it—
not to Mike Wallace on ‘60 Minutes,”” I
might add. No, when you are spinning
in English in America, you put on the
nice face, you put on the happy face
that we want peace and want to live to-
gether in brotherhood and all this won-
derful stuff.

But that is a lie. When they go back
and speak in Arabic and Farsi, they
give a very different story. It is a con-
sistent story, I might add. It is the de-
struction of the State of Israel, and it
is the submission of the infidels to
what they believe in. That is the
enemy we confront. It is real. We can
play politics about it and say it is not
real. We can say it is a trumped-up
war. They are at war with us. We may
not want to be at war with them, but
they are at war with us—not just in Af-
ghanistan and Iraq, not just in south-
ern Lebanon, not just in Great Britain,
but here. They want to defeat us. Their
intent is to defeat us. They are moti-
vating people in the Middle East and
around the world to join their ranks
and attack us.

One of the things I learned from my
days in Little League, and in every-
thing else I have ever engaged in, is
that one of the ways to lose anything
you are engaged in with an opponent is
not to take your opponent seriously,
not to look at what they are really
about, and not look at their capability.
I remember early that in this war
many were calling the terrorists cow-
ards, as if these people were weak and
they had no real resolve. These people
are not weak. They are misguided—
horribly misguided—but they are not
weak. They are a dangerous enemy.
They are a dangerous enemy that has
an ideology that is motivating people,
and they have a tactic that is uniquely
effective against us.

As Osama bin Laden says, ‘“We will
defeat you because you love life; we
love death.” And we do love life in this
country because we have a lot to live
for. We have great freedom, great ma-
terial wealth. We have a wonderful cul-
ture. They, on the other hand, for the
most part have none of those. They
love death because they see death as
better than life. They are willing to
die. In fact, they want to die. We have
never fought an enemy like this. We
have never fought an enemy who want-
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ed to die as part of the victory for
them. We always fought enemies who
saw death as a tragic consequence of
war, and their objective was an earthly
kingdom. Not this enemy. This enemy
says death is part of the war—a desire
for those entering into this battle—and
their kingdom is not one they want to
build here but one they want to
achieve after death. This is an enemy
who wants a nuclear weapon in Iran,
not because they want to stave off at-
tacks, no, but because they want to use
it to pursue their messianic vision of
the return of the 12th Imam, or Hidden
Imam.

I give speeches all across Pennsyl-
vania and lay out for the people of my
State this vision of President Mahmud
Ahmadi-Nejad and the rulers of Iran,
the vision of the 12th, or Hidden,
Imam, who is to return at the end of
time. That is what the Shias believe.
But President Ahmadi-Nejad and the
rulers of Iran believe different than
most Shias, thank God. They believe it
is their obligation to bring about the
end of time by the destruction of the
State of Israel and by world chaos in
which Islam is suppressing the infidels,
and only at that time will this Hidden
Imam return and the actualization of
their religion come to pass.

This is a serious enemy, an enemy
with resources. This is an enemy with
growing technology, and this is an
enemy with fervent disciples who are
willing to go around and kill them-
selves in pursuit of this objective. This
is not something to be played politics
with. This is not something to ignore
and pass off as sectarian violence that
we brought about because we happen to
be there. These people have been at war
with us for 20 years, and we have cho-
sen to ignore them. We paid a very
high price.

So what is our lesson? If you listen to
the Democratic leader, it is: Let’s con-
tinue to ignore them. Let’s continue to
play politics. Let’s put domestic poli-
tics ahead of the security of this coun-
try.

That is his message—that this is not
real, this is trumped up, and if we leave
them alone, they will leave us alone.
Oh, really? Do you really believe that?
If we leave these people alone, do you
believe that somehow we would be safe
here? We can just garrison America,
make all public buildings like we have
here at the Capitol—put Jersey bar-
riers around everything and have po-
lice on every corner. We can protect
ourselves from these people. Is that the
America in which we want to live? Not
me.

We are at war—the most serious war
this country has ever faced against an
opponent like none we have ever faced.
Yet we play politics. We ignore the re-
ality. We can pretend they are just not
there—at 1least wuntil November, at
least until we can get control. Then
maybe we will come to our senses and
recognize the grave threat that con-
fronts our country.

No, the President did not give a po-
litical speech last night. He spoke of
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the reality of the conflict that is before
us. It is not popular to do so, I know.
It is not popular to stand up and sup-
port a conflict that is difficult to deal
with every day. But understand that is
exactly what they have in mind.

Did you ever wonder why they don’t
kill 3,000 people in 1 day? They have
the capability of doing so. You just
send out, instead of 1 every day or 2
every day, you send out 200 in 1 day.
Why not? Why don’t they just have one
mass, huge offensive? It is because that
is not what they are all about. That is
not a terrorist tactic.

The terrorist tactic is to cause death
every single day. It doesn’t matter who
but just cause death. So why? To de-
feat the military? No, their objective
isn’t to defeat the military or drive
back the lines of our troops or to con-
trol more area. No, those deaths are
not aimed at our military, they are
aimed at us. Every day they want to
make it harder for you and you and
you and you to open the paper, to turn
on the television, to see more death.

This is the steady drumbeat of the
psychological war of terror being in-
flicted on the American public. They
will keep up the drumbeat every single
day—not in big conflagrations but
every day—to make it painful, to make
it hard.

They want one thing out of us. They
know our military, and I am going to
submit for the RECORD an assessment
from a serviceman who wrote me who
provided his experience in Iraq of suc-
cess, I might add.

Our military knows they must win
this war, and they are succeeding at
some level. They are not attacking our
military. They are attacking us psy-
chologically every single day until fi-
nally they get us to say one word—
enough. Enough. We have had enough.
We can’t take this anymore. It is just
too hard.

They believe we will say ‘‘enough”
because they believe we are weak. They
believe we and the modern world just
don’t have the stomach to fight and die
for what we believe in anymore. We
like our ‘“‘things’ too much, and so we
will just leave them alone until they
get stronger and stronger and in a posi-
tion to do more and more damage to
our children and grandchildren.

The President is right. This is our
hour. We can play politics with the
hour, we can seek political advantage
to win the next election with this hour,
or we can confront the reality of this
hour and do something about it.

On my watch, even though I am fac-
ing what many consider to be a dif-
ficult time back in Pennsylvania, I am
going to confront the reality of the
threat to me, to this country, and to
our children and grandchildren. It is
too important to walk away and play
politics to get reelected. It is too im-
portant to the future of this country to
minimize the threat that we are en-
gaged in and play politics with it.

It may win or lose elections. Matters
not to me. It matters not to me. What

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

matters is defending our country when
it needs to be defended, not putting
personal politics above what is in the
best interest of the national security of
this country.

I believe the President, given all the
mistakes that this administration has
made in the conduct of this war—and
they certainly are numerous—the
President has it right. This is the
greatest threat for our generation, and
I pray we have the courage to confront
it.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to print the assessment from 1LT
Jeremy Burke in the RECORD.

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

MY MISSION

Foreign Military Advising by Military
Transition Teams, MiTTs, is currently the
Main Effort for the U.S. Military in Iraq.
The current objective of CENTCOM is to
build and train the Iraqi Security Forces in
order that they can take over control of the
security in their battlespace. MiTT teams
advise on everything from logistical plan-
ning, operational management and command
& control (C2) of their units. I was an advisor
for the 3rd Brigade of the 3rd Division, Iraqi
Army.

Overall assessment: I believe we have been
extremely successful in our efforts to secure
peace and freedom in Iraq. Many people in
Iraq are now enjoying freedoms that they
never could before. For those born during
Saddam’s reign of terror, they are tasting
freedom for the first time. All over Iraq we
are turning over control of security to Iraqi
Security Forces like the Army, Border Po-
lice and the regular Police. Our presence
there as American military is to backup the
Iraqis when they need help. They are finally
standing on their own two feet. Now we’re
just letting them get balanced.

AREAS OF SUCCESS WITH IRAQI ARMY

(1) Control of Security: We started out Au-
gust 2005 and our Iraqi counterparts were as-
sessed at being able to take over control of
their battles pace no earlier than 18 months.
10 months later, in June 2006, they completed
their validation exercise and we transitioned
battle space authority over to Iraqi Army
control.

(2) Communications: At onset of our mis-
sion our Iraqi counterparts were severely
limited in communications and they could
not talk between 2 of their 3 battalions nor
their Brigade rear location. We needed to lo-
cate the appropriate equipment for them and
get it issued out. Then we had the task of
training them how to utilize all their commo
gear and put it into use.

Now they have a Codan radio base station
set up at their Brigade (BDE) Headquarters,
BDE rear and at each Battalion location.
Each location is now capable of commu-
nicating across their entire battle space,
16,000 sq KM.

Their vehicles now have mobile Codan ra-
dios to communicate between their maneu-
ver elements and their headquarters.

They now have Internet access to send sta-
tus reports to Division headquarters and to
receive and send information from their bat-
talions.

Command & Control: When we arrived in
August of 2005 they had no functioning Tac-
tical Operations Center (TOC) in which to
manage subordinate units, track convoys,
manage information flow and oversee oper-
ations.

After months of training and preparation,
we helped them open the first Iraqi Army
Brigade TOC on January 15, 2006.

September 12, 2006

All TA BDE communications are handled
out of their TOC.

A representative from the S2 (Intelligence)
and S3 (Operations) is working in this TOC
all day and in the evening. At night there
are two enlisted soldiers manning the radios
and acting as a runner.

The S3 is tracking units on the ground
with large wall sized maps that we provided
for them. The S2 tracks enemy activity or a
long period of time on an exact replica of the
operations map.

As the Coalition Forces Liaison Officer
(LNO), I worked 7 days a week in their TOC
providing classes on: map reading, Intel-
ligence Analysis, and reporting.

Now that our IA counterparts have taken
over control of their battle space a U.S. LNO
will work in their TOC as a means of bridg-
ing communications between the IA units on
the ground and U.S. units providing support.
Examples of this function are when an Iraqi
convoy is hit with an IED attack they call
back to their TOC, then the Iraqi officer in
charge would request assistance and I would
call in a MEDEVAC request to the U.S.
Headquarters in the area.

Pay & Promotions: At the beginning of our
mission, approximately 75 percent of the IA
Brigade we advised had some sort of pay or
promotion issue. The most common example
of this was a soldier was promoted but the
Ministry of Defense, MOD, had yet to recog-
nize the promotion so they were still being
paid at their old pay grade.

When I left Iraq, the Brigade’s pay issues
were down to 4 percent.

The Brigade S1 and the Division G1, Per-
sonnel, now work closely together and get
actively involved in resolving pay issues to
include traveling to Baghdad to meet di-
rectly with the Personnel Department at
MOD.

MOD still has problems recognizing pro-
motions when they come but at least now
the soldier might only have 1-2 months to
wait for it to be resolved as opposed to years
as it was before.

(3) Vehicle Maintenance: This is still a dif-
ficult problem for the Iraqis but they are
slowing making headway. They are facing a
difficult task with maintenance because
their culture has not adopted the idea of op-
erator maintenance as a personal responsi-
bility. The wealthy would just abandon a ve-
hicle if it died on the road. The lower classes
simply use a Duct Tape resolution to solve
maintenance issues. One of their problems
now is that since they didn’t conduct peri-
odic maintenance on their vehicles they
have a lot of work to catch up on as they get
more involved. Upon our arrival in August
2005, they had dozens of deadlined, inoper-
able, vehicles just strewn about their bases,
which made their motor pools look more like
junkyards.

U.S. advisors in Baghdad worked with
MOD to set up a National Maintenance Con-
tract for the Army’s vehicles. For our unit
they bring all their vehicles back to the Di-
vision base where the maintenance facilities
are and can get any kind of repair done they
need—to include newly issued HUMMW Vs.

In December of 2005 we started sending sol-
diers from our Brigade to the maintenance
course also run by the NMC group. Soldiers
become qualified to perform various levels of
maintenance on their vehicles. After the
course they spend time at the maintenance
facility to get ‘“‘on the job” training before
returning to their units.

(4) Logistics: Logistical support, in my
mind, is now their biggest obstacle to being
a successful, self-sustaining military.

MOD has not come up with appropriate
plan to provide fuel for the Iraqi Security
Forces, ISF. Currently the U.S. supplies
some fuel to the ISF but that is being cut
off—probably by August 2006.



September 12, 2006

Life Support Contracts are set up and man-
aged by MOD but there is no MOD rep to
monitor them locally except for an army of-
ficer. In some cases this has led to corrup-
tion, in other cases it has allowed local ven-
dors to operate with no quality control.

OVERALL SENTIMENT OF THE IRAQI PEOPLE

Generally the people of Iraq are appre-
ciative of the United States, want our Mili-
tary to stay as long as possible to ensure
their safety and security.

Some portions of the population are happy
that we can provide for their safety and are
grateful that we ousted Saddam. But they
will be equally as happy when we leave. This
is more of an Arab cultural thing. Arab cul-
ture is driven by pride and shame. These peo-
ple might be embarrassed that they could
not secure their freedoms themselves and
now would like us to leave so they can take
over from here. And some simply don’t want
Westerners controlling their future.

When we traveled to various villages we
were typically well received. Kids run out to
the convoy in hopes that they’ll get candy or
water. Village leaders come out to greet us
and invite us in to sit and talk while we
drink Chai. When we entered a village and
people looked away or closed their doors to
us, it almost always meant that they were
being intimidated by the terrorists. It was
these villages that we spent more time. We’d
come back as often as possible, bringing
clothes, food, and commanders of all levels
from the Iraqi Army and the Coalition to
meet with tribal leadership. When we caught
Saddam Hussein, there were celebrations at
every village we went to. People were both
relieved and overjoyed. And they thanked us
in whatever way they could. When U.S.
forces Kkilled Abu Musab Zarqgawi, people
celebrated in the streets firing their guns in
the air, they offered us food and gifts when
we visited villages. These were true inspiring
patriotic moments for Iraq.

When a suicide bomber attacks an Army or
Police recruiting station and kills many peo-
ple, the following day the lines waiting to
join up are 3-4 times larger. People are look-
ing for jobs and they see joining the Iraqi Se-
curity Forces as a great opportunity to
make a living and do their part in getting rid
of the terrorism rampant in their region of
the world.

We are seeing lots of economic expansion
everywhere. Strip malls are being con-
structed, businesses are expanding and fran-
chises are popping up. New homes are being
constructed all over the country. And people
are spending money, looking for new types of
goods to buy and they desire goods and serv-
ices that are currently available throughout
the rest of the world. Satellite TV has been
a big help with this.

OBSTACLES

Fuel—Currently fuel is a major crisis not
only for the Iraqi Security Forces but for the
general population as well. The issue is not
for a lack of oil, but a lack of functioning re-
fineries—2 shut down in November. It has
started to limit the ability of the Iraqi Secu-
rity Forces to conduct long-range oper-
ations.

Border Crossings—Foreign Fighters and
Terrorist support still continues to flow
across the Syrian Border. Smuggling of fuel,
cigarettes and other goods is commonplace
and put a big strain on the ability of the Bor-
der Police to shut down the border. Lack of
fuel has reduced the number of border pa-
trols that are conducted. Long lines at the
Point of Entry have caused many people to
come across illegally. Some smuggling is
being conducted as a direct support mecha-
nism for terrorists.

Corruption: Very problematic in all areas
of the Iraqi Security Forces. But it is also
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misunderstood. Some levels of corruption
are generally accepted in Arab culture. It is
the way they have done business and govern-
ment for so long that they have come to
allow it—to an extent. Some of the areas of
corruption that we’ve seen are when soldiers
or police at checkpoints or border crossings
do not check cars as they come through.
They will sometimes take payments in order
to speed a vehicle through the checkpoint.
We began cracking down on this during
Spring of 2006. There are also kickbacks with
contractors—this is very typical and also
very accepted.

Mr. SANTORUM. I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Illinois.

———

FIFTH ANNIVERSARY OF
SEPTEMBER 11, 2001, AND IRAQ

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I came
to the Capitol yesterday on the fifth
anniversary of September 11. I looked
out the window, down the Mall on the
west side, and I couldn’t help but re-
member what we saw on 9/11. On that
morning as we met in a small room on
the west side of the Capitol and
watched the television broadcast and
first heard of a plane crashing into the
World Trade Center, I thought: What a
freak accident. I hope a lot of people
won’t die.

Then as we watched incredulously, a
second plane hit the World Trade Cen-
ter. The scales fell from our eyes and
we knew exactly what was happening.
This was no accident. This was inten-
tional. America was under attack.

We met in this meeting a few min-
utes longer. Someone walked into the
room and said they were evacuating
the White House. We looked down the
Mall on 9/11 and saw black, billowing
smoke, and then the word came across
that there was some explosion at the
Pentagon. We weren’t sure what had
happened. A bomb? It turned out it was
a plane.

As that black smoke billowed across
the Mall, as we looked on that bright
sunlit day at this horrible, disgusting
display of destruction, we were told to
evacuate this building, to leave the
U.S. Capitol for our lives as quickly as
we could.

We raced down the steps, all of us,
thousands of us, and gathered outside.
We stood on the grass not sure where
to turn or where to go. We heard a loud
boom. Many of us thought it was an-
other explosion. It turned out it was
the scrambling of our fighter planes
over the Nation’s Capital to protect us.

Finally, after dismissing our staff,
telling them to go home and find a safe
place, I walked a few blocks away from
the Capitol Building and sat, as most
Americans did, for the rest of the day
hearing the news reports, watching the
television scenes from New York.

Then late that evening, after that
wrenching day, Members of Congress
gathered on the steps outside the Cap-
itol in a rare, heartening display of bi-
partisanship or nonpartisanship, said a
prayer, and sang ‘‘God Bless America.”

In the weeks that followed, there was
a mood on Capitol Hill unlike anything
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we had seen for a long time. The Presi-
dent came to us within hours and said:
We are now declaring war on those re-
sponsible for 9/11. He proposed that we
mobilize the strength of America, all of
us, and strike back at those who had
killed 3,000 innocent people on that
day. The President’s plea was answered
with unequivocal support on both sides
of the aisle.

I have often said that in the years I
have served here, there is no more dif-
ficult vote than a vote to go to war. We
know that with that vote, people will
die. The enemy, brave Americans, and
innocent people will die, and you must
take that seriously. But I didn’t hesi-
tate to vote for that war against al-
Qaida. I didn’t hesitate to vote for that
war in Afghanistan. America had to
stand and defend itself against those
who would kill innocent people, as they
did on 9/11.

Yesterday, on the fifth anniversary
of 9/11, there was an effort to rekindle
that feeling.

The President made important visits
to New York, to the site of the World
Trade Center, to Pennsylvania where
United flight 93 crashed into the
ground when the brave passengers took
control of the plane away from the ter-
rorists and, in the process, may have
saved my life. Many believe that plane
was destined for Washington, destined
for this building, this important sym-
bol of America. Those brave passengers
took control of that plane and gave
their lives in the process. The Presi-
dent visited that rural setting to re-
member their heroism.

Then he came to the Pentagon, and I
was honored to join him as he laid a
wreath at the corner of the new section
of the Pentagon that was rebuilt after
184 people in that building died on 9/11.

We gathered again on the steps yes-
terday, a bipartisan gathering of the
House and Senate, for a moment of
prayer, a moment of reflection, and to
sing ‘“‘God Bless America.” It was a
time when we tried to recapture that
spirit of unity, that spirit of deter-
mination, and many of us felt we were
moving our Nation again in the right
direction.

But what is it that divides us? We
heard the speech of my leader and
friend, Senator HARRY REID of Nevada,
and the speech of the Senator from
Pennsylvania, again at odds in debat-
ing about our policy. What divides us is
clearly another war—not the war in Af-
ghanistan but the war in Iraq. Twenty-
three of us on the floor of this Senate,
when given a chance, voted against the
authorization of force to go to war in
Iraq.

As a member of the Senate Intel-
ligence Committee, I knew from closed
door sessions, which I was sworn not to
disclose, I knew from those sessions
that many of the things that were
being told to the American people as
reasons to go to war against Saddam
Hussein and Iraq were just plain wrong.

This last week, the Senate Intel-
ligence Committee, in a bipartisan re-
port, made it public for the record, for
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history, for all to see, that the Amer-
ican people were misled into this war
in Irag—statements about weapons of
mass destruction that didn’t exist,
statements about nuclear weapons that
didn’t exist, statements about connec-
tions between Saddam Hussein and al-
Qaida which were fabricated. Those
reasons were told to the American peo-
ple to justify a war which is now in its
fourth year.

Unlike the war in Afghanistan where
our mission was clear to go after those
who were responsible for 9/11, to go
after al-Qaida, in Iraq we are in our
fourth year. The official report from
the Pentagon this morning is 2,671 of
our best and bravest soldiers have died
in that war; more than 19,000 have re-
turned wounded, serious wounds—am-
putations, blindness, burns, traumatic
brain injury. We have spent more than
$320 billion on that war. And last night,
as the President spoke to America, he
went beyond that spirit of unity that
brought us together for the war in Af-
ghanistan and against al-Qaida to dis-
cuss this war in Iraq.

It is part of an offensive by this ad-
ministration. We saw it on Sunday
with Condoleezza Rice, our Secretary
of State, and with Vice President CHE-
NEY’s appearance on television. We saw
and heard the statements they made to
justify a war in Iraq, a war which, un-
fortunately, is not going well.

The Senator from Pennsylvania ob-
jected to Senator REID saying that we
were involved in some sort of sectarian
violence in Iraq. Those are not original
words of the Senator from Nevada. He
made reference to the General Ac-
countability Office which released its
report yesterday in which it said:

Iraq’s political process has sharpened the
country’s sectarian divisions, polarized rela-
tions between its ethnic and religious
groups, and weakened its sense of national
identity.

The Senator from Pennsylvania criti-
cized the Democratic leader for being
political and partisan in saying these
words. But the same words were used
by the General Accountability Office.
It is a fact. We can’t ignore it. The sit-
uation in Iraq has worsened.

Mr. President, do you know what the
GAO reported in terms of violence in
Iraq? The figures are startling. I read
the report:

The Pentagon said enemy attacks against
coalition and Iraqi forces increased by 23 per-
cent from 2004 to 2005. The number of attacks
from January to July 2006 were 57 percent
higher than during the same period in 2005.

The GAO published a graph yester-
day. The number of attacks rose from
around 100 in May of 2003 to roughly
4,500 in July of 2006. Is it political or
partisan to note the obvious, the GAO
report to which Senator REID made ref-
erence? That is not political partisan-
ship; that is a reality, and we should
face that reality because Iraq does con-
tinue to slip into civil war despite the
billions that we have spent and the
thousands of American lives which
have been lost in that battle.
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There is another political reality.
Osama bin Laden is still on the loose.
Al-Qaida’s membership, estimated at
20,000 on 9/11, is now estimated by our
intelligence agencies at 50,000. Instead
of shrinking and disappearing, they are
growing geometrically.

And there is another reality. The
Taliban is gaining ground again in Af-
ghanistan. They have set up shop in
Pakistan where that Government has
agreed to have a safe haven for some of
these terrorist forces. That is unfortu-
nate, and it is disastrous when you
think of our long-term war on ter-
rorism.

Sitting at home in Springfield, I1,,
over the weekend, I listened to Vice
President CHENEY when he appeared on
‘“Meet the Press.”’” He said that those of
us who make these speeches about the
reality of the war in Iraq are not show-
ing the kind of resolve that we should.
We are somehow validating terrorism.
We are weakening America’s efforts to
fight terrorism.

I couldn’t disagree more. If Members
of Congress—if the American public
cannot stand up and speak when they
disagree with the policies of this ad-
ministration, we have lost sight of the
values of this democracy and how im-
portant they are. Despite the Intel-
ligence Committee’s disclosure of how
we were misled into the war in Iraaq,
and despite the situation on the ground
today, when Vice President CHENEY
says he would do it all again, it is a re-
minder that this administration is res-
olute in continuing on a path that does
not make us safer and, in fact, endan-
gers our troops even as we stand and
speak today. It strikes me as odd that
this Vice President, after the Intel-
ligence Committee report, did not show
even a hint of embarrassment for some
of the things he said before the inva-
sion of Iraq and not even a word of re-
gret for misleading the American peo-
ple.

Well, we have a different vision. We
believe there are things we can do to
make America safe and strong. Let’s
take the 9/11 Commission report. Let’s
take their recommendations and make
them reality—100 percent of them. In-
stead of a failing grade, let’s have an
A+ so that America can take these rec-
ommendations and move forward.

The budget of the Bush administra-
tion has continued to cut these rec-
ommendations, has refused to fund the
things that will make us safer, whether
it is a stronger National Guard, a bet-
ter communications system, stronger
port facilities, more surveillance and
security of chemical plants and nuclear
powerplants, better security on Am-
trak, on mass transit—these are things
the Democrats on this side of the aisle
believe should be our highest priority
in making America safe.

We need to strengthen our ports and
our nuclear powerplants in my State
and across the Nation. We need to cut
our dependence on foreign oil so that
we aren’t indirectly subsidizing ter-
rorism and indirectly subsidizing those
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who are killing our troops in Iraq and
Afghanistan. And we need to push to
change course in Iraq. We need a re-
sponsible redeployment of troops so
that the Iraqis understand this is their
battle, this is their war, this is their
country. There has to come a time, in
this fourth year of a war that has
lasted longer than the Korean war,
when the Iraqis stand and fight for
their own country, when American
troops are replaced and can come
home.

Last week, the administration sent
5,000 more troops to Iraq. There is no
end in sight. The President said we
must stay the course. I think we need
to change the course. We need to start
the redeployment of American troops—
not precipitous, immediate with-
drawal; that would be wrong, but to
start the redeployment of American
troops so the Iraqis stand and fight for
their own nation, so that our troops,
having served us so well and so honor-
ably, can come home safely.

The sad reality in Afghanistan is if
we don’t put more force in place there,
we are not going to see the results for
which we fought for so long. Afghani-
stan is tough territory. Many have
learned that. The British Empire
learned it. The Soviet Union learned it
as well. If we are not going to become
victims of the same fate, we need to
make certain that our commitment to
NATO and Afghanistan is real. That is
part of the war on terrorism.

The Senator from Pennsylvania said
of Senator REID that he didn’t take our
opponents seriously. The Senator from
Pennsylvania is wrong. Senator REID
understands terrorism, as we all do. He
understands that we need to stand to-
gether, on a bipartisan basis, to make
America safe and to fight the right war
in the right place, to win a victory that
counts. That is why he spoke today. We
should never forget, according to the
Senator from Pennsylvania, that we
are fighting an enemy that wants to
die. He said that has never happened
before.

I think a brief study of history would
tell him it has. The Japanese Kamikaze
fliers had the same death wish as those
who are suicide bombers today. It has
happened before. It doesn’t make it any
less of a threat, but the fact is, we have
faced it before and we have overcome
it.

It is interesting that as we listen to
our military experts, they tell us we
cannot win in Iraq militarily no matter
how many troops we put in place; we
have to win politically. We have to
stop and reflect on the fact that there
is a large swath of this world that
doesn’t understand who we are and
what we stand for. They continually
are told the wrong thing about Amer-
ica. They continue to be misled. So as
we are strong militarily, as we must
be, as we must defend America at
home, we must also reach out and
spread the word about what America’s
values are, what we are willing to
stand for, so that we are better under-
stood in this world and so that this new
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generation, looking for an impression
of the United States, doesn’t come up
with the wrong impression.

As we consider what we face today in
the closing weeks of this session, let’s
make sure we do stand together in a bi-
partisan fashion for defending America
as our homeland. Let’s put the re-
sources in place to make us safer. We
continue to stand behind our troops,
but let us not be so bull-headed that we
won’t consider any change in tactic or
strategy that might start to bring our
troops home safely, with their mission
truly accomplished this time, and let’s
not give up on Afghanistan. We cannot
allow the Taliban to have a resurgence
of power and give al-Qaida another
place to gather forces to Ilaunch
against the world. That is our mission.
That is our responsibility.

As we gathered yesterday, it was a
reminder that at one time not that
long ago we stood together in that ef-
fort.

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

———————

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Morning business is closed.

———

SECURITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY
FOR EVERY PORT ACT

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of
H.R. 4954, which the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 4954) to improve maritime and
cargo security through enhanced layered de-
fenses, and for other purposes.

Pending:

Stevens (for DEMINT) amendment No. 4921,
to establish a unified national hazard alert
system.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, is the
pending business the DeMint amend-
ment?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Yes, it is.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.
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AMENDMENT NO. 4929

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be set aside, and I send an
amendment to the desk.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Washington [Mrs. MUR-
RAY] proposes an amendment numbered 4929.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The amendment is as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 4929
(Purpose: To extend the merchandise
processing fees, and for other purposes)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . COBRA FEES.

(a) EXTENSION OF FEES.—Subparagraphs (A)
and (B)(i) of section 13031(j)(3) of the Consoli-
dated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
1985 (19 U.S.C. 58c(j)(3)(A) and (B)(d)) are
amended by striking ‘2014’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘2015,

(b) USE OoF FEES.—Paragraph (2) of section
13031(f) of such Act (19 U.S.C. 58c(f)(2)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
““The provisions of the first and second sen-
tences of this paragraph limiting the pur-
poses for which amounts in the Customs
User Fee Account may be made available
shall not apply with respect to amounts in
that Account during fiscal year 2015.”".

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, this
morning the Senate is considering a
very important bill, the port security
bill, which many Members have come
to the floor to talk about. I am proud
to be an original sponsor of this bill
and have been working on it for a num-
ber of years; in fact, since five years
ago, after September 11, when I was the
Transportation Appropriations Sub-
committee chair. At that time I began
to bring stakeholders together to talk
about how we can make sure the cargo
containers that are coming into this
country are secure. It is a very com-
plex issue. It is very difficult to do. We
have a tremendous balancing act of
making sure that cargo containers are
safe when they come into our ports but
also that we don’t halt our economy as
we move forward with this initiative.

I have been very proud to work with
a number of Senators in getting us to
this point, and I am hoping this bill
will move forward in an expeditious
manner. Obviously, there will be a
number of amendments that come be-
fore us, and I look forward to working
with other Senators on both sides of
the aisle to move them forward.

The bill that is now before the Sen-
ate has one major hole. The original
bill we have been working on with all
of the committees contained a funding
source for this bill that some Members
had some concerns about. The original
bill that we offered had tariff fees as
the funding source. The Finance Com-
mittee has objected to that. They were
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concerned about that. I understand
that concern. Because of that objec-
tion, the bill that has come before us is
an important bill, but it lacks the abil-
ity to put in place a secure system. It
is essentially an empty shell without a
funding source.

That is why I have sent to the desk
right now an amendment we have been
working on together with a number of
people to make sure this bill is not just
about rhetoric but actually has the
funding behind it. If we pass this bill
without funding it, we will not have
done our job. The amendment I sent to
the desk extends two existing Customs
user fees for 1 year to fund this bill.
Those are fees that are collected today
that are going to expire, and all we are
doing is extending the collection for an
additional year.

The fees we are extending are the
merchandise processing fee and the
passenger conveyance fee. Extending
those for just 1 year will produce close
to $2.5 billion in revenue and will im-
portantly provide a dedicated funding
stream to pay for the new security ini-
tiatives authorized in this bill. By vot-
ing for this amendment, this Senate
will put money behind the rhetoric of
port security. This Senate will put
money behind the rhetoric. That is ab-
solutely critical in today’s world.

I sit on the Appropriations Com-
mittee. I sit on the Department of
Homeland Security Appropriations
Subcommittee. If we do not put a dedi-
cated source of funding behind this bill,
we will simply put port security in con-
tention with all of the other functions
of the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity. We will be looking at Coast Guard
money, FBI money, all of the impor-
tant functions that we need to have
within this bill, and port security will
be just another issue that doesn’t get
funded. That is why this funding
amendment is so absolutely critical.

The funding for this amendment is
going to be used to hire new Customs
and Border Protection officers. We
can’t just simply require our Customs
and border officials to do more. They
are important positions. Their eyes on
the containers and their eyes on the
tracking, their eyes on the containers
as they are loaded and secured is abso-
lutely critical. Without putting new
Customs and Border Patrol agents in
place to do the functions we are asking
for in this bill, we simply will be send-
ing an empty promise to America.

The funding also will improve the
tracking and data collection of every
container coming into our ports. That
is essential funding which will make
sure what we put into those containers
is sealed, that someone is watching to
make sure they haven’t been tampered
with, that no one has gotten into them,
and that those containers have not
gone someplace they are not supposed
to. Just putting a tracking seal on it
isn’t going to make sure we know a
container has not been tampered with.
We need the personnel in place to do
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the tracking. That is an important
item for funding in this bill. The cur-
rent bill doesn’t have the funding for
it. The amendment I am offering will
make sure we have eyes on those
tracking systems.

The funding will also establish incen-
tive programs for shippers who volun-
tarily agree to these standards. That is
the GreenLane section of this bill that
is very important to make sure we
know we can reduce the number of
cargo containers coming into our ports
that could produce a danger for Amer-
ican citizens and for America’s econ-
omy.

The funding will also establish proto-
cols for the resumption of cargo ship-
ments after a disruptive incident. We
put in place a system which assures,
should an incident occur on one of our
ports, that we have a resumption strat-
egy in place so we know which cargo,
which containers can begin to move off
of our ports in an expeditious manner.
The reason this is so important is if we
don’t have a protocol in place, it will
take weeks, if not months, to get that
cargo moving again. That will have a
tremendous impact on our economy
not just in our port cities but through-
out the Nation, as stores would not
have any retail goods on their shelves.
The economic impact of that has been
outlined in this debate, but it would be
devastating. We absolutely need to
have a protocol in place, and this fund-
ing stream will assure it is not just
empty rhetoric but actually a funding
source.

Finally, the funding is important for
authorizing and appropriating money
for a grant system for our ports, crit-
ical funding infrastructure for gates,
for fencing, for making sure people are
in place to know who is coming onto
our ports—critical infrastructure that
we have known is lacking and needs a
real funding stream, not just rhetoric
saying we are requiring it.

I am very pleased to bring this
amendment to the Senate, and I hope
it is agreed to overwhelmingly because
it is critical that we put in place not
just an authorizing bill to tell the
American public we are putting in
place a port security bill but that we
actually have the funding so we can ac-
complish what I think everyone be-
lieves is an important goal.

I have presented this amendment and
ask for its consideration.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Hawaii.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask the
Senator from Washington I be added as
a cosponsor of her amendment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. INOUYE. I thank Senator MUR-
RAY for her efforts to reconcile what we
believe to be the most glaring vulner-
ability of this bill—how to pay for it.

As I noted in my opening statement,
authorizing security programs for our
ports and supply chain is the first step.
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We also must provide the actual fund-
ing to implement these new initiatives.
While we have rushed to debate this se-
curity bill this week as the country re-
members those who lost their lives 5
years ago, the Homeland Security Ap-
propriations Subcommittee is in con-
ference struggling to find the necessary
funds to pay for existing programs. The
security enhancements we are debating
this week provide our constituents no
benefit if we do not give the agencies
we have tasked with these new respon-
sibilities the necessary funds to do
their job.

Despite a vulnerable maritime sys-
tem and a very real threat to the phys-
ical and economic security of all Amer-
icans, the President has provided little
support to help secure our Nation’s
ports from terrorist attacks. Even
though the Congress has enacted two
port security laws, the White House
has included limited port security
funding in their annual budget re-
quests, proving their support for port
security has been all talk and no ac-
tion.

In 2003, when the President’s budget
failed to provide a fraction of the fund-
ing necessary for port security pro-
grams, Democrats offered an amend-
ment to the Budget Resolution to pro-
vide $1 billion per year for 2 years to
help ports meet the new security man-
dates. The amendment closely followed
the Coast Guard’s estimates on the im-
mediate, first year costs for ports to
meet the mandates. The amendment
received unanimous approval in the
Senate. During the conference commit-
tee’s consideration of the budget reso-
lution, the Republican leadership
eliminated the provision.

Recognizing this inadequacy and lost
opportunity to deliver funds to the
ports quickly, the Democrats offered
an amendment to add $1 billion to the
2003 supplemental again to help ports
meet the new security mandates. De-
spite unanimous approval in the Sen-
ate 3 weeks earlier, when it came time
to put the real dollars behind the budg-
et commitment, the amendment was
opposed by the administration and de-
feated on the Senate floor on a party-
line vote.

Unfortunately, this year we saw his-
tory repeat itself. A Democratic
amendment offered by Senator BYRD to
increase funds for port security pro-
grams by $648 million was offered and
agreed to by unanimous consent during
committee consideration of the fiscal
year 2006 supplemental appropriations
bill. Yet again when it came time to
put real dollars behind their commit-
ment to port security programs to
make them a reality, the additional
funds were opposed by the administra-
tion and were eliminated in conference.

If history is any guide, the additional
funding provided by the Senate in the
fiscal year 2007 Department of Home-
land Security Appropriations bill is
likely to be eliminated again during
this ongoing conference.

It has become evident that only by
identifying a revenue source other than
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appropriated funds to pay for the new
initiatives authorized in this Port Se-
curity Improvement Act can we truly
overcome this cycle of all talk and no
action. And that is exactly what the
Murray amendment does.

The Murray amendment raises $2.5
billion by extending customs fees. It
goes a long way toward covering the
costs for the $3.2 billion authorized in
this legislation. This is a tremendous
step in the right direction to pay for
more than 78 percent of the authorized
levels in the underlying bill. I hope my
colleagues will join with me in sup-
porting this amendment.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be dispensed with.

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

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, parliamen-
tary inquiry: What is the pending busi-
ness?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is the Murray amend-
ment.

Mr. LOTT. I understand that other
Senators may be coming to speak on
the amendment. But I wish to speak in
general in support of the bill itself.

Mr. President, yesterday, Monday,
September 11, 2006, marked the fifth
anniversary of the terrorist attacks of
our country, on September 11, 2001. It
was an emotional day for all of us.
There were feelings of remembering
the unity that it brought to all of us
even here in this institution after that
dreadful day. It was a day of mourning
and sadness and a lot of mixed emo-
tions. But I also think it reminded us
once again that the terrible threat we
saw come to fruition on that fateful
day is still with us and we have more
work to do.

I think it is important for those of us
in Congress to point out that we have
done a lot to address the terrorist
threat to try to make our country safer
from a variety of security
vulnerabilities since then. I don’t think
we talk enough about what we do. But
I remember very well the months after
September 11, 2001, the fall of that year
on into the next year, for a period of
weeks—yes, even months—when we
worked together. We put aside par-
tisanship, we put aside political inter-
ests, and we decided we were going to
do what was right for our country. It
was a great time.

I note that the approval rating of the
Congress during that period went to
the highest level it has ever been be-
fore or since. The people liked it when
they saw us working together and
doing the right thing for our country.
Of course, I should note that it has
probably fallen steadily ever since
then. But we have more to do.
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I took the time last month to go to
the west coast and look at ports, to
look at ships that come in and their
cargo, how the targeting works, how
the random selection works, how the
scanning works, how the intermodule
systems work. It is an incredible thing
to see, all the cargo coming into and
going out of our west coast port—in
fact, all of our ports.

I represent ports that serve the Gulf
of Mexico and, of course, we have our
very important east coast ports, too. It
is a phenomenal thing to see where
good progress has been made, but more
needs be done.

I do not know if it is fiscally possible
or physically possible to guarantee
that our ports are secure. But we have
done some, and we need to do more.

I point out that we passed the Mari-
time Transportation Security Act of
2002. This was major legislation. And I
was very pleased we were able to get it
done. It has made a difference. It has a
number of provisions in it that have
helped us to move toward more sophis-
ticated analysis of cargo shipment
data; cooperative arrangements be-
tween foreign ports and businesses in-
volved; targeted deployment of non-
intrusive scanning and radiation detec-
tion equipment. Great progress is being
made in this area.

The next generation of these scan-
ners is ready to come onto the market.
I took a look at how one of them
works. It scans a container in 12 sec-
onds. You can pick up something as
small as a pistol snuggled among the
cargo. You can pick it out because I
saw it. If I picked it out, just about
anybody can pick it out.

But that was a good piece of legisla-
tion. Now we have this next step, the
Port Security Act of 2006. I thank the
chairman of the Homeland Security
and Governmental Affairs Committee,
Senator COLLINS of Maine, and her
ranking member, Senator LIEBERMAN.
They deserve great credit for having
produced a good bill—and then they
took it beyond that. They worked with
the Commerce, Science and Transpor-
tation Committee, on which I serve, to
address concerns of that committee
and some of their jurisdictional inter-
ests.

Then we had to go another step and
work with the Finance Committee.
Good work has been done. It has been
done by three different committees and
in a bipartisan way.

Now we have an opportunity to do
something good and something that is
needed, but more is needed. There is no
question about that.

This bill will improve security at our
seaports by including waterway sal-
vage operations in port security plans.
It calls for unannounced inspections of
port facilities to verify the effective-
ness of facility security plans.

I want to reemphasize I was a little
surprised and impressed at what I saw
at the Ports of Seattle and Tacoma—
the security operation, the way the
port officials work with Government
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officials and work with our security of-
ficials, DEA and Customs, and all the
rest of them where there is a maze of
entities that are involved. It seems to
be working pretty well, I say to the
Senator from Washington State. I went
out there, frankly, not expecting much,
and I was surprised and relatively
pleased.

Am I still concerned and nervous?
When you look at the Port of Seattle,
as the Senator said on the floor, you
have a city, two stadiums right there
in a pretty compact area. You have
ships coming in from all over the world
at a steady stream. The risk of danger
is unsettling, to say the least.

We need to do more. This legislation
provides additional direction on the
implementation of the Transportation
Worker Identification Card Program.
We can do that. In fact, they have al-
ready done it in the private sector. It is
just the Government that is lagging be-
hind.

It mandates the establishment of
interagency operation centers to co-
ordinate the security activities of the
many Federal, State and local agen-
cies.

I get a little nervous because I have
dealt with this, too, where you have a
major event. I remember one time
when we had a drug cargo coming into
my hometown. A pretty good fracas
broke out about what was going to be
the lead agency and take the credit.
Was it going to be the local sheriff, was
it going to be port authority, FBI, Cus-
toms or DEA?

Here is my answer: Who cares? Some-
body needs to get the job done. Quit
squabbling over who is the lead agency
or who gets the credit or who gets the
blame and make sure it is done
seamlessly and effectively. I think we
do that with this bill.

This bill mandates the establishment
of interagency operations centers to
coordinate the security activities of all
these different agencies.

It mandates the establishment of an
exercise program to test interagency
cooperation.

It establishes a training program for
ports and their workers.

It improves security in the inter-
national supply chain. That is what a
lot of people say: Wait a minute, once
it gets to Seattle, it is too late. Right.
So what is happening at the port of
embarcation? Who is looking at the sit-
uation there?

The bill ensures that following any
maritime transportation security inci-
dent there will be an orderly resump-
tion of cargo movement through our
ports. It authorizes the Container Se-
curity Initiative, which examines con-
tainers at foreign ports prior to their
shipment to the United States. It au-
thorizes the Customs-Trade Partner-
ship Against Terrorism Program to im-
prove information sharing and coopera-
tion between the private sector and the
Department of Homeland Security.

Everything I was concerned about,
while I was looking at these ports and
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ports in my hometown and gulf ports
and other ports, I think this legislation
addresses or moves in the right direc-
tion.

Now, I admit, some of it will include
pilot programs or we are going to study
this or that, and we waste so much
money and so much time with that
sort of thing. But when you are talking
about very sophisticated, integrated,
voluminous programs, like what is
going on in our ports, a little thought
might be a good idea.

Now, my complaint would be, why
did we not do that a year ago, two
years ago, three years ago? Well, some-
times the problem is us. We have to
legislate. We have to do something. It
is not enough that we just stand
around and complain about our con-
cerns, and then, when we have a chance
to do something, we cannot follow
through.

So I urge the leaders of these com-
mittees to press forward. Do it now.
Let’s not drag this out. There will be
some good amendments that will be of-
fered. Probably we ought to take them.
Some of them are already being consid-
ered. Some of them have already been
taken. There will be some amend-
ments, really, that are just
grandstanding.

Hey, that is our right. We are Sen-
ators. But I would just say we need to
get this done. There is not a lot we can
take credit for in terms of security in
this particular Congress. This would be
good. And besides that, I would hate to
be the Senator who dragged this bill
out or voted against this bill when an
incident occurs.

This is a plus for the institution.
When you do the right thing for the
American people, there is plenty of
credit to go around. Let’s get this leg-
islation passed and let’s do it now. We
do not need to be working on this at 6
o’clock Thursday night. We can finish
this tonight or tomorrow. And then
let’s move on because it is well consid-
ered. It is bipartisan. There are some
legitimate amendments. Let’s take
them up. Let’s deal with them, and
then let’s go to another subject.

But overall, I feel good about the
work that has been done on this bill,
and I think we need to do more, and we
need to do it very quickly. This will be
a step in that direction.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority leader.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, first of all,
I congratulate the individuals respon-
sible for bringing this bill to the floor.
No one is more responsible than the
senior Senator from Washington, Mrs.
MURRAY. She has talked about this for
years. This was a difficult bill because
it had multiple jurisdictions—the
Homeland Security Committee, the Fi-
nance Committee, and the Commerce
Committee. The bill is here and I am
glad it is here. It is long overdue. But
this is a small slice of what we need to
do to make America safe. We need to
do much more. Five years after 9/11,
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America is not as safe as it could be
and should be. In my opinion, failures
by this White House and inaction by
this Republican-dominated Congress
have left our ports and borders vulner-
able, our chemical plants open to at-
tack, our nuclear power facilities un-
safe, our mass transit systems unse-
cure, and our military stretched to lev-
els not seen since Vietnam. We need a
new direction to keep America safe,
and we need it now.
AMENDMENT NO. 4936

(Purpose: To provide real national security,

restore United States leadership, and im-

plement tough and smart policies to win

the war on terror)

Today, I intend to offer the Real Se-
curity Act of 2006 as an amendment to
the port security bill. The Real Secu-
rity Act provides an aggressive plan to
make America safe. It takes nothing
away from the port security legislation
before this body. It is based on the real
lessons of 9/11, more than 5 years ago,
that occurred, lessons that for too long
have been ignored by this Congress.
This Democratic amendment would get
serious about all facets of security—
not only on port security but also on
rail, aviation, and mass transit.

My colleagues on the other side of
the aisle talk tough about national se-
curity. Today we will see if they are se-
rious about taking the required steps
to actually keep America safe by join-
ing with us in supporting a tough and
smart plan to protect our families.

This Real Security Act would, first of
all, implement all 41 recommendations
of the bipartisan 9/11 Commission.

In a report card last year, the 9/11
Commission gave Republicans in Con-
gress and the Bush administration D’s
and F’s in implementing its rec-
ommendations. The amendment would
provide the adequate resources for first
responders, improve intelligence over-
sight and homeland security funding,
and improve our tracking of material
that can be used in nuclear weapons.

An additional section would equip
our intelligence community to fight
against terrorists. With all the tough
talk from this Republican Congress
about terrorism, it is striking, stun-
ning to find that for the first time in 27
years, this Congress did not authorize
the Intelligence bill for our intel-
ligence community—the first time in
27 years. This year, again, there is no
authorization, and we have 18 days re-
maining in this session of Congress.
This Real Security Act would, in fact,
adopt the Intelligence authorization
bill that needs to be passed.

Third, the amendment will secure
not only our ports but our rails, our
airports, and our mass transit systems.
In addition to that, it would protect
our chemical plants. And this is real
money here to protect our chemical
plants, real money to protect our nu-
clear power facilities. Our nuclear gen-
erating facilities—it is no secret—have
their independent security systems.
Some have referred to them as ‘‘rent-a-
cop’’ programs. What they do is put out
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the security of these nuclear power fa-
cilities to the lowest bidder. We have
to have standard protection for our nu-
clear power facilities. That would be
done with this amendment which we
are going to offer.

As I indicated, this legislation will do
some good things, in section 3, that I
have talked about.

Customs and Border Protection,
which we talk about a lot—this would
actually give a half a billion dollars,
$5671 million, for necessary expenses for
border security, including for air asset
replacement and air operations facili-
ties upgrade, the acquisition, lease,
maintenance, and operation of vehi-
cles, construction, and radiation portal
monitors that Border Patrol tells us
are absolutely essential, and they do
not have them after 5 years.

It would give $87 million to the U.S.
Citizenship and Immigration Services.
As I have indicated, it would give an
additional $556 million for air cargo se-
curity, including cargo canine teams
and inspectors. It would give $250 mil-
lion for aviation security, including—
very importantly—after all these years
after 9/11, we still do not have explo-
sives monitoring equipment. The Coast
Guard would be given $184 million—
these are real dollars; these are not au-
thorized dollars—for mnecessary ex-
penses for the Integrated Deepwater
Systems Program. The Coast Guard
says this is essential. This section is
important, as I have indicated, for
making our country safer.

The fourth provision of this amend-
ment would focus resources on the war
on terror. Bin Laden’s trail has gone
cold, as we have seen in the papers in
recent days. The administration has
taken its eye off the war on terror and
gotten our country bogged down in
Iraq. This amendment will change this
by increasing substantially our special
forces operations to capture terrorists,
to Kill terrorists. It would improve our
relationships with the Muslim world so
we can help stop recruitment of new
terrorists.

Fifth, the amendment would provide
better, updated tools to bring terror-
ists to justice. We have a sense of the
Senate on FISA. As we speak, there is
good bipartisan work being done on do-
mestic surveillance. Senator FEINSTEIN
and others have worked on a bipartisan
basis. It is my understanding she has,
on the Judiciary Committee, at least
two Republican Senators who will sup-
port her amendment. That is impor-
tant.

As to the Hamden decision, the Su-
preme Court said we need to do some-
thing. And we do need to do something.
Senators LEVIN and WARNER and others
have worked on a bipartisan basis to do
something about that. It would bring
terrorists and detainees in Guanta-
namo Bay and other places to justice
by listening to our military experts
and helping to create tough tribunals
that will lock up terrorists while re-
specting the Constitution and main-
taining America’s integrity. It is im-
portant we do this.
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Finally, this amendment would
change the course in Iraq. Our amend-
ment would include the Levin-Reed
resolution to move in a new direction
in Iraq. There would be a transition of
the U.S. mission in Iraq to counterter-
rorism, training, logistics, and force
protection. No immediate withdrawal,
nothing like that. It would begin a
phased redeployment of U.S. forces
from Iraq before the end of this year,
as called for by some of my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle. We would
work with Iraqi leaders to disarm the
militias and develop a broad-based and
sustainable political settlement, in-
cluding amending the Iraqi Constitu-
tion to achieve a fair sharing of power
and resources.

We would convene an international
conference—which has been called for
by Senator BIDEN for years now, and
others—and contact group to support a
political settlement in Iraq, preserve
Iraq sovereignty.

It is very important that this amend-
ment be adopted. We have talked a lot
about terrorism, homeland security,
talked about doing something about
what is going on in Iraq and Afghani-
stan. This amendment would do that. I
would hope my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle would allow us to
adopt this amendment. I believe it is
essential. We have waited too long. It
needs to be done.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment that is now
pending be laid aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 4936.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘“Text of Amendments.”’)

Mr. REID. Mr. President, thank you
very much.

I now yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I am
going to offer an amendment. I will ask
that the pending amendment be set
aside in a moment. I am not able to de-
bate my amendment at this point be-
cause there is a large group of farmers
who are in town to talk about disaster
relief, and I am expected to be with
them at 11:30. I am going to offer the
amendment, go over and be a part of
what they are doing, and then come
back.

But before I offer this amendment, I
want to say, just for a moment, this
morning the new trade deficit figures
were released. The highest trade deficit
in America’s history was announced
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this morning: $68 billion. That is the
highest trade deficit in our history: $68
billion for 1 month.

This is the most incompetent, unbe-
lievably dangerous trade strategy, and
yet all we get from anybody is this
talk about free trade, free trade, how
wonderful it is. Well, this last month
alone, we are up to our necks in $68 bil-
lion of debt, the majority of which is
held by the Chinese and the Japanese.
If this month’s trade deficit does not
persuade some people to finally decide
the current trade strategy is not work-
ing, then I guess nothing ever will.

But let me just, from this 1 month,
extrapolate what our yearly trade def-
icit is with these various countries. We
are running a trade deficit at a $240 bil-
lion-a-year level with China. Our trade
deficit with the European Union is at a
$140 billion-a-year level; OPEC, $120 bil-
lion a year; Japan, $90 billion a year;
Canada, $70 billion a year; Mexico, $60
billion a year. It is unbelievable what
is happening—$68 billion a month in
trade deficits.

Now, I understand there are a lot of
people who vote for all these trade
agreements and think this is wonder-
ful. This is not wonderful. It is under-
mining this country’s economy, it will
injure our economic future, and I think
it will consign our children to an eco-
nomic future and opportunities that
are much less than we have experi-
enced. I would expect and hope that
one of these days this Congress and
this President will wake up and decide
that this trade strategy isn’t working.
We are choking on trade debt, moving
millions of jobs overseas, and tens of
millions more are poised to go.

If this doesn’t persuade people to de-
cide to stand up for this country’s eco-
nomic interests, I guess nothing ever
will. At this point, we need, on an
emergency basis, the understanding
that we should create a fair trade com-
mission in this country that leads us
toward trade balance, getting rid of
deficits, and standing up for American
jobs and American interests. That
hasn’t been the case for a long time.

This morning’s announcement simply
underscores once again the dramatic
failure of this trade strategy, the fail-
ure of this Government to stand up for
this country’s economic interests. I
will talk about that more later.

AMENDMENT NO. 4937

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk, and I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be set aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. DOR-
GAN] proposes an amendment numbered 4937.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
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(Purpose: To prohibit the United States
Trade Representative from negotiating any
future trade agreement that limits the
Congress in its ability to restrict the oper-
ations or ownership of United States ports
by a foreign country or person, and for
other purposes)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . FOREIGN OWNERSHIP OF PORTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—On and after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the United States
Trade Representative may not negotiate any
bilateral or multilateral trade agreement
that limits the Congress in its ability to re-
strict the operations or ownership of United
States ports by a foreign country or person.

(b) OPERATIONS AND OWNERSHIP.—For pur-
poses of this section, the term ‘‘operations
and ownership’’ includes—

(1) operating and maintaining docks;

(2) loading and unloading vessels directly
to or from land;

(3) handling marine cargo;

(4) operating and maintaining piers;

(5) ship cleaning;

(6) stevedoring;

(7) transferring cargo between vessels and
trucks, trains, pipelines, and wharves; and

(8) waterfront terminal operations.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, this
amendment is simple. It relates to the
issue of port security, which is the bill
we are on. As you know, earlier this
yvear we had a substantial amount of
controversy about port security, at a
time when the Bush administration
gave the green light for Dubai Ports
World, which was a government-owned
company in the United Arab Emirates,
to have the opportunity to take over
management of seaports in our coun-
try—in New York, New Jersey, Balti-
more, Philadelphia, New Orleans, and
Miami, among others.

In February of this year, the Bush
administration said that was fine for a
company called Dubai Ports World to
take over the management of these
ports. It had been given official sanc-
tion to do so, and the President indi-
cated that if the Congress didn’t like
it, and if the Congress passed legisla-
tion to do something about it, he would
veto any bill Congress might approve
to block the agreement that would
allow the United Arab Emirates-owned
company to manage American sea-
ports.

Well, the UAE then indicated it was
going to back away, and Dubai Ports
World has now moved to try to find a
way to sell its interest to others. My
understanding is that it has not yet
done so. But the circumstances are
that the Oman Free Trade Agreement,
which will come to the floor of the Sen-
ate this week we are told by the major-
ity leader, includes a provision—I will
describe it in greater depth later—that
would prevent the Congress from inter-
fering in any way with a foreign com-
pany from Oman from managing our
ports.

My amendment is very simple. It
would say that trade officials would be
prohibited from agreeing to any trade
agreement that would preclude the
Congress from blocking a takeover of
U.S. port operations by foreign compa-
nies. In recent trade agreements they
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have actually included—which we have
negotiated with other countries—the
opportunity for those countries and
their companies to come in and run
America’s ports.

When we are talking about port secu-
rity, don’t tell me about security if we
decide we are going to allow other
countries, and companies owned in
many cases by countries, to take over
the management of America’s ports.
That is not port security and not, in
my judgment, improving the security
interests of this country.

We went through this debate about
Dubai Ports World and United Arab
Emirates. That issue is not resolved. It
is being raised again in every trade
agreement that is being negotiated and
is included in the one with Oman that
will be debated later this week. The
majority leader wishes to take up that
trade agreement. I believe there is a 20-
hour requirement or debate provision
with respect to that agreement.

I intend to talk at some length about
what that agreement provides with re-
spect to this provision. The provision
in this trade agreement once again is
that it is going to be just fine for for-
eign interests to come in and provide
management and many other functions
at America’s seaports. Tell me how
that will make this country more se-
cure.

I don’t think anybody can talk about
security when at the same time, in
trade agreements, we are saying we
want other countries, and companies
that are owned by these countries, in
fact, to come in and manage America’s
seaports. That is a recipe for disaster,
in my judgment.

I will speak more about it later. I
wanted to at least lay the amendment
down and have the opportunity to be in
line after lunch and talk about this
amendment at greater length.

I yield the floor.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, ev-
eryone in this Chamber understands
that we are in a political season. And
that means we are going to be taking
political votes. The amendment offered
by the Senator from North Dakota is
indeed one of those votes.

Now, Senator DORGAN is a friend of
mine. We have worked together on a
number of important issues. But let’s
face it. This amendment doesn’t really
do anything. It creates the appearance
of a problem and then purports to re-
solve that illusory problem. So there
really isn’t any point to the amend-
ment. But we also know, that no Mem-
ber wants to be portrayed in a 30-sec-
ond television commercial as having
voted against U.S. ownership of port
operations. So I recommend to my col-
leagues that they support this do-noth-
ing amendment.

Let me explain why this amendment
doesn’t really do anything. This
amendment says that after the date of
enactment, the U.S. Trade Representa-
tive may not negotiate any bilateral or
multilateral trade agreement that lim-
its the Congress in its ability to re-
strict the operations or ownership of
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U.S. ports by a foreign country or per-
son. But the fact is, our trade agree-
ments do not prevent Congress from
legislating on any matter, including
ports.

First off, Congress can always over-
ride an international agreement by
passing subsequent legislation. That is
an elementary principle of constitu-
tional law. Moreover, our standard im-
plementing legislation for trade agree-
ments expressly states that if a provi-
sion of a trade agreement is incon-
sistent with any provision of U.S. law,
then that provision in the trade agree-
ment shall not have effect. In other
words, in the event of an inconsistency
between a trade agreement and U.S.
law, Federal law prevails over the
trade agreement. Yet this amendment
suggests that the U.S. Trade Rep-
resentative can somehow transcend our
Constitution and Federal law by nego-
tiating a trade agreement.

That is ridiculous. It is false. But as
I said, we are in a political season. So
I suggest we accept this do-nothing
amendment, recognizing it for the po-
litical act that it is, and we move on.
It is critical that we move this impor-
tant legislation through the Senate as
soon as possible and avoid getting
bogged down in politics.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. SCHUMER. 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. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to lay aside the
pending amendment, and I call up my
amendment, which I believe is at the
desk, No. 4930.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendment is
set aside.

The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New York [Mr. SCHUMER]
proposes an amendment numbered 4930.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To improve maritime container se-

curity by ensuring that foreign ports par-

ticipating in the Container Security Initia-
tive scan all containers shipped to the

United States for nuclear and radiological

weapons before loading)

On page 5, between lines 20 and 21, insert
the following:

(9) INTEGRATED SCANNING SYSTEM.—The
term ‘‘integrated scanning system’ means a
system for scanning containers with the fol-
lowing elements:

(A) The container passes through a radi-
ation detection device.

(B) The container is scanned using gamma-
ray, x-ray, or another internal imaging sys-
tem.

(C) The container is tagged and catalogued
using an on-container label, radio frequency
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identification, or global positioning system
tracking device.

(D) The images created by the scans re-
quired under subparagraph (B) are reviewed
and approved by the Secretary, or the des-
ignee of the Secretary.

(E) Every radiation alarm is resolved ac-
cording to established Department proce-
dures.

(F) The information collected is utilized to
enhance the Automated Targeting System or
other relevant programs.

(G) The information is stored for later re-
trieval and analysis.

On page 43, strike lines 11 through 14 and
insert ‘‘enter into agreements with the gov-
ernments of foreign countries participating
in the Container Security Initiative that es-
tablish criteria and procedures for an inte-
grated scanning system and shall monitor
oper-"".

On page 44, line 5, strike ‘“‘and’.

On page 44, line 9, strike the period at the
end and insert the following: ‘‘; and”’.

On page 44, between lines 9 and 10, insert
the following:

(5) shall prohibit, beginning on October 1,
2008, the shipment of any container from a
foreign seaport designated under Container
Security Initiative to a port in the United
States unless the container has passed
through an integrated scanning system.

On page 60, strike lines 9 through 15.

On page 62, lines 7 and 8, strike ‘‘As soon as
practicable and possible after the date of en-
actment of this Act’” and insert ‘““Not later
than October 1, 2010’

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I rise
to talk about one of the most critical
gaps in our homeland security, and
that is port security. This week, every-
one in my home State of New York—
certainly there but also everywhere in
America—is asking if we are safer since
9/11. T have to say, if you look at port
security, the answer is an unfortunate
no.

In this week of remembering the at-
tacks on 9/11, I am pleased that the
critical issue of port security is under
consideration by the Senate. I think
the Port Security Act of 2006 is a good
start. I commend my colleagues, and
particularly my friend from Wash-
ington State, who worked so long and
hard on this issue. But I also want to
be sure the legislation we pass provides
real teeth and resources for port secu-
rity.

The United States is the leading mar-
itime trading Nation in the world. At
any given moment our seaports are full
of container ships, warships, cruise
ships, and oil tankers. Every one of
these ships is an opportunity for ter-
rorists to strike at our industry, our
infrastructure, and our lives. We know
these enemies will wait patiently and
plan carefully in order to create max-
imum panic and damage.

Our greatest risk is that a terrorist
could easily smuggle a nuclear weapon
through our ports, God forbid, and
bring it into the United States. Once it
gets out of the port, it will be gone,
and we would not know about it until
it is too late.

Yet, unfortunately, our vulnerable
seaports have long been neglected by
the administration. Programs to screen
for nuclear materials are delayed and
delayed and delayed. I have been push-
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ing amendments such as this for years
and, frankly, the administration, in
lockstep with my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle, generally talks
the talk, but they do not walk the
walk. They do not say we should not do
research to guard against nuclear
weapons being smuggled into our coun-
try, but then when it comes time to al-
locate resources to get it done, when
the need is $5600 million, they might al-
locate $50 million or $35 million. That
is what has happened in years past.
That is a disgrace. That is letting our
guard down.

Mr. President, we need to fight the
war on terror overseas, no question
about that. But as any high school bas-
ketball coach will tell you, to win a
game—in this case, a war on terror—
you need both a good offense and a
good defense. We have woefully ne-
glected the defense. An example is the
spending by this administration, DHS,
and by the Senate and this Congress on
port security.

By the end of this month, DHS will
have provided $876 million in port secu-
rity grants since 9/11. This is a fraction
of what we have spent on aviation se-
curity, and it is far less than what is
needed.

Maritime trade is booming. The
Coast Guard estimates port owners will
need $7.2 billion over the next 10 years
to bring ports in line with Federal se-
curity requirements, and we need to
give more funding and more attention
to vulnerable seaports. If we ever need-
ed convincing that this administration
is asleep at the switch when it comes
to port security, turn back the clock a
few months to the fiasco over Dubai
Ports World. That company, a govern-
ment company from the United Arab
Emirates, was cleared to take over op-
erations at more than 20 ports along
our eastern and gulf coasts without
any serious review.

It was hard to believe. And then when
the President learned there wasn’t seri-
ous review, he still said we don’t need
it. Now that shows a profound and very
disturbing unawareness of what we
need for port security.

The Dubai Ports World takeover al-
most snuck under the radar, after get-
ting scanty review from the CFIUS
committee. There is only one bit of
good that came from this Dubai Ports
World fiasco. It revealed how little we
had done to protect our ports and fo-
cused the Nation, and hopefully this
administration, on bolstering port se-
curity in the United States and around
the world.

I am inclined to support the Port Se-
curity Improvement Act of 2006, but I
am also very concerned that this bill
does not go nearly far enough toward
securing our seaports and shipping ves-
sels, especially against the unspeak-
able danger of a nuclear weapon.

This is our great nightmare. God for-
bid—God forbid—a nuclear weapon is
shipped into this country and exploded.
Nothing could be worse.

So instead of doing little baby steps,
instead of saying this is a 10- or 15-year
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project, why aren’t we moving with
alacrity to make ourselves safer
against the greater danger we could
face?

I know my colleague from Con-
necticut, who has just walked in, has
been very active on this issue and has
been very helpful to me when I have of-
fered amendments in this regard.

We need to do much more to guard
against nuclear weapons being smug-
gled into our country by sea, and we
can’t have any holes in our defenses.
Today I am offering two amendments
that will strengthen port security im-
provement in these key aspects.

The first amendment is the amend-
ment that is pending, No. 4930. This
amendment secures our ports by
screening all cargo containers that
reach our shores to make sure they do
not contain a nuclear or radiological
weapon.

More than 9 million cargo containers
enter the country through our ports
each year, and as we all know—it is
sad, it is woeful—only 5 percent of
these containers have been thoroughly
screened by Customs agents. That is
nothing short of an outrage. It would
truly be a nightmare scenario if one of
these unchecked containers had a nu-
clear weapon smuggled in by a ter-
rorist group.

The latest I heard from some on the
other side is: We can’t guard against
every single terrorist act. We don’t
have the resources or the focus to do it.

I disagree. But even if one believed in
that philosophy, one would have to put
nuclear weapons and the danger of
them being smuggled into this country
at the very top of the list of dangers.
So even if one’s view is we can’t do ev-
erything, we certainly should do every-
thing we can to prevent this nightmare
scenario.

Terrorists, unfortunately, could deto-
nate a nuclear bomb in a port or the
bomb could be loaded on a truck or
railcar and be sent anywhere in our
country or terrorists could combine ra-
dioactive material with conventional
explosives to make a so-called dirty
bomb.

Any attack of this kind would cause
unspeakable casualties, destruction,
and panic. We know our enemies are
ruthless and determined enough to
plan this type of attack. Yet the ad-
ministration has waited years and
years, and I have been trying to impor-
tune them to take significant action on
port security.

We know terrorists have tried to pur-
chase nuclear materials on the black
market, and we know that any ship-
ping container could be used as a Tro-
jan horse to smuggle deadly radio-
active material into our country. But
this country has not stepped up to the
plate to fund port security at the levels
that are necessary or to pass laws with
real teeth.

This amendment will end this shock-
ing state of affairs and make America
safer by requiring that within 4 years,
every container coming into the United
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States will pass an advanced nuclear
detection system known as integrated
scanning.

Integrated scanning is used now. I
have visited—and so has my colleague;
I visited, with my colleague from
South Carolina, LINDSEY GRAHAM,
Hong Kong about 6 months ago. It is an
amazing system. The containers are
not slowed down. They simply are re-
quired to drive through a portal with
two detection devices, each on a side,
that do two things: They first check
for nuclear weapons and nuclear mate-
rials. The only good news is—they are
terrible and dangerous—they emit
gamma rays which pass through just
about anything but lead. Even if they
are hidden in an engine block, the de-
tection device works.

At the same time, because lead may
cover them, there is a scanning device
that will reveal large chunks of lead.
Once these trucks go through the de-
vices with these containers, we will
know if they have nuclear weapons or
nuclear radiation, nuclear materials
or, alternatively, a significant enough
amount of lead that could shield those,
and we could then inspect the con-
tainer.

An integrated scanning system
works. I have seen it with my own
eyes. I salute the firm of Hutchison
Wampoa, the largest shipping company
in the world, for on their own insti-
tuting this system in the Port of Hong
Kong. They do the checks using non-
intrusive imaging technology. Then it
is checked with a tracking device, as
well as, of course, the nuclear device.
And if the checks don’t match up, Cus-
toms inspectors know something is
wrong and can stop the container.

Isn’t it a shame that China and Hong
Kong have better port security than we
have in the United States? Integrated
scanning for nuclear weapons is a
model of what it means to make a true
commitment to port security.

We don’t need to study this any
more. My amendment sets firm dead-
lines for containers entering the
United States to meet this mark. If it
is working in Hong Kong, there is no
reason why America shouldn’t hold
other ports that handle our commerce
to the same high standard of safety.

There are some critics who say this
is an unrealistic deadline; let’s study it
some more. It is working. It is there. It
has been working for a year without
flaws. Why do we have to study it when
the danger is so great and the tech-
nology is there?

The Department of Homeland Secu-
rity has wasted enough time securing
our ports. It is time for Congress to
hold DHS accountable and time for us
to demand real security at our sea-
ports.

Under this pending amendment, by
October 2008, integrated scanning must
be used to check all containers that ar-
rive on U.S. shores from foreign ports
participating in what is known as CSI,
the Container Security Initiative.

There are 40 ports in the CSI in 22
countries. U.S. Customs agents, under
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the program, work directly to inspect
containers bound for America.

But it is not enough to extend inte-
grated scanning only to the ports in
the voluntary CSI program. So my
amendment also sets a deadline of Oc-
tober 2010 for every single container
entering the United States to pass an
integrated scan.

We have waited long enough for port
security to receive the attention it de-
serves. While the Department of Home-
land Security drags its feet, it is time
to put our safety first by voting for a
measure that will actually stop nuclear
weapons before they ever get near the
United States.

This does not cost the taxpayers a
plug nickel. We simply require the
shipping companies to do it. When Sen-
ator GRAHAM and I visited Hong Kong—
and Senator COLEMAN, who has been
very interested in this issue, will con-
firm it—they told us it costs about $8
to scan a container; whereas, the cost
of shipping that container from Hong
Kong to the west coast is $2,000. That is
.2 percent.

Shipping companies will have to put
these scanners in. They will then have
to pass along the costs to their cus-
tomers. But I doubt the U.S. consumer
would see any increase, the amount is
so small and competition in the ship-
ping industry is so large.

I support this amendment and urge
bipartisan support so we can once and
for all say we are keeping our world
safe.

AMENDMENT NO. 4938

I have another amendment which I
am not going to ask to call up at the
desk right now because we don’t have
anyone on the other side, and they
haven’t seen it yet. I don’t think there
will be any objection to calling it up,
but I am going to talk about it now,
and then we can get unanimous con-
sent to call it up. It is amendment No.
4938. Let’s talk about that.

This is the Apollo project amend-
ment. Here is what it does.

Forty-four years ago today, John
Kennedy vowed to put a man on the
Moon by the end of the decade. That
was a bold and visionary promise.
NASA succeeded with time to spare be-
cause it was backed by the full extent
of American resources and ingenuity.
John Kennedy called for us to do it,
and we went forward and did it. It was
a bold and visionary promise.

Now it is time for Congress to make
the same bold commitment to home-
land security. Too often since 9/11 we
have said this has to be done; here is $5
million when the job takes $100 mil-
lion. As a result, 5 years after the at-
tacks on our country, we are still far
behind where we need to be. We must
stop shortchanging port security.

This amendment dedicates $500 mil-
lion over the next 2 years in competi-
tive grants to public and private re-
searchers who have innovative and re-
alistic ideas for nuclear detection de-
vices that will keep us ahead of our en-
emies. The funding is sorely needed.
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We have to develop better portal
monitoring devices. We need devices
that can be positioned on cranes. We
need devices that can be placed under
water. In all of these areas, we need de-
vices accurate and effective enough to
keep commerce moving smoothly.

The model Hong Kong uses will work
for big ports, but it may not work for
small ports. In all these areas, we need
the devices to be accurate enough and
effective enough not only to detect ra-
diation but to not have so many false
positives that they interfere with com-
merce.

So many times in the past, this Con-
gress has authorized appropriations for
port security. They are simply hollow
promises and do not go anywhere. This
amendment is different. It makes a
meaningful and long-term commitment
of a worthy goal of keeping our sea-
ports safe. Funding for the grant proc-
ess will come from a port-related user
fee that will be a dedicated source of
revenue. It is only fair to ask those
who will benefit most from port secu-
rity improvements to contribute to
this task.

We have spent $18 billion on aviation
security in the past 5 years. Mr. Presi-
dent, $5600 million is not too much to
devote against the horrifying threat of
a nuclear attack on our soil. The first
amendment doesn’t cost us any money.
This amendment does. I imagine that
is why there is a temporary holdup on
the other side to offering it.

The bottom line is the leaders of the
9/11 Commission called a nuclear weap-
on being smuggled into this country
‘“‘the most urgent threat to the Amer-
ican people.” Congress has done far too
little for far too long in this area. We
are running a marathon against a ruth-
less enemy. We haven’t taken any more
than a few halting steps. We can no
longer afford to fail in securing our
ports.

I ask my colleagues to support both
amendments, when we have a chance to
vote on them, to strengthen this im-
portant bill.

Once again, she wasn’t here earlier. 1
praise my colleague from Washington
for the good work she has done on this
bill, a bill I am strongly inclined to
support.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
rise to speak on the overall bill before
the Senate to express my strong sup-
port for it and to say I am proud to be
an original cosponsor of the Port Secu-
rity Improvement Act of 2006 and its
predecessor, the GreenLane Cargo Act.

Seeing that the clock is reaching
noon, I ask unanimous consent we ex-
tend the time for the scheduled vote by
10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, I rise to express my sup-
port for the bill and say I am proud to
be a cosponsor with Senator COLLINS,
Senator MURRAY, and Senator COLE-
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MAN. This is a comprehensive, bipar-
tisan port security bill. I would also
like to thank Senator STEVENS and
Senator INOUYE of the Commerce Com-
mittee, and Senator GRASSLEY and
Senator BAUCUS of the Finance Com-
mittee, for their hard work, leadership,
and commitment to passing a port se-
curity bill this Congress. This is really
important. In the midst of a Congress
and a Capitol that has become all too
reflexively and destructively—I might
say self-destructively—partisan, and
that partisanship getting in the way of
us getting anything done, this is a bill
on which members of our Homeland Se-
curity Committee and the other rel-
evant committees have risen above
partisanship and focused on a real
threat to our security, a terrorist
threat that would come to us in con-
tainers moving through our ports or in
terrorist acts at our ports.

I know there will be many amend-
ments offered this week. I hope we will
consider them in the fullness of debate
that is part of the Senate but that we
always ask ourselves the question: Will
this amendment stand in the way of
this bill passing and making it through
conference committee to be signed by
the President? This is urgent and this
bill responds comprehensively to the
urgent terrorist threat that we face.

Ninety-five percent of our inter-
national trade flows through our ports.
Prior to 9/11, the main goal was to
move these millions of tons through
our ports efficiently, quickly, for rea-
sons obviously of commerce, jobs, and
employment. Since 9/11, we have real-
ized that we need to bring security into
the equation but without inflicting on
ourselves the precise economic harm
that the terrorists intend to do to us.
This is a difficult but imperative bal-
ance we must achieve.

The 9/11 Commission report said that
“major wvulnerabilities still exist in
cargo security,” and that, since avia-
tion security has been significantly im-
proved since 9/11, ‘“‘terrorists may turn
their attention to other modes. Oppor-
tunities to do harm are as great, or
greater, in maritime and surface trans-
portation’—i.e. ports.

Just last month, RAND’s Center for
Terrorism Risk Management Policy
published a report entitled ‘‘Consid-
ering the Effects of a Catastrophic Ter-
rorist Attack’ that considered the ef-
fects of a nuclear weapon smuggled in
a shipping container sent to the Port of
Long Beach in California and deto-
nated on a pier. This is chilling.

But I remember that the 9/11 Com-
mission, in its conclusions, said one of
the great shortcomings we had prior to
9/11 was a failure of imagination.
Imagination is usually thought to be a
wonderful thing, but what they meant
by that is our inability to imagine how
brutal, inhumane, and murderous ter-
rorists could be.

The potential short- and long-term
effects of a nuclear weapon smuggled
in a shipping container sent to the
Port of Long Beach and detonated on a
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pier are devastating. The report esti-
mated that up to 60,000 people might
die instantly from the blast or radi-
ation poisoning, with 150,000 more ex-
posed to hazardous levels of radiation.

The blast and fires could completely
destroy both the Port of Long Beach
and the Port of Los Angeles and every
ship in the port. As many as 6 million
people might have to be evacuated
from the Los Angeles area, and another
2 to 3 million people from the sur-
rounding area might have to relocate
due to the fallout. Gasoline supplies
would quickly dry up because one-third
of all the gas used on the west coast is
processed at the refineries of the Port
of Long Beach.

Short-term costs for medical care,
insurance claims, workers’ compensa-
tion, and evacuation and reconstruc-
tion could exceed $1 trillion. By com-
parison, the cost in similar categories
resulting from the attacks on America
on September 11, 2001 were between $50
billion and $100 billion. Besides damage
to the United States, the attack would
cause economic effects that would rip-
ple across the globe.

That is devastating and chilling. I
hesitate to even speak it on the floor of
the Senate, and yet it is the world in
which we live, and the threat is real.

The unsettling fact is, we still have
too little idea about the contents of
thousands of containers that are
shipped into and across the heart of
America every day. It is strange to say,
but perhaps the controversy over the
Dubai Ports World incident raised the
collective consciousness of the Amer-
ican people and Members of Congress
to the vulnerabilities that we face at
our ports. Following that incident, the
Homeland Security and Governmental
Affairs Committee marked up the
GreenLane bill, and later Senators
COLLINS, MURRAY, and I started work-
ing with the Senate Commerce and Fi-
nance Committees to craft the com-
prehensive port security legislation
that is before the Senate today.

The Port Security Improvement Act
of 2006 builds on these foundations for
homeland security by strengthening
key port security programs by pro-
viding both direction and much-needed
resources. I would like to focus my col-
leagues’ attention on a few critically
important parts of the bill.

First, the bill moves us closer to the
goal of inspecting all of the containers
entering the United States through our
ports. The legislation requires DHS to
establish a pilot program to inspect 100
percent of all containers bound for the
U.S. from three foreign ports within 1
year and then report to Congress on
how DHS can expand that system.

There is legitimate concern that in-
specting 100 percent of containers
would be so burdensome that it would
bring commerce to a halt. However,
technology companies have been work-
ing for several years to build more effi-
cient inspection systems. The Port of
Hong Kong is currently testing an inte-
grated inspection system to scan every
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container entering the two largest ter-
minals at that port, while the research
and development offices of DHS have
begun work on developing automated
systems to analyze this data. We
should move towards 100 percent in-
spection as fast as we can get there,
understanding that we can not afford
to bring commerce to a halt. This leg-
islation will provide us critical infor-
mation about how soon we can achieve
this goal.

Second, this bill authorizes com-
prehensive and robust port security
grant, training, and exercise programs,
with a $400 million grant program
available to all ports. Third, this legis-
lation requires DHS to deploy both ra-
diation detection and imaging equip-
ment to improve our ability to find
dangerous goods and people being
smuggled into the United States.

DHS has committed to deploying ra-
diation portal monitors at all of our
largest seaports by the end of 2007. Un-
fortunately, this ‘‘solution’ is, in fact,
only half of the equation. To provide
real port security, radiation detection
equipment capable of detecting
unshielded radiological materials, as
these portal monitors do, must be
paired with imaging equipment capable
of detecting dense objects, like shield-
ing.

This legislation requires DHS to de-
velop a strategy for deploying both
types of equipment, and the pilot pro-
gram for screening 100 percent of con-
tainers at three ports similarly re-
quires that both types of equipment be
used.

Fourth, this bill requires DHS to de-
velop a strategic port and cargo secu-
rity plan, and it creates an Office of
Cargo Security Policy in DHS to en-
sure Federal, State, and local govern-
ments and the private sector coordi-
nate their policies.

Currently, the Coast Guard is respon-
sible for the waterside security of our
ports. U.S. Customs and Border Protec-
tion regulates the flow of commerce
through our ports. The Transportation
Security Administration is responsible
for overseeing the movement of cargo
domestically. And the Domestic Nu-
clear Detection Office has been work-
ing with the Defense Department and
the Department of Energy to strength-
en our ability to detect radiological
materials anywhere in the country.

It is imperative that these agencies,
offices, and departments are working
closely with each other, as well as
State and local government and the
private sector to develop and coordi-
nate port security policies and pro-
grams.

Lastly, this bill requires DHS to de-
velop a plan to deal with the effects of
a maritime security incident, including
developing protocols for resuming
trade and identifying specific respon-
sibilities for different agencies.

This is critically important to ensur-
ing the private sector and our global
partners have enough confidence in our
system, so that we can mitigate any
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economic disruption and foil a terror-
ist’s plan to hurt our economy.

Moving the Port Security Improve-
ment Act of 2006 forward will take us
one giant step closer to where we ought
to be by building a robust port security
regime, domestically and abroad, and
provide the resources necessary to pro-
tect the American people.

I look forward to continuing to work
with Senators COLLINS, STEVENS,
INOUYE, GRASSLEY and BAUCUS, and our
colleagues in the House, to finalizing
meaningful port security legislation.

Yesterday was a day of remembrance
and requiem. Today is a day to resolve
that we will do everything in our ca-
pacity to make sure that no terrorist
attack against our country and our
people succeeds in the future. That is
the intention of this bill. T urge Mem-
bers of the Senate to adopt it by this
week’s end.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 12 p.m.
having arrived, the Senate will proceed
to a vote on amendment No. 4921 of-
fered by Senator DEMINT, as amended.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There appears to be
a sufficient second.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment. The clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. MCCONNELL. The following Sen-
ator was necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island (Mr. CHAFEE).

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. AKAKA), the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. BAYH), the
Senator from Maryland (Ms. MIKUL-
SKI), and the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. SARBANES) are necessarily absent.

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. 240 Leg.]

YEAS—95
Alexander Dodd Levin
Allard Dole Lieberman
Allen Domenici Lincoln
Baucus Dorgan Lott
Bennett Durbin Lugar
Biden Ensign Martinez
Bingaman Enzi McCain
Bond Feingold McConnell
Boxer Feinstein Menendez
Brownback Frist Murkowski
Bunning Graham Murray
Burns Grassley Nelson (FL)
Burr Gregg Nelson (NE)
Byrd Hagel Obama
Cantwell Harkin Pryor
Carper Hatch Reed
Chambliss Hutchison Reid
Clinton Inhofe Roberts
Coburn Inouye Rockefeller
Cochran Isakson Salazar
Coleman Jeffords Santorum
Collins Johnson Schumer
Conrad Kennedy Sessions
Cornyn Kerry Shelby
Craig Kohl Smith
Crapo Kyl Snowe
Dayton Landrieu Specter
DeMint Lautenberg Stabenow
DeWine Leahy Stevens
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Sununu Thune Warner
Talent Vitter Wyden
Thomas Voinovich

NOT VOTING—5
Akaka Chafee Sarbanes
Bayh Mikulski

The amendment (No. 4921) was agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia is recognized.

———

2006 LITTLE LEAGUE WORLD
SERIES CHAMPIONS

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I
rise today to encourage my colleagues
to join Senator ISAKSON and me in sup-
porting a resolution congratulating the
2006 Little League World Series Cham-
pions, the Columbus Northern Little
League team of Columbus, GA.

On August 28, 2006, the Columbus
Northern Little League team defeated
the Kawaguchi Little League of Japan
by a score of 2-1 and concluded their
season with an impressive record of 20
wins and only 1 loss. And when you
consider the fact that more than 7,000
Little League all-star teams took the
field in July, you realize the magnitude
of this accomplishment.

Their talent, hard work, and sports-
manship allowed them to become the
second team from the State of Georgia
to win the Little League World Series,
and in doing so they captured the
hearts of people across Georgia and in
many parts of the Nation who love the
game of baseball.

As a former Little League coach dur-
ing the years that Julianne and I were
raising our children in Moultrie, I was
so proud to participate in the long-
standing tradition of Little League
Baseball as a coach for my son’s
team—the Destiny Dawgs. There is no
question that this great arena of
sportsmanship, founded in 1939, builds
confidence, determination, and hard
work in youth.

And since the inception of the Little
League World Series in 1947, it has
grown to encompass not only national
teams, but teams from all around the
globe.

I would like to recognize the 11
young men of the Columbus Northern
Team individually for their great ac-
complishment: Matthew Hollis, Ryan
Lang, Mason Myers, Matthew
Kuhlenberg, Patrick Stallings, Josh
Lest, Brady Hamilton, Cody Walker,
J.T. Phillips, Kyle Rovig, and Kyle
Carter, who became the only pitcher in
Little League Baseball World Series
history to win four games in one series.
Their manager Randy Morris and their
coach Richard Carter deserve strong
recognition for guiding these young
players to victory.

And I would be remiss if I didn’t rec-
ognize the teachers and students of
these young men’s schools, and the
fans who represented their community
and the State of Georgia with such en-
thusiasm and support.

It is with great pride that I extend
my heartfelt congratulations to the



S9336

Columbus Northern Team and their
families. Columbus, the city that pro-
duced Major Leaguers Frank Thomas
and Tim Hudson, now has a few more
heroes to celebrate. I am extremely
proud of them and their accomplish-
ments and wish them great success in
the future. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia is recognized.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join my colleague, Senator
CHAMBLISS, in support of the resolution
honoring the Columbus Northern Little
League, the Little League World Series
champions for the year 2006.

I am particularly honored to pay
tribute to them because this is deja vu
all over again for me; in 1983 another
Georgia team, the East Marietta team,
where I live, was the first Georgia team
to win the Little League World Series.
So now, in just 60 years, 2 of the 60
champions have come from our great
State.

SAXBY and I had the chance to meet
these fine young men with the Presi-
dent of the United States just last
week on Thursday on the tarmac at
Dobbins Air Force Base. They were
poised, they were excited, and they
were proud.

I also pay tribute to the parents of
these young men. If you watched the
championship game against the State
of New Hampshire when they won the
American title, before they went on to
play Japan, you saw the parents of
these young men, right before the
game, sharing their baskets of Georgia
peaches with the parents of the New
Hampshire team, just as they did with
the Japanese team 2 days later. The
parents showed the sportsmanship and
good will and the care and the compas-
sion that makes Little League Baseball
S0 special.

These are special young men: Mat-
thew Hollis, second baseman and cen-
ter fielder; Ryan Lang, right fielder;
Mason Meyers, right field and third
base; Matthew Kuhlenberg, left field;
Patrick Stallings, third base; Josh Les-
ter, second base and shortstop; Brady
Hamilton, first base, outfield, and
pitcher; Cody Walker, catcher; Kyle
Carter, pitcher; J. T. Phillips, short-
stop and pitcher; and Kyle Rovig, left
field and pitcher. And there was the
management and leadership brought by
manager Randy Morris and coach Rich-
ard Carter.

These fine young men played wonder-
ful baseball all the way through the
tournament. But in those final two
games against New Hampshire and
Japan, they soared and played like true
professionals—young men who had
been taught well, who were respectful,
and who knew how to pay the price for
victory.

Columbus Northern is our State’s
second team to win the Little League
World Series. Kyle Carter, the pitcher,
made history by striking out 11 batters
and became the first pitcher in history
to win 4 times in the Little League
World Series.
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We cannot forget Cody Walker’s hit-
ting—with the pitch and where it was
pitched—and knocking a two-out pitch
over the fence in right field for the two
runs that won the game over Japan,
nor can we forget the great second
baseman workmanship of Josh Lester
nor any of these fine young men who
brought great pride to their State,
great pride to their parents, and great
pride to the great city of Columbus,
GA.

I am pleased to rise today on the
floor of the Senate and join Senator
CHAMBLISS in acknowledging the great
achievement of these young men and
encourage the Senate to unanimously
adopt this resolution of recognition
and appreciation for the Columbus
Northern Little League team.

Mr. President, I yield back.

———
RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 12:30
having arrived, the Senate stands in re-
cess until 2:15 p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:48 p.m.,
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. VOINOVICH).

SECURITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY
FOR EVERY PORT ACT—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii is recognized.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from Colorado.

AMENDMENT NO. 4935

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be set aside so I can call up
amendment No. 4935.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. SALAZAR],
for himself, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr.
PRYOR, and Ms. CANTWELL, proposes an
amendment numbered 4935.

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To create a Rural Policing Insti-
tute as part of the Federal Law Enforce-
ment Training Center)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . RURAL POLICING INSTITUTE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There is established a
Rural Policing Institute, which shall be ad-
ministered by the Office of State and Local
Training of the Federal Law Enforcement
Training Center (based in Glynco, Georgia),
to—

(1) evaluate the needs of law enforcement
agencies of units of local government and
tribal governments located in rural areas;

(2) develop expert training programs de-
signed to address the needs of rural law en-
forcement agencies regarding combating
methamphetamine addiction and distribu-
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tion, domestic violence, law enforcement re-
sponse related to school shootings, and other
topics identified in the evaluation conducted
under paragraph (1);

(3) provide the training programs described
in paragraph (2) to law enforcement agencies
of units of local government and tribal gov-
ernments located in rural areas; and

(4) conduct outreach efforts to ensure that
training programs under the Rural Policing
Institute reach law enforcement officers of
units of local government and tribal govern-
ments located in rural areas.

(b) CURRICULA.—The training at the Rural
Policing Institute established under sub-
section (a) shall be configured in a manner so
as to not duplicate or displace any law en-
forcement program of the Federal Law En-
forcement Training Center in existence on
the date of enactment of this Act.

(c) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term
“rural” means area that is not located in a
metropolitan statistical area, as defined by
the Office of Management and Budget.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section (including for con-
tracts, staff, and equipment)—

(1) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 2007; and

(2) $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2008
through 2012.

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator CANT-
WELL be added as a cosponsor to this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I rise
this afternoon to discuss my amend-
ment to create a rural policing insti-
tute within the Federal Law Enforce-
ment Training Center. I thank Senator
CHAMBLISS, Senator ISAKSON, and Sen-
ator PRYOR for cosponsoring this very
important legislation. Law enforce-
ment matters should be nonpartisan,
so I am particularly pleased to see my
friends from both Arkansas and Geor-
gia on this amendment.

I want to acknowledge the tremen-
dous work done by the 800,000 State and
local law enforcement officials and
first responders throughout our Nation.
They are at the forefront today of our
efforts to make sure our homeland is
more secure. In Colorado alone, there
are 14,000 of these law enforcement offi-
cers. Too often, these heroes are on
their own when it comes to help from
the Federal Government. This is espe-
cially true when it comes to rural
America. This is wrong because our law
enforcement officials and first respond-
ers are at the forefront of the effort to
not only protect our communities but
to ensure our homeland is secure.

Mr. President, along with some of my
colleagues on the Senate floor, I have
often referred to these rural commu-
nities as ‘‘the forgotten America.” In-
deed, rural America is the backbone of
our country, but it is too often ne-
glected by Washington and political
figures who have lost touch with the
people in the heartland. Nowhere is
this neglect felt more acutely than in
the small-town law enforcement agen-
cies of my State and of every State in
the country. These are small commu-
nities that have been confronted with
decreased funding, with increased
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homeland security responsibilities, and
with the great toll of the meth epi-
demic that is devastating rural Amer-
ica.

Many people don’t realize that most
American law enforcement agencies
serve rural communities or small
towns in very large proportions. In-
deed, of the nearly 17,000 police agen-
cies in the United States, 90 percent of
them serve a population of under 25,000
people. And of those, most of them op-
erate with fewer than 50 sworn officers
and, in many cases, with 3, 4, or 5 offi-
cers.

I am well aware of the difficulties
these small-town law enforcement
agencies face day to day. As attorney
general in Colorado, I had the honor of
working with 14,000 of some of Amer-
ica’s finest law enforcement officers.
Many of them are from rural Colo-
rado—sheriffs such as Jerry Martin,
from Dolores County, and the other
sheriffs in my State. These people are
always asked to do a lot more with a
lot less. Their pressure is great. The
growing demands on rural law enforce-
ment and shrinking budgets have hit
training programs particularly hard.
Many rural law enforcement agencies
simply don’t have the budget to pro-
vide officers with adequate training.
Furthermore, even those agencies that
can come up with the money cannot af-
ford to take police officers off the
street to get additional training.

As attorney general and chairman of
the Colorado Peace Officers Standards
and Training Board a few years ago,
one of my proudest accomplishment
was working on a bipartisan basis to
help establish a $1 million annual
training fund for Colorado’s 14,000
peace officers, with the focus on the
smaller law enforcement agencies in
Colorado.

That is where our amendment on the
floor today comes in. FLETC does a
fantastic job in training Federal,
State, and local law enforcement in our
Nation. But FLETC doesn’t have
enough resources dedicated specifically
toward training rural law enforcement
officers. The rural policing institute
would do the following:

First, evaluate the needs of rural and
tribal law enforcement agencies
throughout our Nation, so that we
know exactly what the challenges are
that we are facing in those rural com-
munities.

Secondly, it would develop training
programs designed to address the needs
of rural law enforcement agencies, with
a focus on combating meth, domestic
violence, and school violence.

Third, it would export those training
programs to rural and tribal law en-
forcement agencies.

Fourth, it would conduct outreach to
ensure that the training programs
reach rural law enforcement agencies.

As attorney general, I learned that a
small investment in law enforcement
can pay great dividends.

Mr. President, when we look at 9/11
today and the fact that we are all
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united in this effort to try to make
America safer, and we look at who it is
within our country who ultimately will
be out there to stop the next attack on
America, I would submit there is a
very good chance it is going to be the
deputy sheriff in a small county some-
where in America or a member of the
police force in some small community
making sure that a water tank is not
contaminated with some kind of bio-
logical contamination or it is going to
be somebody else who understands that
some kind of a network has come to-
gether to try to take the fertilizer that
our farmers use in rural America and
make a bomb out of it. It is going to be
rural law enforcement that is going to
make sure they are going to help us
prevent those Kkinds of attacks on
America. When we think about the
800,000 men and women in law enforce-
ment across America, they are on the
frontlines, in terms of making sure we
have a more secure homeland.

I cannot think of a more important
amendment than to establish a rural
police training institute under the aus-
pices of FLETC, to ensure that these
800,000 men and women have the right
kind of training so that through their
eyes they can help us in our march and
our efforts to make America more se-
cure. We have a long way to go. I hope
our colleagues will support this bipar-
tisan amendment to establish a rural
police training institute.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 4940

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk, and I
ask unanimous consent that the pend-
ing amendment be laid aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. LAU-
TENBERG] proposes an amendment numbered
4940.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide that the limitation on

the number of Transportation Security Ad-

ministration employees shall not apply
after the date of enactment of this Act,
and for other purposes)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. ——. CERTAIN TSA PERSONNEL LIMITA-
TIONS NOT TO APPLY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any pro-
vision of law to the contrary, any statutory
limitation on the number of employees in
the Transportation Security Administration,
before or after its transfer to the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security from the Depart-
ment of Transportation, does not apply after
the date of enactment of this Act.

(b) AVIATION SECURITY.—Nothwithstanding
any provision of law imposing a limitation
on the recruiting or hiring of personnel into
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the Transportation Security Administration
to a maximum number of permanent posi-
tions, the Secretary of Homeland Security
shall recruit and hire such personnel into the
Administration as may be necessary—

(1) to provide appropriate levels of aviation
security; and

(2) to accomplish that goal in such a man-
ner that the average aviation security-re-
lated delay experienced by airline passengers
is reduced to a level of less than 10 minutes.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
wish to talk about the current hiring
limit on TSA screeners at our Nation’s
airports. That is what this amendment
deals with—to eliminate the current
hiring. One can ask: Why can’t we just
add more funding to TSA’s budget and
let them hire the personnel they need?

Unfortunately, it is not that simple.
Each year, in the Homeland Security
appropriations bill, the House Repub-
lican leaders tie the hands of TSA offi-
cials by setting an arbitrary limit on
the number of screeners they can hire.

This cap has no basis in security. It
is not what the security experts at TSA
want. This cap only undermines our se-
curity, while forcing Americans to wait
in longer security lines at airports.

This arbitrary cap currently restricts
the TSA screener population to 45,000.
Now, 45,000 is a large number, until you
consider that 2 million people fly with-
in the United States every day. In our
discussions with TSA officials, it is
clear that we need more than 45,000
screeners.

Mr. President, we are at a point in
time, I am told by the managers of air-
ports, particularly at Newark Liberty
Airport, that we are likely to be ex-
ceeding the gross travel numbers in
aviation that were achieved in the year
2000. So here we are with more people
traveling, more concern about terrorist
invasions of our country and particu-
larly in aviation.

So why do we have this cap? Well, it
is not for security, it is not for effi-
ciency. Believe it or not, it is based on
ideology.

Conservatives in the House want this
cap to limit the growth of a so-called
big Government workforce. But do you
know what? The American people want
this workforce, and they want it fully
staffed, as I do; we should all want it
fully staffed.

The result of this ill-advised cap is
the shortage of screeners. We witnessed
this last month when British and U.S.
authorities foiled a plot to attack air-
liners headed to our shores using liquid
explosives.

In the days following the British
threat, DHS raised the security alert
level and overworked screeners at
American airports. They had to
doublecheck bags, conduct random
searches at gates, and help calm anx-
ious crowd fears. At Newark Liberty
Airport in New Jersey, screeners
worked 12-hour shifts and 60-hour
weeks for several weeks after the Lon-
don incident. There were reports of ex-
hausted screeners falling asleep at x-
ray machines. One screener said that
his colleagues ‘‘can’t maintain these
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12-hour days.” Remember, this work is
on your feet. You are mandated to look
at every little detail in front of you. It
is exhausting work. Overstretching
this workforce puts the American peo-
ple at risk, and that is unacceptable.

Now, with my amendment, TSA will
be able to hire enough well-trained,
alert screeners to give us the safety
and efficiency we deserve. Since 9/11,
long lines have been the rule rather
than the exception at our Nation’s air-
ports. Each year, 760 million people fly
in the United States, and by 2015, we
will hit 1 billion passengers a year.

Anyone who has traveled by air in
the last few years has seen this conges-
tion at airport security checkpoints.
To give an example, this is Orlando
Florida International Airport. The
lines are waiting to go through secu-
rity. We see the same thing throughout
the country. This is Denver, a very effi-
cient airport, but one cannot get
through security in time enough, in
many cases, to reach the flights. It is
an unacceptable condition. This is the
international airport in Nashville,
TN—Ilines and lines. We see it wherever
we travel in almost any part of the
country.

The Senate accepted an amendment I
offered in July to the Homeland Secu-
rity appropriations bill to eliminate
this arbitrary cap, but the Republican
majority in the House of Representa-
tives wanted to remove my amendment
in the final bill that will be sent to the
President. They want to Kkeep the
45,000-worker cap rather than letting
TSA decide what its workforce needs
are. Security cannot be based on arbi-
trary numbers. Conservative ideology
must not trump commonsense security
needs.

Americans stuck in long security
lines at airports don’t care about ide-
ology. They want to get through, and
they want to get through on time. The
mission for our system to operate effi-
ciently is to have no longer than 10-
minute waits, and we can only accom-
plish that if we have the people and the
equipment to review this baggage as it
comes to them.

The American people want to know
that they and their families are safe
when they fly. This body needs to go on
record on this issue so it can scrap this
limit once and for all. I hope my col-
leagues will look carefully at this
amendment. Listen, remember, it
might be their family who is on an air-
plane, it might be their friends who are
on a particular airplane, it might be
anybody who is entitled to feel secure
when they are in an airplane. But judge
it by one’s personal attitude and say
this is a responsibility we have as Sen-
ators to want enough people to assure
security wherever we can get it. One
way to do that is to have enough of
these screeners working these lines,
fully awake, able to handle their jobs,
and reduce what we find is significant
growth in sick days among the screen-
er population. There are a lot of ab-
sences.
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Perhaps we will hear: We have a
45,000-person limit, but we only have
43,000 people working. The problem is
we will always have some absentees.
We will always have some job turn-
overs. These are not easy jobs. So we
are going to have a difference between
the number hired and the number at
work at a given time. We should raise
the limit so we know we are increasing
the likelihood that all of the places
will be covered, that the flying public
will be able to get through their secu-
rity check within a 10-minute time-
frame.

I urge my colleagues to support the
amendment. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is not a sufficient second.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. How many do we
need, Mr. President, for the yeas and
nays?

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. STEVENS. 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. STEVENS. Mr. President, I un-
derstand the Lautenberg amendment is
the pending amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
would lift the TSA’s current screener
cap of 45,000 persons. The cap is at
45,000, but currently the resources
available to TSA allow for only 43,000
screeners, and currently there are only
41,000. The reason is there is such an
enormous turnover in screeners. They
work for a small period of time and
then move on to other jobs.

We have enhanced screening tech-
nology and improved staffing models
that have helped maximize the work-
force currently available. We have a
strong security system with minimal
passenger line waits. They have been
reduced considerably.

I do believe the Lautenberg amend-
ment is not necessary. The current cap
of 45,000 screeners helps us maintain
the pressure on the TSA to employ new
screening technology. I personally met
in a classified briefing with the head of
the TSA to discuss this problem last
week. It was classified because of some
of the technology that is involved and
new models being pursued. One of the
comments that was made to me was
that the cap really helps us maintain
the pressure to secure the new screen-
ing technology and reduce the redun-
dancy in the workforce. The workforce
is only relevant to the extent the tech-
nology does not do the job. We believe
we should have more and quicker
screening, and that is going to be
brought about by new technology. That
is where we have put our money this
year.

The
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Unless my friend wants to make any
further comments, I intend to move to
table this amendment. I still have the
floor. Does my friend wish to have
some time on the amendment?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I wish to ask the
Senator from Alaska a question, if I
might, in relation to his comments.

Is it not possible that with the in-
creased passenger volume we are see-
ing—and it is about to break the record
held since the year 2000 in terms of vol-
ume of people traveling—is the man-
ager, the committee chairman, aware
of the fact that TSA has said that in
order to have a 10-minute wait or less,
they need more screeners than they
have? They need as many as 48,000.

Mr. STEVENS. I say to the Senator,
in answer to the question, I personally
talked with the head of TSA. He told
us they have never been able to reach
the cap yet because of unavailability of
people to take these jobs under the cir-
cumstances that they must be screened
and checked themselves before they
are employed. The delay in getting the
clearances for screeners is one of those
things that hold people up. It is not the
limited resources or the cap that is the
problem; the problem is getting people
who will take these jobs who can fit
through the screening process they
face before they become a screener.

As I said, the current cap is 45,000.
There are 41,000 right now with full-
time employment and people trying to
find more screeners. The answer isn’t
to raise the cap; the answer is to keep
the pressure on the system so we use
more technology, not more screeners.
More screeners is more delay. The
technology processes these inspections
faster than individual screeners can.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, if
I may ask the Senator from Alaska an-
other question, and that is, if we had a
higher cap and were able to persuade
the management of TSA to search for a
larger pool of people, might we have
more people available presently to
serve? My experience from my cor-
porate life tells me that you never
quite reach the level you have. We see
that in our staffing here.

I urge the Senator from Alaska to re-
spond to whether the Senator thinks
we can improve our population of
screeners who are readily available if
we search a little bit harder, train a
little bit better, reduce the fatigue fac-
tor which now occurs and causes SO
many sick days, so many absences, and
so much turnover because the job, at 60
hours a week, as many of our people
are working, is a strain on them and
they just can’t take it.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I say
to my friend again that the workforce
right now is approximately 41,000 in
number. The turnover rate is enormous
because they don’t want to stay in
these jobs. They are not exactly the
kind of full-time jobs some people want
to pursue. It is not a career.

The real problem is we already are
capped at 45,000. There is room for 4,000
more right now. They are looking for
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them. But as we speak, there are more
people leaving than we can add to the
force. The reason is the problems asso-
ciated with this type of activity. It is
the screening, as we all know, as we g0
through these lines and through the de-
tection systems at the airports. The
people who have the jobs just don’t like
to stay on that kind of a job. We have
discussed how we get around it. I don’t
know, but increasing the number will
not solve the problem. Increasing the
cap is what the Senator wants to do.
The concept of lifting that cap is not a
solution. The solution is to try to find
some way to make the job more attrac-
tive, maybe pay them more, whatever
it takes.

The two limitations involved right
now are the 45,000 cap and the budget
resources that are available now. We
tried to increase that, but we have not
been able to get additional moneys yet
for this purpose in terms of the screen-
ers.

The TSA budget resources currently,
as I said, allow for only 43,000. But still
that is 2,000 more than are actually on
duty right now, and the cap is still
4,000 above that. They can go to a 10-
percent increase under the existing cir-
cumstance. Lifting the cap is not the
answer is what I tell my friend.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I have so much
respect for the Senator from Alaska.
He is on top of the issues of security, as
well as aviation. But is the Senator
aware that many of the screeners are
on military duty or medical leave be-
cause of exhaustion? Shouldn’t we try
to improve the pool of people from
which we can choose? We have as much
as 10 percent of the workforce out at a
time. If it is 10 percent of 48,000, that is
4,800. That is quite different from hav-
ing a population that is short on the
job. We don’t have enough time.

I can simply add that at Newark Air-
port, we are about 10 percent short of
the number we need, something over a
thousand. We can’t get them. The re-
cruiters can’t search for them because
they will be bumping up against the
cap. I think and I hope the Senator will
reconsider. I believe—and I throw this
in for the Senator’s consideration with
my question; that is, aren’t we better
off taking the limit off and trying to
find a way—we are talking about secu-
rity of the people. The Senator doesn’t
need any lecture from me. But aren’t
we better off knowing that everybody
who can make a connection can get
through in 10 minutes, thoroughly
screened, and having a population that
is equal to the growing population of
those who want to travel by air?

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I un-
derstand the Senator from New Jersey.
He is really trying hard, and I am try-
ing hard, to work on this problem. Let
me tell the Senator this: 37.5 percent of
the screeners at Dulles turned over last
year; 37.5 percent left. The reason is
they are handling bags; they don’t like
the hours, as you mentioned; they
work hours in accordance with the
shifts based on the number of flights,
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not in terms of—it is not a steady
workload is what I am saying. So they
might be there 10 hours, but they are
working 6 of that 10 hours and very
hard in those 6 hours. The turnover
rate is enormous.

I do think the difficulty is not in the
cap; the difficulty is in the money. We
have to impress on our people in the
appropriations process to provide more
money. We are trying to see if we can
find some way to justify higher sala-
ries. In some places, the salaries are
enormous for small airports. In others
where you deal with the numbers of
passengers at Dulles or New York air-
ports or Los Angeles, those airports are
totally overworked, and the turnover
in those big airports is enormous, al-
most 40 percent a year. You have to
consider the fact that these replace-
ments have to be cleared under the
clearance process with regard to secu-
rity. They have to be cleared people;
they cannot be people who just walk in
off the street. It takes months to clear
one of them. You can lift the cap all
you want, but you are not going to get
any more than 45,000 in the next year.

Mr. President, let me tell my col-
league this: We will just accept the
amendment because it won’t make any
difference in terms of the number of
screeners who are available. That is
what my staff just told me. Why am I
arguing? Because no matter what the
ceiling is, we won’t have any more
screeners.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, is
the Senator aware of the fact that this
was an amendment which was already
there, it was already conferenced and
was dropped in conference? The Sen-
ator is certainly aware of the process
here. If you don’t like it, accept it; it
will die of its own weight.

For the Senator’s information, before
the screeners were federalized, the
turnover rate was 400 percent and we
were ignoring the risks we were put-
ting people under. That was a porous
thing. You could walk through there
with almost anything.

What we want to do is get a stable
workforce of screeners who have passed
the vetting, who work normal hours,
who have—and by the way, the Senator
is absolutely right about the improve-
ment in equipment so the baggage 1lift-
ing doesn’t have to be as strenuous as
it is.

So I would ask the Senator whether
we can have a vote.

Mr. STEVENS. Have a vote on it?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. And when we
meet with the House, let the conferees,
when the issue goes to conference, look
at the issue and review what it is that
is keeping them from——

Mr. STEVENS. I will give you a vote
and move to table. I will tell my friend,
this isn’t a solution to the problem.
The solution is in more money and
finding a way that we can get people
who are cleared to take the job and
keep it. You can’t put just anybody in
there handling those bags. If you get a
terrorist in there, they could add some-
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thing rather than see whether there is
something in the bags. So they all have
to be cleared. This ceiling is not an
issue.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, if
I may respond to say I am so pleased
that the Senator is asking for more
money for screeners, and we will try to
convince the appropriators jointly to
increase the funding for those workers.

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator just
let us take it to conference and see
what we can work out? I don’t see that
the number makes any difference. The
problem is the process and who is hired
and what are the restrictions and how
much money is available, not the num-
bers. You could put the number at
90,000 and we will still have 41,000 peo-
ple next year.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
we obviously don’t agree. I ask for the
yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska has the floor.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, there
is a series of meetings going on in the
Capitol right now pertaining to na-
tional defense issues, and I would like
to see——

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
note the absence of a quorum.

Mr. STEVENS. I still have the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska has the floor.

Mr. STEVENS. I want to work this
out with my friend to have the time for
a vote that he wishes to have. Could we
have this vote at 5 o’clock? Is that all
right? We will ask for the yeas and
nays with the understanding that we
will vote at 5 o’clock.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. 1
that.

Mr. STEVENS. I join him in request-
ing the yeas and nays and ask unani-
mous consent that the vote take place
at 5 o’clock.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is. Without ob-
jection, the unanimous consent request
is agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4931

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk,
amendment No. 4931, and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The pending
amendment is set aside.

The clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Texas [Mrs. HUTCHISON]
proposes an amendment numbered 4931.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To strengthen national security by

adding an additional 275 Customs and Bor-

der Protection officers at United States
ports)

On page 76, line 1, strike ‘725’ and insert
41000,

appreciate
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On page 77, strike lines 17 through 21 and
insert the following:

““(A) $130,000,000 for fiscal year 2008.

“(B) $239,200,000 for fiscal year 2009.

““(C) $248,800,000 for fiscal year 2010.

‘(D) $258,700,000 for fiscal year 2011.

“(B) $269,000,000 for fiscal year 2012.”.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, my
amendment would increase the number
of U.S. Customs and Border Protection
officers by 275. This would bring the
total of new U.S. Customs and Border
Protection officers in this bill to 1,000.

In my State of Texas, the Customs
and Border Protection officers are as-
signed in the Houston region are re-
sponsible for the seaports along the
Texas coast from Port Arthur to the
Port of Corpus Christi. Some of these
officers are also assigned to Houston’s
George Bush Intercontinental Airport.
The CBP officers work at the Port of
Houston in the morning and leave the
port in the afternoon to go work at the
Houston Intercontinental Airport.
Sharing these U.S. Customs and Border
Protection officers between port duties
and airport duties is unacceptable.

With increased security demands
being placed on our Nation’s ports and
the desire to increase the number of
containers inspected as they enter the
United States, local port officials have
long expressed the need for additional
personnel in order to carry out the
tasks that are so critical to our Na-
tion’s economy. With an unprecedented
11 million containers entering the
United States annually, cargo doesn’t
stop when there isn’t a Customs agent
there to inspect the incoming ship-
ments. What happens, of course, is that
the cargo is not inspected. So I hope we
can pass my amendment.

I believe the Port Security Improve-
ment Act of 2006 is a very good bill, and
I particularly commend the leaders of
the respective Senate committees for
working together to bring all of the
port security bills that have been in-
troduced in Congress into one com-
prehensive bill so that we can address
this issue.

In the last 5 years, we have signifi-
cantly strengthened our national de-
fense. I think we saw yesterday that so
many things have been done to keep
our country safe and secure, because
yesterday, of course, was the b-year an-
niversary of the attack of 9/11. We have
engaged the enemy before they have
reached America since 9/11 of 2001. We
have improved our homeland security.
We have passed the PATRIOT Act to
give law enforcement officials the tools
they need and the resources necessary
to protect our Nation. We must remain
vigilant in pursuing terrorists who
seek to harm our country. An integral
aspect of our national defense and our
economy is the security of our ports.

Our Nation has more than 360 feder-
ally regulated, thriving ports, any one
of which could be a target for our en-
emies. One terrorist incident at a U.S.
port could impact an entire coast, and
the financial impact of closing one of
these ports could be devastating.

Texas is home to 29 ports, including 4
of the 10 busiest in the Nation. The
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Port of Houston is one of the most im-
portant ports in the world. It ranks
first in the United States in foreign
waterborne tonnage, second in total
tonnage, and is the sixth largest in the
world. It is also home to one of the big-
gest petrochemical complexes in the
world. It is also part of our Nation’s
U.S. Strategic Petroleum Reserve, the
world’s largest oil stockpile. Due to the
volume of hazardous materials, a ter-
rorist attack in the Port of Houston
would be an enormous disaster. An at-
tack in the Port of Houston could also
disrupt our Nation’s energy supply, de-
livering a blow to our economy at a
time when we cannot afford such a dis-
ruption.

For years, I have worked with my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle for
more stringent port security. In the
107th Congress, my colleagues, Sen-
ators FEINSTEIN, KYL, SNOWE, and I in-
troduced the Comprehensive Seaport
and Container Security Act of 2002.
This bill called for container seals and
tracking numbers for goods being
shipped to the United States. It also
called for a plan to increase inspection
of merchandise at foreign facilities as
well as for a shipment profiling plan to
track containers and shipments of mer-
chandise imported into the TUnited
States that could be a threat to secu-
rity.

In the 107th Congress, we passed the
Maritime Transportation Security Act.
This bipartisan bill was landmark leg-
islation that closed a large hole in our
national security. I was an original co-
sponsor of this bill as well. However,
when it passed the Senate, I made the
point of saying the legislation only laid
the foundation for port security and
more needed to be done.

The following year, I introduced the
Intermodal Shipping Container Secu-
rity Act in both the 108th and 109th
Congresses. This was comprehensive
legislation, and I am pleased that
many of the key provisions in that bill,
such as the random inspection of con-
tainers, the establishment of minimum
standards and procedures for securing
containers in transit to the United
States, and the implementation of an
improved container targeting system,
have been incorporated into the legis-
lation before us today. I thank Chair-
man STEVENS and Cochairman INOUYE
for working with me in the Commerce
Committee on these provisions.

In addition, Senator COLLINS and
Senator LIEBERMAN have added so
much to make this bill even more pow-
erful and more helpful in our overall
goal of securing the ports in our coun-
try.

This legislation calls for the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security to develop
and implement a plan for random in-
spection of containers in addition to
any targeted or preshipment inspec-
tion. This significant provision would
require the Secretary of Homeland Se-
curity to develop and implement a plan
to conduct random searches of con-
tainers in addition to any targeted or
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preshipment inspection of the con-
tainers as required by law. This would
allow the U.S. Customs inspectors to
do more at the point of embarkation
with the random sampling of different
cargo that has been inspected.

Another important provision in this
legislation is the establishment of min-
imum standards for securing con-
tainers in transit to the United States.
The Secretary of Homeland Security is
encouraged to promote and establish
those minimum standards for the secu-
rity of containers moving through the
entire international supply chain. This
is a key element and I am hopeful the
Secretary will take this action. We
cannot inspect every piece of cargo, or
our international commerce as we
know it today would come to a grind-
ing halt. However, if we have better
technology, such as a seal which is
tamper-proof, we will know when the
contents of the cargo have been al-
tered.

My amendment would add to the
numbers of Customs and Border Pro-
tection officers. A thousand new offi-
cers, when you have more than 360 fed-
erally regulated ports in this country,
is not asking a lot.

We must do more. We must do more
at the point of embarkation, the point
of origin, at the point where ships
come into our U.S. waters, and at the
ports themselves. We need more inspec-
tors to be authorized in order to do
that.

I am asking that my colleagues sup-
port my amendment to raise this num-
ber to 1,000. We cannot afford, as we are
passing this major legislation, not to
do it right, not to authorize everything
we need and give the Department of
Homeland Security the tools they need
to do the job of securing our ports.

We have done a lot. We have passed
maritime security laws since 2001,
since our country was attacked. But
this bill adds to the measures that we
know are lacking in the system today.
We are taking more steps every week,
every month, and every year to secure
our country.

I thank Chairman STEVENS and Co-
chairman INOUYE, Chairman COLLINS
and Ranking Member LIEBERMAN,
Chairman GRASSLEY and Ranking
Member BAUcUS for their leadership in
this area. I appreciate that they have
come together. It is very difficult in
this Congress, when more than one
committee has jurisdiction over a
major part of the Government of this
country. In homeland security we find
that the Commerce Committee and the
Homeland Security Committee do have
overlapping jurisdiction.

This bill could have been brought
down with in-fighting among the com-
mittees, but it has not been brought
down because of the leadership of the
committees on a bipartisan basis. I ap-
preciate what we are doing today. I
urge my colleagues to support my
amendment.

I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
COLEMAN). Is there a sufficient second?
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At this time there is not a sufficient
second.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, while
we are awaiting representation on the
other side of the aisle in order to get
the yeas and the nays, let me respond
to the Senator from Texas about her
amendment.

First, let me acknowledge the work
of the Senator from Texas on port se-
curity issues over the past few years.
Her amendment would increase the
minimum hiring of Customs and Bor-
der Protection officers in the resource
allocation model of the legislation be-
fore us from 725 to 1,000. As the Pre-
siding Officer is aware, our bill requires
the Department to do a resource allo-
cation model, really take a hard look
at how many CBP officers are needed
at which port.

One reason we believed that was nec-
essary was the experience of Houston’s
ports and airports. The Senator from
Texas has told me of the problems that
Houston has experienced, where CBP
agents actually are being transferred
from the port to the airport to deal
with incoming flights and then are sent
back to the port. Clearly that is a situ-
ation that cries out for more agents so
they do not have to be constantly
shifting back and forth from a busy
port to a busy airport.

I think the Senator is correct that
she has a real problem with under-
staffing in the Houston seaport and air-
port and that we do need to have more
agents allocated. But I also want to
point out to my colleagues that we do
specifically require the Department to
do this resource allocation plan. There
may be some seaports or airports that
actually have more staff than they
need. Those could be allocated to
busier seaports and airports. But clear-
ly the situation in Houston cries out
for more agents so we do not have this
constant choice of where they should
be.

I do support the amendment of the
Senator. I will assist her in gaining the
yeas and nays when we have represen-
tation from the Democratic side. I hope
that will be shortly.

I also suggest that we stack the vote
on the amendment of the Senator at 5
o’clock, after the vote on the Lauten-
berg amendment, in order to make it
more convenient for our colleagues.

Once we get the yeas and nays, I will
be making a unanimous consent re-
quest that the vote occur immediately
after the vote on the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from New Jersey,
with 4 minutes of debate equally di-
vided prior to the vote. But I am with-
holding that unanimous consent re-
quest until we have representation
from the minority on the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President,
while we are waiting, I would like to
respond to the Senator from Maine and
thank her. She and I have had a con-
versation about the situation at the
Port of Houston. It is particularly dire,
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in that it is such a busy port and one
that has so many unique features. I
think the fact that she is supporting
the amendment will go a long way to-
ward getting us to the point we need to
be.

I think her point is very well taken
that giving the Secretary of Homeland
Security the capability to reallocate
personnel within this mandate that we
are giving is also the right thing to do,
just as we should be allocating our re-
sources for homeland security based on
terror threats, based on needs, not
based on politics or anything else. We
need to secure our homeland, and we
need to do it in a professional way. I
think this bill goes a long way in a
very bipartisan spirit toward giving
our Department of Homeland Security
the tools it needs to do the job. I am
very hopeful we will be able to agree to
my amendment and go forward to con-
ference and send this bill to the Presi-
dent very shortly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I think
we are now ready to order the yeas and
nays.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays on my
amendment No. 4931.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Ms. COLLINS. We are still not ready
for the timing on that, but we have or-
dered the yeas and nays, and I hope we
will be able to stack the vote to occur
immediately after the conclusion of
the vote on the amendment of the Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I 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.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I ask unanimous
consent the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from California is recog-
nized.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, be-
fore I make my statement, which will
be on the Reid amendment, I would
like to congratulate Senator COLLINS,
Senator INOUYE, Senator MURRAY, and
all of the Members who worked in com-
mittee on this bill. Although one
doesn’t often tell tales of what hap-
pened in a Democratic caucus, I would
like to quote Senator MURRAY in that
caucus. She said, ‘“This bill will make
a difference.”

I think that is a very dispositive, de-
finitive, and positive statement. So I
would like to offer my congratulations
to the chairman of the committee and
all who worked on it and thank them
very much.

AMENDMENT NO. 4936

Mr. President, I would like to speak

about this very long Reid amendment
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which has been offered to be part of
this bill. The amendment, much like
the Real Security Act introduced last
week, is a comprehensive package of
ways to strengthen our national secu-
rity through improved intelligence,
military, diplomatic, and homeland se-
curity tools. But in particular I would
like, as a member of both the Judiciary
Committee and the Intelligence Com-
mittee, to address the issue of elec-
tronic surveillance to identify and pre-
vent terrorist attacks.

All Democrats support giving the
President the tools he needs to find the
terrorists before they have a chance to
strike us again. This cannot be said too
many times in too many ways. It is a
fact, and I have never heard anything
to the contrary.

We also agree, though, that these in-
telligence tools, especially electronic
surveillance of telephone content—the
content of a phone call or wiretapping
of a phone call—can and should be done
in a way that protects constitutional
and privacy rights of all Americans, be-
cause whatever is done here will go on
for decades and because whatever is
done here will likely impact tens of
thousands of persons in the United
States.

I am pleased that the minority leader
has endorsed these concepts, as they
are the key pillars of legislation that
Senator SPECTER and I have intro-
duced. That is the Foreign Intelligence
Surveillance Improvement and En-
hancement Act. I thank the minority
leader for ‘“‘Rule 14’ing’’ my bill, which
now appears as the Feinstein-Specter
bill as hotlined, S. 3877.

Tomorrow in Judiciary we will be
marking up FISA bills. This same bill
but under a different bill number,
namely S. 3001, will be subject to mark-
up along with the other bills. Senator
SPECTER’s Administration bill, Senator
DEWINE’s bill, and a bill by Senator
SCHUMER will be marked up tomorrow
morning and Thursday morning.

My legislation, which is pretty sim-
ple and pretty limited, is aimed at pro-
viding our intelligence agencies with
more authority, more resources, and
more flexibility to conduct electronic
surveillance. In doing so, the legisla-
tion reaffirms that the Foreign Intel-
ligence Surveillance Act of 1978, or
FISA, is the exclusive means for con-
ducting electronic surveillance to col-
lect foreign intelligence in the United
States. I believe this is very important.

We have had hearings in Judiciary.
The Attorney General has testified.
The head of the NSA program has tes-
tified. It is pretty clear to me that this
terrorist surveillance program can be
fit into the confines of the Foreign In-
telligence Surveillance Act passed in
1978. What has to be done is a stream-
lining of the process leading up to it
and some revised provisions for emer-
gency hot pursuit. So what I have tried
to do is take what the Attorney Gen-
eral has said to the committee were ob-
structions to using FISA and solve
those obstructions but keep FISA be-
cause it is so important.
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The legislation that I have intro-
duced would recognize that further
changes are needed in this shadowy
world of asymmetric terror. That is
why the legislation would give the ex-
ecutive branch the authority to listen
in to conversations between terrorists
and their conspirators inside and out-
side the United States.

At the same time, we preserve the
cornerstone of FISA, and that is that it
is by warrant, that a Federal judge re-
views and approves every individual
warrant request for content to ensure
the Government is not spying on inno-
cent Americans.

I think it is useful to remind our-
selves why this body wrote and enacted
FISA in the first place. In 1976 a com-
mittee headed by Frank Church, which
became Kknown as the Church com-
mittee, provided a report to the Select
Committee to Study Government Oper-
ations with Respect to Intelligence Ac-
tivities.

There are three books just like this,
on what went on in our Nation prior to
1976. It is startling. I will get to it in a
moment. But it was the genesis for the
1978, very carefully considered Foreign
Intelligence Surveillance Act.

This committee reported—and please
read it, Members—on a series of ex-
cesses and abuses that had taken place
in the intelligence community. These
included some of the worst civil rights
violations our Government has ever
committed, such as the secret cam-
paign to smear Dr. Martin Luther
King, Jr., and domestic targeting of
Americans peacefully advocating civil
disobedience in areas such as civil
rights and opposition to the Vietnam
war.

The Church committee found these
abuses stemmed from a lack of over-
sight and checks on Government
power. Watch lists were established on
people whose views ranged from Joan
Baez on the left to members of the
John Birch Society on the right.

The Church committee’s report led
not only to FISA but also to the estab-
lishment of the Permanent Intelligence
Committees in both Houses of the Con-
gress. It was a historic report.

So discussions today that the Presi-
dent has the authority to go around
FISA and doesn’t need court approval
should cause Members of this great
body serious concern. It was a surprise
to almost every Senator to learn last
December that the President had au-
thorized the National Security Admin-
istration to electronically surveil U.S.
persons without following the law.

As a member of the Intelligence
Committee, I have received many brief-
ings on the President’s program. There
are still some unanswered questions,
and the administration has a responsi-
bility to provide Congress with an-
swers. But basically the Senate Intel-
ligence Committee has been briefed on
the program in the main.

But from what I have learned to date,
I am convinced of two things: First,
the work that NSA is doing is impor-
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tant to prevent terrorists from attack-
ing us again—and I support it. Second,
the surveillance that is done under the
“terrorist surveillance program’ can
be done under FISA’s framework with
some changes. As a member of the Ju-
diciary Committee, I participated in
the hearings, and I thank my chair-
man, Senator SPECTER, for holding
these hearings.

The conclusion I draw from them,
and from the briefings, is that fairly
modest changes can be made to FISA
which would remove the barriers stand-
ing in the NSA’s way while also restor-
ing the FISA Court oversight that is
necessary to protect a citizen’s con-
stitutional right.

Let me briefly tell you what we have
done.

We have expanded hot pursuit. Cur-
rently, the law states that during spec-
ified ‘‘emergency’’ periods surveillance
can proceed without a warrant for 72
hours. At the recommendation of
former FISA judges, we have extended
the time for hot pursuit to 7 days. So if
something happens and the NSA wants
to immediately wiretap someone, they
can, provided they notify the Attorney
General within 24 hours that it is hap-
pening, and then go to the FISA Court.

Attorney General Gonzales testified
to us that he personally has to approve
applications before they go to the FISA
Court. That was a problem. So we cre-
ated additional flexibility to handle
the increased caseload by allowing the
Attorney General to delegate this au-
thority to two Senate-confirmed offi-
cials: the Deputy Attorney General,
and the Assistant Attorney General for
National Security.

Wartime authority: Currently, FISA
provides the President with authority
to wiretap without a warrant for 15
days after a declaration of war. That is
a good thing, I believe.

Our bill would expand Presidential
authority by allowing the President to
also order wiretaps without a warrant
for 15 days following a congressional
authorization to use military force and
a terrorist attack on the United
States.

Additional resources: The staff and
court need additional resources, and
Members have expressed concern about
a backlog of FISA applications. We
would authorize additional judges as
necessary, additional OIPR assistant
United States attorneys as necessary,
and additional NSA and FBI staff as
necessary, so that this problem would
be taken care of.

Then we clarify ‘‘foreign to foreign.”
It has often been said that in the 28
years since FISA was written changes
in technology have made the law out-
dated. Communications that start and
end outside of the United States but
may switch through the United
States—communications that FISA
never attempted to cover—are now reg-
ularly put before the FISA Court.

General Alexander expressed his frus-
tration that foreign-to-foreign commu-
nications impede the FISA process.
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This bill—which again has been
“Rule 14’d”’—would explicitly exempt
these telephone calls and e-mails from
FISA while preserving the existing
process for the appropriate handling of
communications involving a U.S. party
that were inadvertently wiretapped.

We believe these provisions will go a
long way. We also would mandate that
briefings on electronic surveillance
conducted for foreign intelligence pur-
poses be given to the full Intelligence
Committee of both the House and the
Senate, really to prevent what was
happening, which was the beginning of
a major wiretapping program where
only eight Members of Congress knew
very early on about the program, and
therefore there was virtually no con-
gressional oversight that was meaning-
ful in any way, shape, or form.

In this bill is a two-page sense of the
Senate beginning on page 313 of the
Reid amendment and going through
pages 314 and 315. Essentially, it states
up front that the U.S. Government
should have the legal authority to en-
gage in electronic surveillance of any
telephone conversation in which one
party is reasonably believed to be a
member or an agent of a terrorist orga-
nization.

It goes on to say that absent emer-
gency or other appropriate cir-
cumstances, domestic electronic sur-
veillance should be subject to judicial
review in order to protect the privacy
of law-abiding citizens or Americans
with no ties to terrorism.

I strongly support the Reid amend-
ment. I support the Sense of the Sen-
ate. And I look forward to being able to
debate the bill which Senator REID has
agreed to cosponsor, as well as Senator
SPECTER—it is a bipartisan bill—at the
appropriate time when bills to change
the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance
Act are before the body.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.
Once again, I indicate my very strong
support for the bill before the U.S. Sen-
ate today.

Thank you, Mr. President.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a vote in rela-
tion to the Hutchison amendment No.
4931 occur following the vote on the
Lautenberg amendment, No. 4940, with
no second degrees in order to either
amendment prior to the votes, and 2
minutes of debate equally divided be-
tween the managers or their designees
before each vote, and that this occur at
5 o’clock.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Ms. COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-

dent. 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.

Mrs. MURRAY. 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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Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to set aside the
pending amendment and call up the
Murray amendment No. 4929.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
the pending amendment.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, is my
amendment now pending?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is already pending.

AMENDMENT NO. 4929

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I send
a modification to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is so modi-
fied.

The amendment (No. 4929), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . COBRA FEES.

(a) EXTENSION OF FEES.—Subparagraphs (A)
and (B)(i) of section 13031(j)(3) of the Consoli-
dated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
1985 (19 U.S.C. 58c(j)(3)(A) and (B)(i)) are
amended by striking ‘2014’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘2015”°.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, this is
an agreed-upon modification to the
amendment I spoke to this morning re-
garding the funding for port security.

As I said this morning, it makes sure
that we have adequate resources to im-
plement the port security bill, and that
is essential to its success. We have
worked out an agreement with Fi-
nance, and that amendment is pending.
I hope we can move quickly and agree
to it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine is recognized.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise in
support of Senator MURRAY’s amend-
ment. I commend her for offering it.
Each year, U.S. Customs and Border
Protection collects more than $24 bil-
lion in Customs duties and fees.

The amendment would extend the
merchandise processing fee and pas-
senger conveyance fee for an additional
year, and our hope is that that money
will then be targeted to pay for this
bill. This makes sense. In many ways,
it is a user fee. It makes a great deal of
sense. It will help ensure that there is
a dedicated funding source for the secu-
rity measures.

I point out again that the amend-
ment has been cleared with the Fi-
nance Committee. Senator MURRAY has
worked hard with Senators GRASSLEY
and BAUCUS to find the source of fund-
ing. I commend her for her efforts. I
fully support the amendment and I
urge its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 4929), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REED. 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.

AMENDMENT NO. 4936

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise
today to discuss Senator HARRY REID’s
amendment, the Real Security Act.
This is a comprehensive plan for mak-
ing our Nation safer and making true
progress in the war on terror.

I would argue that despite continued
upbeat assessments by the President,
there is growing evidence that we need
to change course—not cut and run, but
change course, regroup, and reassess
our progress in Iraq, in the global war
on terror, and in the area of homeland
security. I believe an evaluation would
lead to the realization that changes
need to be made and that a step in the
right direction would be to implement
measures that are included in Senator
REID’s amendment.

I would like to focus on just a couple
of aspects of Senator HARRY REID’s pro-
posal, which is entitled the ‘‘Real Secu-
rity Act,” those dealing particularly
with Afghanistan and Iraq.

Reports indicate that we may be los-
ing ground in Afghanistan, the initial
proper focus of the war on terror. Af-
ghanistan was the locale of the
Taliban. They were aiding and abetting
al-Qaida and bin Laden, and we, by
unanimous approval of this Congress
and the Senate, gave the President the
authority to launch offensive oper-
ations there. Those operations were
successful. But then, before the entire
success was secured, the focus of this
administration turned away to a pre-
9/11 project: regime change in Iraq.

In the intervening years, we have
lost ground in Afghanistan. The
Taliban has regrouped and rearmed,
and this spring they mounted the
toughest resistance since 2001. Suicide
attacks, which once were unknown in
Afghanistan, have more than doubled
this year.

Almost 5 years after the U.S. inva-
sion, only half the money pledged by
the international community to re-
build Afghanistan has been delivered
and effectively spent. As Afghanistan’s
Ambassador to the United States has
said:

We will not be able to stabilize the country
if we don’t build up the domestic security
forces and have development in the country-
side. Had we invested more in development,
we would have less security problems today.

I have traveled to Afghanistan on a
number of occasions. One of the prob-
lems we have is moving outside of
Kabul, the capital, and creating a gov-
ernmental presence, an Afghani gov-
ernmental presence, in the country-
side. We are trying vigorously to dis-
rupt the production of poppies and
opium, but that is hard in a society in
which that cash crop is easy to move
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around, and it is quite lucrative. It is
harder to move around other agricul-
tural staples because there are no
roads and irrigation is difficult.

If we had, as the Ambassador sug-
gested, focused more resources and at-
tention more promptly on develop-
ment, we might have a much more be-
nign climate in which to deal with a re-
surgent Taliban.

Without viable alternatives, there
are scores of problems in Afghanistan.
Sixty percent of the country is still
without electricity, 80 percent is with-
out potable water, and the unemploy-
ment rate is 40 percent. These are fea-
tures which tend to support angry, dis-
appointed young men, particularly,
who are easy targets for those fanatics
who would try to sway them into at-
tacking security forces of both the
Afghani Government and the United
States. Without viable alternatives in
terms of jobs and economic progress, it
is easy to see how some turn to grow-
ing poppies, to providing support for
this underground economy. According
to the United Nations, Afghanistan
just produced a record pPOpPpPY cCrop,
enough for 6,100 tons of opium—one-
third more than the world’s demand for
heroin. These harvests fund the
Taliban fighters who fuel the fighting
in Afghanistan and terrorists around
the world.

Section 301 of Senator HARRY REID’s
amendment calls for a long-term com-
mitment to Afghanistan, focusing on
economic and developmental assist-
ance, along with security assistance.
That is the right plan.

I have had the occasion to visit with
our commanders in the field, and we
asked them about additional forces,
and we asked them about additional
military hardware. They will say: We
could use that, but I can tell you some-
thing we know we need right now; that
is, economic development to give the
people of Afghanistan confidence in
their Government and hope for the fu-
ture. Confidence and hope is one of the
best anecdotes to the kind of regime
the Taliban is trying to impose again
in Afghanistan.

Last night, as he addressed the Na-
tion, President Bush stated:

The safety of America depends on the out-
come of the battle in the streets of Baghdad.

Two weeks ago in Salt Lake City, the
President said:

America has a clear strategy to help the
Iraqi people protect their new freedom and
build a democracy that can govern itself and
sustain itself and defend itself. . . . We will
stay the course.

Yesterday, the Government Account-
ing Office, in testimony before the
House Committee on Government Re-
form, provided a grim assessment of
the Iraq security situation. GAO found,
in their words:

Since June 2003, the overall security condi-
tions in Iraq have deteriorated and grown
more complex, as evidenced by increased
numbers of attacks and Sunni/Shia sectarian
strife which has grown since the February
2006 bombing in Samarra. Attacks against
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the coalition and its Iraqi partners reached
an all-time high during July 2006. The dete-
riorating conditions threaten the progress of
U.S. and international efforts to assist Iraq
in the political and economic areas.

A New York Times story yesterday
entitled ‘“Deal on a Constitution for
Iraq is Teetering’’ details how Shia and
Sunnis failed once again over the
weekend to reach an agreement on
changes to the Constitution which
would allow for a truly inclusive gov-
ernment.

Also yesterday, the Washington Post
reported that on August 16, COL Pete
Devlin, the Marine Corps chief of intel-
ligence in Iraq, filed a classified report
about Iraq’s Al Anbar Province, which
includes the cities of Fallujah and
Ramadi. This province borders Saudi
Arabia and Syria.

Colonel Devlin has been stationed in
Iraq for 7 months and is considered by
his fellow officers to be one of the best
who is ‘‘careful and straightforward.”
An army officer in Iraq familiar with
the report says he considers it accu-
rate. ‘It is best characterized as ‘real-
istic,””” he said.

This report, while one of the first
negative reports filed by a military of-
ficer, echoes several years of pessi-
mistic CIA assessments of the prov-
ince. The report is classified, so there
are no direct quotes; however, those
who are familiar with the report state
that the assessment is dire. As the
Washington Post summarized:

One Marine officer called it ‘‘very pessi-
mistic.”” Another person familiar with the
report said it describes Anbar as beyond re-
pair; a third said it includes that the United
States has lost in Anbar.

The document reportedly states that
there are no functioning Iraqi Govern-
ment institutions in Anbar, leaving a
vacuum that has been filled by the in-
surgent group al-Qaida in Iraq, which
has become the province’s most signifi-
cant political force.

One Army officer summarized the sit-
uation in Anbar province with the fol-
lowing:

We haven’t been defeated militarily, but
we have been defeated politically—and that’s
where wars are won and lost.

I visited Fallujah in March 2005 with
General Abizaid. At that time, there
was one State Department official
there and no representatives from
other agencies. That State Department
official was tired and overworked. He
was doing a remarkable job, both in
terms of exposing himself to dangers
and working tirelessly to try to give a
political mentoring to the Iraqi au-
thorities. He was desperate for assist-
ance. At that time, he said he didn’t
think there was another big fight in
Iraq unless the politics broke down and
that it was a big year for politics.
Clearly, more civilian assistance was
key. My first visit was in 2005. I revis-
ited the province this July. That same
State Department official was still
there, still doing a remarkable job, and
still weathering the dangers and put-
ting in the long hours to try to make a
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difference. Sixteen months since my
last visit, and he was still the only ci-
vilian representative in Fallujah. He
was even more tired. He said he be-
lieves the Marines have accomplished
all they can reasonably be expected to
accomplish. They are quickly running
out of a mission. He felt it was time to
see if the Iraqi forces could perform
without the Marines, if the Iraqi Gov-
ernment could support their troops in
the field and whether sectarian divi-
sions were so acute that they would
prevent the Iraqis from forging even
minimal political cohesion. In his view,
the United States was currently in a
holding pattern, delaying the inevi-
table day when the Iraqis must step
forward and, in the meantime, our
forces are suffering additional casual-
ties.

These are the views of those on the
ground in Fallujah, and they are rep-
resentative of a larger problem this ad-
ministration has had since the begin-
ning of the war in Iraq. There was sim-
ply no postwar planning. While this ad-
ministration has been focused exclu-
sively on our military forces in Iraq,
the reconstruction of the Iraqi infra-
structure and economy has been vir-
tually ignored. Iraqi reconstruction
funds have been depleted with only a
fraction of needed projects completed.
The ability of the United States to aid
in ministerial capacity building is hob-
bled by the lack of U.S. civilian experts
in Iraq. In fact, because of the shortage
of appropriate civilian advisers, the
military is providing personnel on a
case-by-case basis to help mentor civil-
ian ministries.

Clearly, the lack of emphasis on re-
construction is having a dire effect on
progress in Iraq. Tired of 3 years with-
out adequate security or services, Iraqi
professionals are leaving the country.
Those who remain do not trust or feel
invested in the new Government. Frus-
tration with services and lack of em-
ployment opportunities means angry
young men join militias instead of sup-
porting their Government. Lieutenant
General Chiarelli, Commanding Gen-
eral of the Multi-National Corps of
Iraq, told me in July that unless we de-
vote renewed attention and additional
resources to the economic reconstruc-
tion of Iraq and the development of
governmental capacity, the emergence
of capable Iraqi forces will not be deci-
sive. We can train an Army, but unless
we have the ministries to support that
Army, unless we have a police system
and a judicial system that can give in-
dividual Iraqis a sense of both security
and the hope of justice, simply having
an Iraqi Army in the field will not be
decisive to the ultimate challenge of
stabilizing Iraq.

I, and many of my colleagues, have
made it clear to the administration
that several steps can and should be
taken immediately to address this situ-
ation.

The administration should secure ful-
fillment of international pledges to
provide economic support to Iragq. We
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are spending billions and billions of
dollars a month. The American people
cannot indefinitely spend this kind of
effort without support from our inter-
national partners. We cannot meet all
of the demands for reconstruction. In
fact, we should insist, and this Govern-
ment should be effective, in securing
the already pledged funds, so that at
least we have another chance—and
maybe we can do it right this time—to
rebuild the infrastructure of Iraq to a
point at least that individual Iraqis
feel they will have a minimal amount
of electricity, hopefully, more than
that; that they will feel secure in
terms of access to health care and to
those things that give them the sense
that their Government can succeed,
and they should risk, in some cases,
their lives to make that Government
succeed. That is not the situation
today in Iraq.

The administration should work with
Iraqis to create a master list of nec-
essary reconstruction projects with es-
timated funding and timelines. Fund-
ing for such projects should be a pri-
ority in the President’s budget. We in-
vested a lot of money, and we made a
lot of contractors rich by building huge
projects. General Chiarelli has been
quoted several times talking about a
huge water project in Sadr City was a
model of engineering. There was only
one problem: There was no distribution
system, so it became the largest and
most expensive water fountain in the
world. He took his own resources, as a
division commander, took some PVC
piping and at least got some water out
into the neighborhoods. That is the
type of project that will make progress
in Iraq.

Time is running out. We have to
refocus ourselves on these types of ef-
forts. We should assign these projects
to the military, the Army Corps of En-
gineers, USAID, and private contrac-
tors, but we have to make sure that
these private contractors are willing to
go out and do the work, not simply to
bill for the work. We have examples
where scores of health clinics were sup-
posedly built, and it has been discov-
ered that those health clinics have not
been built, and those that have, the
few, are inadequate. In fact, I have seen
films, videos of raw sewage in the oper-
ating rooms of the supposedly new and
improved health clinics.

The administration should work with
the Iraqis to establish target efforts to
increase employment in order to pro-
vide young men an alternative to join-
ing the militia. One of the things that
is being done now on a neighborhood-
by-neighborhood basis under the lead-
ership of General Chiarelli is, after se-
curing the neighborhood, now we are
moving in, searching, taking out the
weapons, trying to disrupt the cells of
terrorists and others but then putting
people to work with simple tasks, such
as picking up trash and giving them
some money, giving them a sense of
hope, and improving the environment
in these communities. We have to do
more of that: putting people to work.
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The administration should provide
increased incentives and funding to at-
tract large numbers of volunteers from
the Department of State, Agriculture,
Justice, and Commerce to serve in
Iraq. The President is fond of remind-
ing the American people that we are a
country at war. But this is not an ad-
ministration at war; it is a Department
of Defense at war. We are seeing sol-
diers and marines sent back to Iraq for
the third time and some for the fourth
time. But where is the mobilization of
all of our power, our State Department
experts, our agriculture experts, our
Justice Department experts? That is
the great fight we are facing today in
Iraq. The military, through the loss of
lives and through the wounded of so
many Americans, are buying this Gov-
ernment the time to work with the
Iraqi Government to build capacity, to
build infrastructure. But we are not
using that time because, once again,
despite the President’s claim that this
is a Nation at war, this is not an ad-
ministration at war. And until we mo-
bilize all of our resources, we are not
going to be able, I think successfully,
to meet the challenges of stabilizing
Iraq.

Last year, the Secretary of State
talked about provincial reconstruction
teams which would be spread through-
out Iraq. So far, we have not fully de-
ployed sufficient numbers of these
teams to do the job. It made for a good
speech line last fall. It hasn’t happened
yet, and it is overdue.

Section E of Senator REID’s amend-
ment calls for a new direction for Iraq
and expresses the sense of Congress
that Iraq should work for an inclusive
government and disarm the militias,
diffusing the sectarian violence. These
militias are becoming a critical and
dangerous aspect of the situation in
Iraq, and unless the Iraqi Government
is able to deal with these militias suc-
cessfully, the Iraqi Government will be
compromised and incapable of effec-
tively governing their country.

Today, and for the last 2 days, we
have been looking at a situation where
the Iraqi Assembly is debating whether
they want to regionalize the country—
break it up. Shia representatives, led
by Hakim and the Badr organization,
are pushing for a legislative approach
that will essentially provide the south-
ern part of Iraq and the northern part
of Iraq with their autonomy, leaving
the center autonomous but desperately
poor. It is raising the fears of the
Sunni community. But the battle is be-
tween not just Sunnis and Shias but
within the Shias because, on the other
side, Moqtada al-Sadr and his militia
are urging that the regionalization
plan be dropped. This is what is going
on in Iraq. It is not international ter-
rorists plotting to attack us from
there; it is the sectarian struggle for
power of who will run that country,
and we are caught in the middle of it.

That is why Senator HARRY REID’S
proposal is so sensible. It talks about
redeploying our forces, reinvesting
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again and is perhaps the last chance we
will get to provide the Government of
Iraq with the tools and the mentoring
so that they can provide their people
with basic services and basic security.

I hope we can rally around and sup-
port this amendment because it rep-
resents not only a strong policy for
America but a smart policy for Amer-
ica. I hope that when Senator REID’S
proposal comes up for a vote, it is sup-
ported. It is one thing to go around the
country and make speeches about stay-
ing the course, and it is something else
to provide the resources, to provide the
support, to provide the relief for our
military that will give them a chance
to succeed and give the Iraqis a chance
to succeed. So I urge passage, when it
is called for a vote, of the Harry Reid
amendment.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Senate
is now considering a long overdue—a
long overdue—authorization bill to ad-
dress the security of our ports—yes,
our ports. I applaud the efforts of Sen-
ators LIEBERMAN, STEVENS, INOUYE,
MURRAY, COLLINS, and many others for
their steadfast commitment to address
this vulnerability.

The administration has let the issue
of port security languish for far too
long—far too long. Oh, yes, the Presi-
dent has made a series of speeches in
recent days about the threat to the
homeland and the great desire and ca-
pabilities that al-Qaida possesses to at-
tack us—yes, to attack us, the United
States. Yet when one reviews the
President’s homeland security budget,
gaping holes can be found in funding to
address known vulnerabilities. After 9/
11, we learned that our first responders
could not communicate with one an-
other. How about that. We learned that
our first responders could not commu-
nicate with one another. How awful
that was. The cost was lives, human
lives.

It now appears that we have a similar
problem in the White House, where the
administration’s speech writers and its
budget writers don’t communicate.
They operate in alternate worlds—
worlds far apart.

In his speech last Friday at George-
town University, Homeland Security
Secretary Chertoff urged Congress to
pass this port security legislation. He
said that passing the bill:

Would be not only a fitting tribute to the
fifth anniversary of 9/11, but would also be an
important set of tools that we can use in
achieving the goal that we have set for our-
selves over the next couple of years.

Now, this is the very same rhetoric
and, if I may say, it is the very same
hot air that we have been listening to
and we have been hearing for 5 years—
5 years. Yes, we have been listening to
it for 5 years, the same rhetoric, the
same hot air that is used for lifting
balloons, lifting balloons into the heav-
ens.

The administration, time and time
again, uses tough talk when it comes
to homeland security, but, sadly, that
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tough talk rarely is followed up with
real money, cash on the barrelhead.

This month the majority leadership
is once again playing a clever rhetor-
ical game with homeland security. The
port security bill that is before the
Senate authorizes $400 million for port
security grants. These grants would
provide essential resources to our most
vulnerable ports for building fences,
deploying cameras and sensors, train-
ing security personnel, and for
verifying the identity of the thousands
of port workers who access our ports
every day.

The House-passed bill which author-
ized the same $400 million level was
adopted by a vote of 421 to 2. But, I ask
my colleagues, where, oh where is the
$400 million? Where is it? Right now,
the Senate and House are conferencing
the Homeland Security appropriations
bill for fiscal year 2007. The Senate-
passed version of the bill includes an
amendment that I offered with the sup-
port of my illustrious, inimitable
chairman, JUDD GREGG, which provides
an additional $648 million for port secu-
rity. The amendment would appro-
priate the full $400 million authoriza-
tion for port security grants along with
critical funds for cargo container in-
spection equipment, for Coast Guard
ships and planes, and for increased
cargo inspections at foreign and domes-
tic ports. That is real port security,
but—oh, there is that conjunction
here—but, regrettably, the House ma-
jority has refused to make the $648 mil-
lion available to the conference. What
a sad state of affairs.

Our citizens watching the Senate
today are being led to believe that this
bill will secure our ports. Here it is:

H.R. 4954, an Act to Improve Maritime and
Cargo Security Through Enhanced Layered
Defenses, and for other purposes.

They believe this bill will secure our
ports. Here is the bill. It doesn’t weigh
very much, but it means security for
our ports. However, it will be a charade
if the port security funds are not ap-
propriated. How about that? Money.
What does the Bible say about money?
The love of money, what does it say
about it?

Did the White House step to the
plate? How about it? ‘““Hey, Mr. Presi-
dent—hello there, down at the White
House.” Did the White House step up to
the plate to address security risks at
our ports? No. No. One of the hardest
words in the English language to say:
No.

If the administration were really se-
rious about port security, it would
have voiced support for the $400 million
in the Senate bill for security grants.
Yet there was not one mention of port
security in the administration’s let-
ter—not one mention. It has been more
than 3% years since the Coast Guard
estimated that the security cost at our
ports would be $5.4 billion.

Senator COLLINS, bless your heart, to
date not a cent of that amount has
been funded despite the fact that U.S.
seaports handled over 95 percent of
U.S. overseas trade.
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Last year, the Department of Home-
land Security was able to fund only 24
percent of the critical projects re-
quested by the port authorities. These
funds are critical, absolutely critical
for ports to improve communications,
access control systems, and provide
waterside security. Where, oh where
has the administration been? ‘“Where,
oh where has my little dog gone?”
Where has the administration been?

Of the $816 million the Congress ap-
propriated since 9/11 for port security,
only $46 million was requested by the
President. Did you get that? Let me
say it again. Of the $816 million the
Congress appropriated since 9/11 for
port security, only $46 million was re-
quested by the President. There is an
odd disconnect at the White House
when it comes to port security funding.

While I applaud the efforts of my col-
leagues today for moving this author-
ization legislation forward, and hope-
fully to the President’s desk, author-
izations of funding are not worth a hill
of beans unless we provide real money,
real dollars to fund them. That funding
is in jeopardy. Why? That funding is in
jeopardy due to an irresponsible indif-
ference from the White House and ob-
jections from the House majority.

I challenge the White House—yes,
come on now—I challenge the White
House and the majority, not only to
talk the talk on port security but also
to walk the walk by supporting the
funding that will actually make us
safer. Our ports are seriously vulner-
able to a terrorist attack. Potentially,
thousands of American lives are at
stake. Think about it. If we are truly
determined to tighten security at our
ports, we should send the Homeland Se-
curity appropriations bill to the Presi-
dent with the $648 million to fund port
security.

My amendment includes the funding
to address many of the provisions in
this bill that are being debated today.
In addition to port security grant fund-
ing, my amendment includes $40 mil-
lion to hire 354 additional Customs and
Border Protection officers to conduct
cargo container inspections at our sea-
ports and $211 million to purchase addi-
tional nonintrusive inspecting equip-
ment for U.S. seaport and rail border
crossings.

There you have it. Currently, only 5
percent of the 11 million containers en-
tering the United States are physically
inspected by opening—take a look at it
by opening the containers. Only 5 per-
cent of the 11 million containers enter-
ing the United States are physically in-
spected by opening the containers.

The Coast Guard has only 34 inspec-
tors to review security plans at foreign
ports. Of the 144 countries that conduct
maritime trade with the United States,
the Coast Guard has assessed security
at only 59.

I have to say that again. I have a
duty to say that again. Of the 144 coun-
tries that conduct maritime trade with
the United States, the Coast Guard has
assessed security at only 59—59 out of
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144. At the current rate of inspections,
U.S. inspectors will visit countries that
trade with the United States only once
every 4 years. Does that make you feel
safer? Think about that tonight when
you are laying your head on the pillow.
Think about that.

My amendment includes $23 million
to double the presence of inspectors at
foreign ports and increase security
compliance checks at domestic ports.

Finally, my amendment includes $184
million for Coast Guard deepwater as-
sets that are critical to securing our
ports and surrounding waterways.
These funds will allow the Coast Guard
to address an immediate shortfall in
boats and planes needed to patrol our
ports and adjacent waterways. The
President and Members of Congress
may applaud each other and congratu-
late themselves for protecting lives
with this port security authorization
bill, but the truth of the matter is that
this bill will do little to secure our
ports if the President and those same
Members of Congress do not provide
the money—there you go again—the
money to actually scan for dirty
bombs, inspect containers, and imple-
ment the security systems that are so
desperately needed. What on Earth is
wrong?

Can we please stop playing these dan-
gerous political games with homeland
security and actually come together to
protect the precious lives of people?

Unless we provide the funding au-
thorized in this bill, we will be playing
fast and loose with the security of our
people.

Hear me. Hear me now. I say it again.

Unless we provide the funding au-
thorized in this bill, we will be playing
fast and loose with the security of our
people.

I yield the floor.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be dispensed with.

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

The

AMENDMENT NO. 4937

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I pre-
viously offered an amendment to the
pending bill. My understanding is it
will likely be accepted. I did not have
a chance to speak at any length on the
amendment. I want to do so now. I rec-
ognize we have a vote in about 10 min-
utes. I will be mindful of that.

The amendment which I offered says
that our U.S. trade officials will be pro-
hibited from agreeing to any future
trade agreement that would preclude
the Congress from blocking the take-
over of a U.S. port operation by a for-
eign company. I offered this amend-
ment in the shadow of this morning’s
announcement that our monthly trade
deficit—get this—was the highest in
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U.S. history. It was announced this
morning—3$68 billion in 1 month.

If anyone needs additional informa-
tion about the failure of our trade
strategy and the failure of this so-
called ‘‘free trade’” nonsense we have
been hearing around here, take a look
at this morning’s announcement—3$68
billion trade deficit in 1 month.

Mr. BYRD. Shame.

Mr. DORGAN. This is not money we
owe to ourselves. That is money we
owe largely to Japan, and China, and
other countries and will be repaid
someday with a lower standard of liv-
ing in this country.

I offer this amendment dealing with
trade as a backdrop to this morning’s
announcement of the highest trade def-
icit in history, a trade strategy fraught
with error—and this is injuring this
country.

Let me describe the need for this
amendment.

You might recall that earlier this
year it was announced that Dubai
Ports World was going to begin to man-
age a number of ports in this country.
Dubai Ports World, in February of this
year, indicated that they were going to
manage ports in America in New York,
New Jersey, Baltimore, Philadelphia,
New Orleans, Miami, and some others.
Dubai Ports World is a company that is
operated by the United Arab Emirates.

In February of this year, the Bush
administration gave the green light to
Dubai Ports World, a company owned
by the United Arab Emirates, to man-
age these American ports. The Presi-
dent said that he felt it was fine for our
ports to be managed by a company
owned by the United Arab Emirates.

In fact, when a firestorm erupted
over this issue, here is what the Presi-
dent said, brushing aside objections
from Republicans and Democrats alike.
President Bush endorsed the takeover
of shipping operations in six major U.S.
seaports by a state-owned business in
the United Arab Emirates. The Presi-
dent pledged to veto any bill Congress
might approve to block the agreement.

Even more than that, the head of
Homeland Security, Mr. Michael
Chertoff, strangely enough said this:
Homeland Security Secretary Michael
Chertoff reported yesterday that the
proposed takeover of terminal oper-
ations at five U.S. ports by Dubai Ports
World would give U.S. law enforcement
a better handle on security at U.S. ter-
minal operations.

Here is a member of the Cabinet in
this country saying that if we turn our
port management over to a foreign
company, it will actually improve se-
curity.

I don’t know what he might have had
for breakfast that morning, but I am
telling you it didn’t agree with his
thinking process. It is going to improve
security to turn the management of
American ports over to a company that
is owned by the United Arab Emirates?
I don’t think so.

There was a firestorm of protest. The
President said he would veto any legis-
lation that we would provide that
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stopped this takeover of management
of these American seaports. Despite
that, at some point, it was quite clear
the Congress was going to say to the
President—Republicans and Demo-
crats—we are sorry. It doesn’t matter
what you threaten with respect to a
veto, we will pass legislation that pro-
hibits this.

We believe the security of our sea-
ports is best maintained by not turning
the management of our seaports over
to a company owned by the United
Arab Emirates. Dubai Ports World, at
some point, announced that they were
going to find another way to do this
and sell their interests. My under-
standing is that has not yet been done.
But in any event, the administration
backed away.

However, the trade agreements that
we are negotiating now include it. Past
agreements have included it. I don’t in-
tend to interrupt that with this amend-
ment. If I could, I would. But I don’t
have the votes to do that.

But the trade agreements say this,
including the Oman agreement, which I
am told will be brought to the floor of
the Senate on Thursday of this week. I
intend to speak at some length on that
agreement. I am opposed to it. But it
includes this provision, and other trade
agreements have included the same
provision. U.S. port operations that we
couldn’t block Oman from acquiring
under the FTA, under our Free Trade
Agreement with Oman, we would be
prohibited from blocking an agreement
that included landside aspects of for-
eign activities, including operations
and maintenance of docks, loading and
unloading of vessels, directly to or
from land, marine cargo handling, ship
cleaning, et cetera. In point of fact, we
are negotiating trade agreements that
include provisions which say we are
not able to block a foreign company
owned by a foreign country from com-
ing in and managing our seaports.

That is what we are doing in trade
agreements. Most of our trade nego-
tiators have been fundamentally in-
competent from the start.

It was Will Rogers who said many
decades ago that the United States of
America has never lost a war and never
won a conference. He surely must have
been talking about our trade nego-
tiators. They don’t wear uniforms so
they do not remember whom they rep-
resent. I have often threatened to buy
them jerseys so they can look down
and see whom they represent—the good
old U.S.A.—just like Olympic athletes
represent the U.S.A.

We negotiate trade agreements that
we are told will strengthen this coun-
try, and month after month and year
after year we sink deeper into this
abyss of red ink, with now a $68 billion
trade deficit in the last month alone.

Is it surprising then that the same
incompetence that has led to the larg-
est trade deficit in history—the same
incompetence that lead to that—led
them to do this, to undermine the very
debate we had in February of this year
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about the management of American
ports by a United Arab Emirates-con-
trolled company, Dubai Ports World?

Just as an aside, let me describe the
incompetence. Let me describe one ex-
ample. I could give a hundred. Next
year, according to a report, we will be
getting imports of Chinese cars into
this country because the country of
China is now beginning a substantial
automobile export industry. They have
announced they will begin exporting
cars from China to the United States
next year. So we will be able to see
Chinese cars driving up and down the
streets of America. Guess what. Our
trade negotiators agreed that when
Chinese cars come into our country, we
will impose a 2.5-percent tariff on Chi-
nese cars that come into the United
States.

We also agreed that any U.S. cars we
could sell in China, they could impose
a 256-percent tariff.

A country with which we had a $200
billion trade deficit, we agreed they
could impose a tariff on automobiles 10
times higher than the tariff we would
impose.

Is that brain dead? It is where I come
from. Is that incompetence? It is in-
competence in my hometown.

That doesn’t represent our country’s
interests.

We come back to the point. I could
give you a hundred examples similar to
that, where soft-headed foreign policy
is masquerading as trade policy.

We come back to the newest trade
agreements, including Oman, which we
will have on the floor of the Senate
next Thursday which includes this pro-
vision. It is identical to provisions that
are included in previous agreements as
well.

I say we ought to block this from
ever occurring in any future free trade
agreement. This provision undermines
the entire position that we have taken
with respect to deciding that it is not
in our country’s security interests to
have the United Arab Emirates en-
gaged in the management of our sea-
ports.

For that reason, I believe we ought
to pass the amendment I am proposing,
prohibiting this from happening in the
future. I would like to go back, frank-
ly, and undo that which was done in
previous trade agreements.

There is a little thing that people
outside of this congressional system
don’t recognize very easily. It is called
fast track. Fast track sounds so innoc-
uous—just fast track.

Fast track means Congress has de-
cided to give up its opportunity, which
exists in the Constitution, to be en-
gaged in trade activities so that when
a trade agreement comes to the Con-
gress, this Congress has no opportunity
to review it with the understanding of
wanting to amend it.

Fast track means we have put our-
selves in the straight jacket and no
amendments.

That is why, when a trade agreement
comes to the floor of the Senate such
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as Oman—and there will be others. We
are now negotiating nine additional
trade agreements with nine additional
countries right now. The House of Rep-
resentatives announced they will take
up two additional trade agreements in
November. When those agreements
come to the floor of the Senate, be-
cause the Congress, in its lack of wis-
dom, decided to put itself in a straight
jacket, no one can offer an amendment
to strip out this kind of provision of a
trade agreement. It surely escapes my
line of reasoning why the Congress
would want to decide to limit its capa-
bility to improve a trade agreement,
but it has.

Some will say, notwithstanding what
trade agreements say, notwithstanding
all the other issues, the President can,
for national security reasons, decide to
back an agreement such as this. Yes,
that is true.

It was this President who said: I
agree that we ought to allow the
United Arab Emirates and Dubai Ports
World to come in and manage seaports.
I agree that we should do that. We have
already evaluated it. It makes sense.

He is wrong about that, of course. His
Secretary of Homeland Security says
not only does it make sense, but it will
make America safer if we have the
management of America’s seaports
being done by a foreign company
through a foreign country.

That is the most absurd thing I ever
heard. Yet in this country, in this
town, it passed with thoughtful debate.
Again, it doesn’t meet the test of
thoughtful debate in my hometown
cafe.

I am offering this amendment. My
understanding is it will likely be ac-
cepted, for which I am very appre-
ciative. I will speak more about the
general subject when we have the op-
portunity to talk about the free trade
agreement with the country of Oman.
My understanding is it may be this
Thursday.

I yield the floor.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, the
amendment offered by Senator DORGAN
is a restriction on the U.S. Special
Trade Representative’s authority in
negotiations. As such, it is under the
jurisdiction of the Senate Finance
Committee. However, it is my under-
standing that the chairman and the
ranking member of the Finance Com-
mittee have no objection to acceptance
of the amendment.

I urge acceptance of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment? If
not, the question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 4957) was agreed
to.

Mr. DORGAN. 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. COLLINS. 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.
AMENDMENT NO. 4940

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 2
minutes of debate equally divided on
the Lautenberg amendment.

Who yields time?

The Senator from Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, based
on the debate that occurred earlier, I
believe the distinguished chairman of
the Commerce Committee has decided
to accept this amendment and was
willing to do it without a rollcall vote.
However, the distinguished Senator
from New Jersey wants a rollcall vote,
s0 we are going to have a rollcall vote.

I do not know whether the Senator
from New Jersey is on his way. I see
that he is in the Chamber, so I yield
the floor to the Senator from New Jer-
sey.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President as
we are now prepared to consider the
amendment, in the minute I have—
which I assume is the time—I would
like to tell everybody that the purpose
of this amendment is to ask that we
take the cap off the number of TSA
screeners we can hire. The cap is 45,000.
We have had it in legislation before,
but the House insisted on the cap being
continued. It is silly, when passenger
volume on airlines, as of this point in
the year is almost at the alltime high,
and it is expected this year we will see
the largest number of airline pas-
sengers in the history of the country.

We have these constant reviews to
protect ourselves from terrorist attack
from those who want to sabotage an
airplane. So it is simple. Just remove
that cap. Remove it and let the TSA
figure out what to do with it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

All time has expired.

The question is on agreeing to the
Lautenberg amendment. The yeas and
nays have been ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. McCCONNELL. The following Sen-
ator was necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island (Mr. CHAFEE).

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. AKAKA), and
the Senator from Maryland (Ms. MiI-
KULSKI) are necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 85,
nays 12, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 241 Leg.]

YEAS—85

Alexander Bond Chambliss
Allard Boxer Clinton
Allen Brownback Cochran
Baucus Bunning Coleman
Bayh Burns Collins
Bennett Byrd Conrad
Biden Cantwell Cornyn
Bingaman Carper Dayton
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DeMint Kennedy Reed
DeWine Kerry Reid
Dodd Kohl Roberts
Dole Kyl Rockefeller
Domenici Landrieu Salazar
Dorgan Lautenberg Santorum
gu}"bmld Eeapy Sarbanes
eingo. evin
Feinstein Lieberman gchqmer
Frist Lincoln ossions
Graham Lugar She'lby
Grassley Martinez Smith
Hagel McCain Snowe
Harkin McConnell Specter
Hatch Menendez Stabenow
Hutchison Murkowski Stevens
Inhofe Murray Talent
Inouye Nelson (FL) Vitter
Isakson Nelson (NE) Warner
Jeffords Obama Wyden
Johnson Pryor
NAYS—12
Burr Ensign Sununu
Coburn Enzi Thomas
Craig Gregg Thune
Crapo Lott Voinovich
NOT VOTING—3
Akaka Chafee Mikulski

The amendment (No. 4940) was agreed
to.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I move to recon-
sider the vote, and I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4931

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there is 2 minutes
of debate equally divided on Hutchison
amendment No. 4931.

Who yields time? The Senator from
Texas is recognized.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to add Sen-
ators KYL and DEWINE as cosponsors of
the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
urge my colleagues to support this
amendment. It increases the number of
Customs and Border Protection officers
by 275 for a total of 1,000.

In my home State of Texas, where
the Port of Houston is the sixth largest
port in the world, we have officers who
have to leave the port at noon and go
out to the airport. Because of this, we
don’t have enough officers to cover our
ports.

This amendment will add just 275 of-
ficers for a total of 1,000 new officers.

I think this is an amendment that is
very important to add for the overall
security of our ports. I urge everyone
to vote for it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. Who yields
time?

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I yield
back the time on the Democratic side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having been yielded back, the question
is on agreeing to the amendment. The
yveas and nays have been ordered. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. MCCONNELL. The following Sen-
ator was necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island (Mr. CHAFEE).

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. AKAKA), and
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the Senator from Maryland (Ms. MI-
KULSKI) are necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 97,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 242 Leg.]

YEAS—97
Alexander Dorgan McConnell
Allard Durbin Menendez
Allen Ensign Murkowski
Baucus Enzi Murray
Bayh Feingold Nelson (FL)
Bgnnett Fe?nstein Nelson (NE)
Bingaman  Graham Opama
ingama: raha
Bond Grassley Ezzgr
Boxer Gregg Reid
Brownback Hagel
Bunning Harkin Roberts
Burns Hatch Rockefeller
Burr Hutchison Salazar
Byrd Inhofe Santorum
Cantwell Inouye Sarbanes
Carper Isakson Schumer
Chambliss Jeffords Sessions
Clinton Johnson Shelby
Coburn Kennedy Smith
Cochran Kerry Snowe
Coleman Kohl Specter
Collins Kyl Stabenow
Conrad Landrieu Stevens
Corpyn Lautenberg Sununu
Craig Leahy Talent
Crapo Lgvm Thomas
Dayton Lieberman Thune
DeMint Lincoln .
DeWine Lott V1t}ter .
Dodd Lugar Voinovich
Dole Martinez Warner
Domenici McCain Wyden
NOT VOTING—3
Akaka Chafee Mikulski

The amendment (No. 4931) was agreed
to.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote, and I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate resumes action on the bill on
Wednesday, the time until 12:15 be
equally divided in the usual form and
that at 12:15 the Senate proceed to a
vote in relation to the Reid amend-
ment No. 4936, with no second degrees
in order prior to the vote.

Before the Chair rules, we anticipate
a budget point of order against this
amendment, and therefore this vote is
likely to be on the motion to waive.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Ms. COLLINS. Therefore, Mr. Presi-
dent, although we are going to consider
two more amendments tonight, there
will be no more rollcall votes tonight.

AMENDMENT NO. 4935

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I
rise today to urge my colleagues to
support the amendment proposed by
the Senator from Colorado, Mr.
SALAZAR. My colleague from Georgia,
Senator ISAKSON, and I are cosponsors
and strong supporters of this measure
which I believe fulfills a great need in
rural America.

The amendment creates a policing
institute that would be administered
by the Office of the Federal Enforce-
ment Training Center in Glynco, GA.
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The creation of this office provides
training for those who may not cur-
rently have access to it because it
sends folks who are going to train our
local law enforcement personnel di-
rectly into our rural areas. Our local
communities have fewer resources and
fewer folks on the payroll, so they real-
ly can’t afford to do without men and
women who may be called away for an
extended period of time to undergo
training.

There is no question—and I hear this
whenever I travel around the State—
that our local law enforcement in rural
areas are called upon day in and day
out in providing the nuts and bolts of
criminal investigations and law en-
forcement. In many areas, increased
crime and the scourge of methamphet-
amine drug trafficking have placed se-
vere pressures on rural law enforce-
ment capabilities. If we’re going to call
upon folks to do more, then we have to
provide them with the resources they
need to carry out their duties—and as a
strong supporter of the criminal justice
system this includes giving them ac-
cess to the vital training they need.

In addition, these dedicated and
hard-working professionals are also
asked to prepare for different types of
threats in our changing security envi-
ronment. This amendment will greatly
assist in their efforts.

I urge my colleagues to support this
common sense, bipartisan amendment.

I yield the floor.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I rise
today as a cosponsor of the Salazar
amendment—and I thank Senator COL-
LINS and Senator MURRAY for agreeing
to accept the Salazar amendment—
which authorizes a new Rural Policing
Institute within the Office of State and
Local Training at the Federal Law En-
forcement Training Center in Glynco,
GA. I am joined on my side by Senator
CHAMBLISS and others as cosponsors
and very much appreciate the accept-
ance of this important amendment.

Modeled after existing programs
within the office, the rural policing in-
stitute would evaluate the needs of
local law enforcement located in rural
areas, and develop expert training pro-
grams designed to assist law enforce-
ment in training regarding combating
methamphetamine addiction and dis-
tribution, domestic violence, law en-
forcement response related to school
shootings, and other topics.

By having a program whereby we can
send instructors to these police depart-
ments rather then have them come to
FLETC itself, we maximize our train-
ing capabilities and ensure that these
officers are able to receive on the job
training without reducing manpower.

This is a win-win for our law enforce-
ment personnel, FLETC, and the Amer-
ican taxpayer. I urge passage of the
amendment.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, the
managers on this side unanimously ap-
prove this measure and seek its sup-
port.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment?
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Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I am
unclear whether the Salazar amend-
ment No. 4935 is actually pending.

I do support the amendment offered
by the Senator from Colorado, and the
managers on this side are also pleased
to recommend its acceptance.

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of
the Salazar amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate? If not, the question is
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 4935) was agreed
to.

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. SARBANES. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 4956

Mr. SHELBY. I send an amendment
to the desk and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alabama [Mr. SHELBY],
for himself and Mr. SARBANES, Proposes an
amendment numbered 4956.

Mr. SHELBY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘“‘Text of Amendments.”’)

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I rise
today to offer the amendment that has
just been referenced on behalf of my-
self and Senator SARBANES to the Port
Security Improvement Act of 2006. This
amendment is virtually identical to
the Public Transportation Terrorism
Prevention Act that the Banking Com-
mittee unanimously reported in No-
vember of 2005. In fact, the Senate
passed an almost identical bill in the
108th Congress. I am hopeful that as we
consider port security today, we can
include this critically important legis-
lation designed to help address the se-
curity vulnerabilities of our Nation’s
public transportation system.

The national dialog has appro-
priately been focused on aviation post-
9/11, and this week port security is at
the top of this agenda here in the Sen-
ate. In addition to these key areas, I
believe it is imperative that we make
transit security a priority, too. We
know full well from the occurrences in
Great Britain, India, and Spain that
our buses, our subways, and rail sys-
tems across the country are attractive
targets for terrorist attacks. The Pub-
lic Transportation Terrorism Act be-
fore us now is an appropriate first step
to address widespread needs, and it
paves the way toward making transit
safer for the traveling public.

The language in this amendment was
carefully crafted and is a result of sev-
eral hearings on this topic, review of
two comprehensive studies by the
American Public Transportation Asso-
ciation and the Government Account-
ability Office, and negotiations with

The
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key industry leaders. This amendment
authorizes $3.5 billion in capital invest-
ment grants, operation security assist-
ance, and research. While this is short
of the $6 billion worth of needs identi-
fied by the industry, it is an important
and necessary first step.

I thank those who have worked hard
over the course of several years to
produce a sound piece of legislation
that will result in safer public trans-
portation systems, particularly my col-
league on the Banking Committee and
former chairman, Senator SARBANES,
as well as the chairman and ranking
member of the Subcommittee on Hous-
ing and Transportation, Senators AL-
LARD and JACK REED. I also thank
Chairman STEVENS and Senator INOUYE
with the Commerce Committee for
their steadfast support in this effort. In
addition, I thank Chairman COLLINS
and Senator LIEBERMAN with the
Homeland Security Committee.

I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ators ALLARD, BENNETT, SCHUMER, and
BOXER be added as cosponsors of this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, at the
proper time I will urge adoption of the
amendment, but I think Senator SAR-
BANES wishes to speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise
in very strong support of the amend-
ment offered by the able chairman of
the Senate Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs Committee. While the
need for improved security at our Na-
tion’s ports is clearly evident, we must
not forget the other areas of our Na-
tion’s multimodal transportation net-
work. The amendment Chairman SHEL-
BY has offered would provide grants to
our Nation’s public transportation sys-
tems to help protect the millions of
riders who use subway trains, com-
muter rail, and buses every single day.

This amendment is based on legisla-
tion that passed the Senate unani-
mously in the 108th Congress and legis-
lation that has been reported out again
by the Banking Committee in the 109th
Congress. We must not wait any longer
to pass this needed legislation.

If there is any question as to whether
transit is at risk, one need only look at
recent events. Less than 2 months ago,
7 coordinated bomb blasts devastated
commuter trains in Mumbai, India,
leaving over 200 dead and 700 injured.
Last year, the London subway system
was the target of a tragic attack that
left 50 people dead, and in 2004, almost
200 people were killed when bombs ex-
ploded on commuter trains in Madrid.

Here, this past May, the Department
of Homeland Security issued a specific
warning to transit systems to remain
alert against possible terrorist attacks.
The warning said that four people had
been arrested in separate incidents in-
volving videotaping of European sub-
way stations and trains or similar ac-
tivity, which the Department noted
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provides ‘‘indications of continued ter-
rorist interest in mass transit systems
as targets.”

The threat is clear. In response, both
the Federal Transit Administration
and the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity have worked with transit systems
to identify steps that can be taken to
help prevent and mitigate attacks. In
fact, the greatest challenge to securing
our Nation’s transit systems is not a
lack of knowledge of what to do, but
rather, a lack of resources with which
to do it. In the words of the Govern-
ment Accountability Office, ‘‘Obtain-
ing sufficient funding is the most sig-
nificant challenge in making transit
systems as safe and secure as possible.”

In an editorial published shortly
after the London subway bombings, the
Baltimore Sun stated that, ‘‘Since Sep-
tember 11, 2001, the Federal Govern-
ment has spent $18 billion on aviation
security. Transit systems, which carry
16 times more passengers daily, have
received about $250 million. That is a
ridiculous imbalance.”

I commend Chairman SHELBY and
Senator REED of Rhode Island and Sen-
ator ALLARD of Colorado. We have all
worked together on the Public Trans-
portation Terrorism Prevention Act.
As I mentioned, this legislation has
now twice come out of the Banking
Committee. It authorizes, as the chair-
man mentioned, $3.5 billion over 3
years in security grants for our Na-
tion’s public transportation systems.
The money will be available for
projects designed to resist and deter
terrorist attacks, including surveil-
lance technologies, tunnel protection,
chemical, biological, radiological and
explosive detection systems, perimeter
protection, employee training, and
other security improvements.

Let me give one example of a critical
need right here with respect to Wash-
ington’s Metro. Their greatest need is a
backup operations control center. This
need was identified by the Federal
Transit Administration in its initial
security assessment and then identified
again by the Department of Homeland
Security in a subsequent security as-
sessment. This amendment would au-
thorize the funding to make this and
other urgently needed security up-
grades to transit systems around the
country.

We know transit systems are poten-
tial targets for terrorist attacks. We
know the vital role these systems play
in our Nation’s economic and security
infrastructure. I urge my colleagues to
support this amendment, which is de-
signed to address the critical security
needs of America’s transit systems.

I thank Chairman COLLINS and Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN for their acceptance of
this amendment, and Senator STEVENS
and Senator INOUYE. This is a major
step forward.

Mr. President, I would like to add as
cosponsors on our side—I didn’t pick up
all the names Chairman SHELBY read,
but I have Senator REED of Rhode Is-
land, Senator MENENDEZ of New Jersey,
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Senator CLINTON of New York, Senator
LIEBERMAN, Senator BOXER, and Sen-
ator SCHUMER.

Ms. STABENOW. If the Senator will
yield, I ask to add my name as a mem-
ber of the committee.

Mr. SARBANES.
STABENOW of Michigan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SHELBY. I urge adoption of the
amendment if there is no further de-
bate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate?

Ms. COLLINS. I commend the Sen-
ators for their initiative. The horrific
terrorist attacks in London and Madrid
demonstrate that terrorists are willing
and able to attack transit systems. Our
systems in the United States remain
vulnerable.

Just today, the Homeland Security
Committee held a hearing looking at
the next 5 years and what challenges
face us. The witness, the deputy com-
missioner for counterterrorism from
New York City, specifically pointed out
the vulnerabilities of our transit sys-
tems and also the inequities in funding.
I believe the statistics he gave us were
that there was a ratio of 9:1 in the
amount of money that had been spent
on aviation security versus other forms
of transportation security. So I think
there is an imbalance. I believe this is
a vulnerability and that this amend-
ment would allow for the authorization
of significant transportation security
improvements. I am pleased to join my
colleagues in support of the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CHAMBLISS). Is there further debate?
The Senator from Hawaii.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, the
managers on this side are very pleased
to support this bipartisan amendment
and urge its immediate adoption.

Mr. SHELBY. I urge adoption of the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment. The
amendment (No. 4956) was agreed to.

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. SARBANES. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
commend my chairman and the rank-
ing member of the Banking Committee
for all their hard work. This has been a
wonderful bipartisan effort, and I am
pleased it is included in the underlying
bill. I commend the leadership of Sen-
ators COLLINS and MURRAY on the un-
derlying bill.

I wish to speak about a piece of secu-
rity that is so critical for us that I will
be offering tomorrow, an amendment
to provide our first responders with the
interoperable communications equip-
ment they need to effectively respond

And Senator
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to emergencies. Whether it is port se-
curity, rail security, whether it is our
local police and firefighters, we know
that having radios that can actually
talk to each other, actually work to be
able to actually communicate with the
Department of Homeland Security or
the Department of Defense or be able
to speak to our armed services is abso-
lutely critical.

We also know, in fact, right now that
the system is not what it should be.

I also want to thank Senators
LIEBERMAN, LEVIN, SCHUMER, DURBIN
and BOXER for cosponsoring the amend-
ment that will be offered tomorrow.

My amendment would finally give
our first responders the resources they
needs to be able to quickly commu-
nicate and respond to a terrorist at-
tack or other kind of national emer-
gency.

It would provide a dedicated source
of funding for our communities by cre-
ating a 5-year $5 billion grant program
for interoperable communications.

My amendment is based on the inter-
operability communications program
included in the bipartisan Lieberman-
Collins bill, S. 1725, which passed out of
the Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs Committee with strong
bipartisan support. Unfortunately, this
has languished on the Senate floor for
almost a year. There has to be a sense
of urgency about this issue and getting
the resources to our local communities
so they, in fact, can respond.

My amendment authorizes, as I said,
$5 billion in grants. It is slightly more
than the $3.3 billion in the Lieberman-
Collins bill but certainly very close in
terms of our approach.

I think it is important to provide
more funding in the early years so that
communications can finally address
this issue and be able to do what they
need to do as quickly as possible.

Yesterday, we observed the 5-year an-
niversary of the 9/11 attacks. We took
time to remember the victims and
their families and to recount the
events of that horrible day. Many of
these victims were our brave fire-
fighters and police officers who gave
their lives to save others.

Every day, first responders all across
our country, and certainly in my great
State of Michigan, put their lives on
the line to make our communities
safer, a job they do bravely and with
honor. Now is time for us in Congress
to do our job and finally make sure
they have the resources and the equip-
ment they need in coordinated national
efforts so they can respond and can
communicate in case of a terrorist at-
tack or other national emergencies.

Almost 2 years after the attacks, the
9/11 Commission Report outlined the
numerous communications problems
first responders had as they tried to
save lives. The report details the prob-
lems police officers and firefighters in
New York faced because they were on
different radio systems. Over 50 dif-
ferent public safety organizations from
Maryland, Virginia, and DC reported to
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the Pentagon that they couldn’t talk
to each other.

This makes absolutely no sense. Peo-
ple running into buildings, into the
World Trade Center, into the Twin
Towers, when they should have been
running out because they did not know
what was happening. The radios did not
work.

The 9/11 Commission concluded that
‘“‘the inability to communicate was a
critical element at the World Trade
Center, the Pentagon, and the Som-
erset County, Pennsylvania, crash site,
where multiple agencies and multiple
jurisdictions responded.”

They went on to say, ‘“The occur-
rence of this problem at three very dif-
ferent sites is strong evidence that
compatible and adequate communica-
tions among public safety organiza-
tions at the local, State, and Federal
level remain an important problem.”’

The 9/11 Commission published its
final report in July of 2004, 2 years ago,
that the men and women in the first
responder community knew the com-
munications difficulties even before
9/11, 2001. Unfortunately, the Federal
Government has not yet made a sub-
stantial commitment to solve this
problem. It has been 2 years since the
9/11 Commission gave its report.

In fact, 10 commissioners gave Con-
gress a failing grade, an F, for not yet
providing adequate radio spectrum for
first responders and not addressing the
problem where our local communities
are stretched too thin and have too
many urgent and competing priorities
to effectively and completely solve the
problem by themselves.

We addressed the issue of the radio
spectrum, in part, in the year 2006
budget reconciliation bill, which set a
February 17, 2009, handover date and
providing $1 billion in funding for
interoperable communications for first
responders in advance of the handover.

I support these positive steps. But
now we have to build on that to pro-
vide a guaranteed stream of funding to
resolve this overall crisis about radios
not being connected, not being able to
talk to each other.

The 9/11 Commission is not alone in
the assessment of this critical problem.
In June of 2004, a U.S. Conference of
Mayors survey found that 94 percent of
our cities do not have interoperable ca-
pability between the police depart-
ments, the fire departments, and emer-
gency medical services—unbelievable,
94 percent. And 60 percent of cities do
not have interoperable capability with
the State emergency operations sys-
tems.

This is unacceptable. There needs to
be a sense of urgency about changing
that, and we have to be a major part of
that solution.

The most startling finding was that
80 percent of our cities don’t have
interoperable communications with
the Department of Homeland Security
or the Department of Justice.

Imagine if there were a terrorist at-
tack and 80 percent of our cities did
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not have the capacity for interoperable
communications with Homeland Secu-
rity.

This vulnerability was again exposed
over 1 year ago with the Hurricane
Katrina disaster, where we know the
New Orleans Police Department and
three nearby parishes were on different
radio systems. First responders were
unable to communicate with each
other as they attempted to rescue peo-
ple trapped in New Orleans.

When I visited the gulf, I was very
proud of seeing Michigan people there.
I remember sitting for lunch outside
the New Orleans Convention Center
with a young man from the Michigan
Coast Guard on one side and a young
man from the Michigan National Guard
on the other. I asked them: Do you
have radios? They said: Of course. I
said: Can you talk to each other on the
radios? They said: No. How are you res-
cuing people? How are you commu-
nicating when you are out on the beat?
Hand signals, was the response.

We can do better in 2006 than hand
signals when we have a national emer-
gency or a terrorist attack. How many
more disasters need to happen before
we fix this problem?

In May of 2006, Michael Chertoff, Sec-
retary of Homeland Security, said:
“The fact of the matter is we cannot
effectively manage an incident if we do
not, and if we cannot, talk to one an-
other.”

I couldn’t agree more.

He went on to concede that it is still
the case that too many emergency re-
sponders are not able to talk to their
counterparts, to their own organiza-
tions or to their companion organiza-
tions, let alone communicate with
agencies in neighboring cities, counties
or States during a crisis.

On the fifth anniversary of the Sep-
tember 11 attacks, I believe it is
shameful that we have made so little
progress on interoperable communica-
tions.

It is unacceptable that there is not a
sense of urgency about getting this
done now—frankly, about having not
done it now. We should have gotten it
done 4 years ago, 3 years ago, 2 years
ago, 1 year ago.

I believe that our constituents would
be stunned to learn that the Federal
Government has not yet dedicated
funding to specifically address this
problem.

How many times do we have to hear
this is an issue? How many experts,
how many bipartisan reports before we
do what we need to do urgently and to
the maximum extent that we can?

We know that the lack of interoper-
able communications for America’s
first responders puts them and our
communities in danger. Too many of
our police, fire and emergency medical
services and transportation officials
cannot communicate with each other,
and our local departments are not able
to link their communications with
State and Federal emergency response
agencies—way too many.
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Our first responders are making do
with less and less each year which
makes no sense. And they should not
have to choose between commu-
nicating with each other and critical
training and other means.

I think people would be shocked to
know that there are fewer police offi-
cers on our streets today than on 9/11/
2001. In Michigan alone, over 1,500
fewer police officers are on our streets
because of cutbacks in law enforce-
ment funding. This makes no sense.

In the 5 years since the 9/11 attacks,
one of the too many requests for sup-
port that I receive every year from
communities is for interoperability
communications equipment. Every
time I meet with police officers and
firefighters and emergency responders
and local mayors, others who are lead-
ers in their communities, the issue
comes up about the radios, about the
lack of ability to communicate. I have
done everything I can to help. I have
come to this floor many times urgently
requesting that we move forward in an
aggressive way to address this issue.

I am pleased to be able to put to-
gether specific grants to be able to sup-
port individual communities, and that
is a step in the right direction. But
what we need is a comprehensive na-
tional approach. We need to make a
commitment that we are not going to
accept anymore any community in this
country not having the ability to talk
to each other, the neighboring commu-
nities, the folks at the State and the
Federal Government. That is intoler-
able.

This is the fourth time I have stood
on the Senate floor and offered an
amendment to provide the dedicated
stream of funding to address our first
responders’ interoperable communica-
tion problems.

I am very hopeful that now will be
the time that we come together right
after this fifth anniversary of 9/11 and
agree that we are going to turn that F,
given by the 9/11 Commission, into an
A, by finally coming together and solv-
ing this problem so in case of whatever
the emergency is in the future, folks
will not walk away and say part of the
reason we lost lives, part of the reason
we couldn’t respond was because the
radios didn’t work. We have the ability
to fix that in relationship to this im-
portant bill. I hope we do.

I yield the floor.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, will
the Senator withhold his request?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator withdraw his suggestion of the
absence of a quorum?

Mr. ISAKSON. I withdraw my sugges-
tion of the absence of a quorum.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to add Senator
CLINTON as a cosponsor to my amend-
ment No. 4929.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to add Senator
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SCHUMER as a cosponsor to the Dorgan
amendment No. 4937.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. MURRAY. Thank you,
President.

Mr. President, we are here on the
floor of the Senate this evening talking
about the maritime cargo security bill.
This is an extremely important piece of
legislation. I have been working on this
issue since September 11, 5 years ago,
when I recognized, as did others, that
we have an extreme vulnerability in
our port cargo container system when
it comes to our Nation’s security.

We have been working since that
time to put together legislation. I com-
mend Senator COLLINS and her staff,
Senator INOUYE, Senator STEVENS, the
Finance Committee, and numerous
Senators who have worked together to
get us to this point.

As I said earlier on the floor of the
Senate, this measure is extremely im-
portant. For the first time, when this
bill is passed and it goes to the Presi-
dent’s desk, we will assure that every
cargo container coming into this coun-
try has a much higher level of security.
We also will put in place what is called
the GreenLane bill, which will allow an
even higher point of security for com-
panies that voluntarily opt to make
sure that when their cargo containers
are loaded overseas, they are secured,
that we know what is in them, we
know who is handling them, and we
know if they have been diverted. They
will be tracked across the ocean, and
before they ever come into our ports
we will know that they are safe.

Those cargo containers with that
higher level of scrutiny will then move
off of our ports in a much more effi-
cient and quick manner, leaving behind
those containers that will still need to
have a higher degree of inspection.

Finally, our bill will make sure we
have a way to resume cargo handling
quickly and efficiently should a ter-
rible incident ever occur at our ports.

This bill balances the need of making
sure our ports and our containers and
the people who live and work around
those containers, as well as the cargo
there, are secured. It balances that
with the important economic activity
that occurs at ports across our coun-
try.

When this bill was brought to the
floor of the Senate earlier last week, it
lacked one critical component, and
that was a dedicated funding stream.
As I shared with my colleagues, I was
deeply concerned that if we did not
fund this bill, we would leave an empty
shell and an empty promise to the peo-
ple of America that we were securing
our ports.

That is why today I was very happy
the Senate agreed to my amendment to
have a funding stream and to put that
into this bill to make sure, as it moves
forward, we will have the personnel we
need to make sure the regime we have
put in place actually occurs, that we
will have the infrastructure that will

Mr.
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be needed to make sure we can assure
a secure system of cargo containers
this country relies on for its economic
activity.

That amendment was adopted, and
with that I believe this bill is one we
can all be proud of. Within a few days,
as we work through the rest of the
amendments, I, for one, will finally be
able to sleep at night knowing we have
made a major move forward.

So there are still amendments to be
brought forward to the Senate. I know
we are going to work our will through
them. But I commend all of our col-
leagues for stepping up to the plate on
this important issue.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD four
editorials that talk about the need for
funding.

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

(From the Everett Herald, Sept. 10, 2006)
FuLLY FUND MURRAY’S BILL ON PORT
SECURITY

Five years after terrorists seared feelings
of vulnerability deep into the American con-
sciousness, much has been done to improve
our security. Airport security has been en-
hanced by more than $20 billion in federal
spending. Locally, first responders are more
capable of dealing effectively with a disaster,
natural or manmade.

But public safety leaders here and else-
where worry about a potential terrorism tar-
get they believe is still neglected: our sea-
ports. Only a tiny percentage of the approxi-
mately 10 million containers that enter our
ports are inspected, leaving gaping holes
that terrorists could exploit with a radio-
active bomb or other weapon. And costs for
many of the physical upgrades in port secu-
rity since Sept. 11, 2001, have been borne by
local ports rather than the federal govern-
ment.

On Thursday, Congress sent a signal that it
may be ready to give port security the seri-
ous attention it needs. Senators announced
an agreement on bipartisan legislation that
Sen. Patty Murray (D-Wash.) introduced
shortly after the 9/11 attacks and has been
pushing ever since. It’s expected to get a
floor vote this week, then go to a conference
committee that will iron out differences
with a similar bill already passed by the
House.

What’s still needed, though, is dedicated
funding. Murray’s bill calls for $835 million
annually for a program that will create high-
er levels of cargo security, allow cargo to be
inspected and tracked from the time it
leaves the factory floor overseas, and imple-
ment a plan to resume trade quickly after an
attack to minimize its impact on the econ-
omy. ‘“ The bill also calls for $400 million in
security grants to local ports.

“I’ve been very clear with everyone that I
can’t support another NCLB (No Child Left
Behind) bill,” Murray said Friday, referring
to the federal education bill that educators
complain was far heavier on mandates than
money. ‘“We have to provide the funding or it
will never be fully implemented.”’

The bill originally sought to use money
from tariffs on imported goods, but members
of the Finance Committee objected, arguing
that if tariffs were lowered, funding would
dry up. Murray concedes that point, and said
she’ll offer an amendment this week that
would tap existing customs fees that aren’t
related to duties.

A fully funded bill will mean a more secure
Puget Sound, which has major ports in Se-
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attle and Tacoma and a growing container
operation at the Port of Everett. Ship activ-
ity in Everett has increased roughly tenfold
in the past two years, and as, business con-
tinues to grow in Seattle and Tacoma, even
more figures to come north.

Five years after terrorists proved their de-
sire to hurt us, our ports remain a huge po-
tential target. Congress mustn’t wait any
longer to act.

IN OUR VIEW—SECURE PORTS
(By Columbian editorial writers)

Five years after 9/11, Senate should take
action on Murray’s GreenLane bill, because
the horror of 9/11 was orchestrated in the air,
the logical immediate concern was in air-
travel security. But five years after 9/11 it is
frightening to see what little the United
States has done to enhance port security.

The intransigence and complacency is es-
pecially alarming in Washington state, the
nation’s most trade-dependent state.

There’s good news, though. Thanks largely
to U.S. Sen. Patty Murray, D-Washington,
Congress is finally paying proper attention
to port security. Murray’s GreenLane bill co-
authored with Sen. Susan Collins, R-Maine
has been approved by the House and passed
by the Senate Homeland Security Com-
mittee. Last Thursday, senators announced
agreement on port security legislation, and
they are expected to vote on the measure
this week.

Even if approval is expedited and it should
be this congressional footdragging is inex-
cusable. We’re glad Murray has kept forcing
Congress to pay attention. The GreenLane
offers five desperately needed components:

It would create tough new standards for in-
specting and approving all maritime cargo.

It offers the Greenlane option, a faster and
even higher level of security for companies
that agree to have their cargo tracked and
monitored from the time it leaves a factory
overseas until it reaches the United States.

The bill offers a plan for quickly resuming
maritime trade after any incident, mini-
mizing the economic impact of terrorism.

Port security grants would allow ports to
strengthen their perimeter security.

The Department of Homeland Security
would be held more accountable for port se-
curity, in part by establishing an Office of
Cargo Security Policy.

Locally, Port of Vancouver Executive Di-
rector Larry Paulson said Friday that he has
been frustrated by the congressional foot-
dragging. But he is confident about his port’s
security. “It’s less of an issue here because
the emphasis is on containers, and we handle
very few containers,” Paulson said. ‘‘The
greater concern for port security in our state
is in Seattle and Tacoma.”

In a speech Friday, Murray enlisted a
RAND Center for Terrorism and Risk Man-
agement Policy report that presented this
horrifying scenario: Terrorists put a 10-kil-
oton nuclear bomb inside a cargo container
and detonate it at the Port of Long Beach,
Calif. According to the report, up to 60,000
people would be killed instantly, 15,000 more
would be injured, 6 million people would flee
the area and economic losses would be about
$1 trillion.

In Seattle and Tacoma, ports are close to
downtowns and Interstate 5. Imagine how en-
ticing that is to an evil mind that wants to
kill Americans and cripple our economy.

Murray also pointed to the 2002 closure of
several ports on the West Coast. It cost the
U.S. economy about $1 billion a day. She said
one study estimates that if all U.S. ports
were closed for nine days, it would cost the
national economy about $58 billion. Of
course, the greater concern of port security
is preventing deaths and injuries. Five years
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even five months is far too long. The Senate
should expedite passage and implementation
of the GreenLane bill for enhancing port se-
curity.

[From the Oregonian, Sept. 12, 2006]
TIME TO LAND TIGHTENED PORT SECURITY

A Dbill that addresses the vulnerability of
U.S. shipping fetches up in the Senate, but
still needs to be brought to shore

The most impressive thing about the port
security legislation that the Senate begins
debating today isn’t the bill’s boldness or its
thoroughness. It’s the five years it took the
bill to get to this point.

Talk about a slow boat from China.

Five years after what was supposed to be a
new reality, after constant warnings about
the vulnerability of U.S. ports that inspect
only about 6 percent of incoming cargo con-
tainers, the bill raises some new barriers
against a seagoing Sept. 11. Ports ‘‘were ex-
tremely vulnerable,” says Sen. PATTY MUR-
RAY, D-Wash., who has been pushing the bill,
“‘on the fact that five years after 9/11 they’ve
failed to address homeland security issues.”

This bill may not entirely address those
issues, but at least it finally raises them.

It requires the Department of Homeland
Security to set minimum container security
regulations, sets up an Office of Cargo Secu-
rity Policy to coordinate federal and local
port policy, and makes some federal money
available.

Maybe most usefully, it sets up a ‘‘Green
Lane’ program to swiftly move cargoes al-
ready inspected at their point of departure.
Most containers will still remain
uninspected, but sending already-checked
containers through will, in MURRAY’s phrase,
“reduce the size of the haystack where we’re
trying to find the needle.”.

Even after last week’s: carefully nego-
tiated deal among three Senate committees,
the bill faces serious hazards to navigation.
The Senate has rejected the House’s way of
financing the programs, without completely
agreeing on its own. Sen. JOHN MCCAIN, R-
Ariz., wants to attach to it a major rail secu-
rity program, an excellent idea by itself that
could send port security off the tracks.

In a Congress with minimal accomplish-
ments and a swiftly dwindling number of
days to manage any, a bill with real pros-
pects can be a magnet to any idea that any
legislator wants to slip across, even if the
weight of the additions ends up sinking the
bill.

Our strong feelings about getting serious
about maritime security may be basic stra-
tegic thinking, or may be mostly slack-
jawed astonishment at how long this process
has taken. It might even be the touchy sensi-
tivity coming from living in a city that not
only includes a major port, but is named
after it.

There are legitimate points to debate
about this bill, and the Senate has two days
to debate them.

Let’s just hope Congress isn’t still debat-
ing them next year, which would make it six
years after action should have happened.

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 12, 2006]
SAFE PORTS

The brief session of Congress that just con-
vened is distinguished in part for what is ab-
sent from its agenda—immigration and lob-
bying reform, for example. A notable excep-
tion, though, is a serious bill that has just.
emerged from the Senate Commerce, Fi-
nance and Homeland Security committees:
the Port Security Improvement Act of 2006.

The bill contains several common-sense
proposals It requires the Department of
Homeland Security to develop a strategy to
rapidly resume trade after an incident at one
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of the nation’s ports, in order to limit eco-
nomic slowdown. It codifies a number of
good programs in law, including the Con-
tainer Security Initiative, which, if it oper-
ates properly, will target suspect cargo for
inspection in foreign ports before it gets
close to the United States. And it establishes
deadlines for Homeland Security to complete
critical infrastructure projects—including
installing radiation portal monitors in the
nation’s 22 biggest ports by the end of next
year.

Two things distinguish this moderate leg-
islation from the irresponsible rhetoric on
port security that has marred debates on the
subject for years. First, it does not call for
100 percent of containers arriving at U.S.
ports to be individually inspected for all dan-
gerous materials. The ‘‘inspect all con-
tainers’” mantra is a red herring that ex-
ploits Americans’ fears about what might
slip through in order to score political
points, ignoring the fact that there are much
more cost- and time-effective ways of keep-
ing dangerous cargo out of the country.

To her credit, Sen. Susan Collins (R-
Maine), one of the bill’s key sponsors, recog-
nizes that the tithe and money it would take
to inspect all 11 million containers that
come into the country every year would be
prohibitive with the technology available
today, and she has committed to vote
against it if such a provision is added. In-
stead, the bill calls for a pilot program in
which the feasibility of individually inspect-
ing all containers leaving three overseas
ports will be gauged, which should test
promising next-generation technologies
without significantly slowing the pace of
trade to the United States.

Second, while providing five years of
steady funding for port security projects, the
bill does not dedicate money for port secu-
rity in perpetuity. The initial costs of mak-
ing essential improvements such as buying
radiation detectors, putting up fencing
around ports and coordinating inspection
procedures with ports overseas will require a
fair amount of steady start-up cash. But a
half-decade of grants for improving port se-
curity ought to be enough. After that, port
security should have to compete for federal
money with other worthy projects.

With those sensible checks in place, the
Senate should pass this bill.

Mrs. MURRAY. Again, I thank the
Senate for working with us to put a
funding stream in this bill and to make
this a real Maritime Cargo Security
Act.

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise
to commend the Senator from Wash-
ington State for her dogged pursuit of
a funding source for this bill. I agree
with her that it is so important we
have dedicated funding so the promise
of this bill can become the reality.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be added as a cosponsor to
Senator MURRAY’s amendment No.
4929.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. COLLINS. Again, I thank the
Senator for her efforts. It has been a
real pleasure to work with her on this
important bill.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
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The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. FRIST. 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. FRIST. Mr. President, we began
consideration of the very important
port security bill on Thursday of last
week, and earlier in the week we ad-
dressed the Department of Defense ap-
propriations bill. We generally agreed
as a body that we would address the se-
curity issues first and foremost over
the course of these 3 to 4 weeks, and
this is the second step in that process.
We made reasonable progress on the
bill, but at this point it is not certain
when we will finish the bill, and the
fact is, we have really a little over 2%
weeks left. We have a lot to do, and
therefore we need to keep business
moving along.

We have been talking about a filing
deadline and an amendment list, but
we have been unable to reach agree-
ment on either of those.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I will file
a cloture motion tonight to ensure
that we do get a vote this week. We
will continue to consult with the man-
agers on both sides, and if we can reach
a reasonable agreement to bring the
bill to a finish on Thursday, then I be-
lieve we should vitiate this particular
vote. But since it is still uncertain and
we do have a lot of business to do, at
this time I send a cloture motion to
the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on Calendar
No. 432, H.R. 4954, a bill to improve maritime
and cargo security through enhanced layered
defenses, and for other purposes.

Bill Frist, Susan M. Collins, David
Vitter, Jon Kyl, James Inhofe, Tom
Coburn, Jim DeMint, Richard Burr,
Wayne Allard, Ted Stevens, Craig
Thomas, Richard C. Shelby, R.F. Ben-
nett, Mike Crapo, Sam Brownback,
Rick Santorum, Larry E. Craig.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the manda-
tory quorum under rule XXII be
waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——————

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
now proceed to a period of morning
business, with Senators permitted to
speak for up to 10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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TRIBUTE TO ERSKINE RUSSELL

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, in 1
last minute on this day, I want to
pause to pay tribute to a great Geor-
gian and a great American, an indi-
vidual we all lost last Friday morning
in Statesboro, GA.

On Friday morning of last week, 80-
year-old Erskine Russell, former assist-
ant head coach at the University of
Georgia and later head coach at Geor-
gia Southern University, died of a
stroke leaving the 7-11 near his home
on the way to his beloved Snooky’s
Restaurant in Statesboro, GA. Erskine
Russell was a football coach, but he
was far more than a football coach. He
changed the lives of countless young
men in Georgia and changed the atti-
tude of the people of our State about
higher education.

Erskine Russell was a man who led
the University of Georgia and its de-
fense in 1980 to the national champion-
ship. Then, a few years later, he got
the opportunity at a fledgling Georgia
college—Georgia Southern—to estab-
lish a football team. He went there and
went to the local sporting goods store
and bought a football. He took a drain-
age ditch that ran by the field and
named it the ‘“wonderful, beautiful
Eagle Creek,” and slowly but surely he
recruited young men to come to Geor-
gia Southern to play football.

Within a few years, Georgia Southern
went from just having a program to
being a national champion. And he re-
peated that mnational championship
again. But more importantly, all
through his life, Erskine Russell did
what only he could do: he led by exam-
ple, not by lecture, what was right
about America, what was right about
living by the rules, what was right
about playing by the rules, and what
was right about moral character.

Two thousand people appeared at
Paulson Stadium last Sunday to pay
their last respects to Erskine Russell—
a man who will be missed not just for
a short period of time but for the life-
time of all those whose lives he
touched.

In conclusion, talking about the lives
he touched, when my son Kevin was in
the 11th grade at Walton High School
in Marietta, GA, he was tragically in-
jured in an automobile accident. He
was a junior football player there. Erk
Russell took the time to write him a
personal note when it was questionable
as to whether he might ever play foot-
ball again or even walk normally
again. It was Erk Russell’s inspiration
and his caring, his challenging some-
one to overcome adversity, that led to
Kevin’s complete recovery and a year
later his competition on the football
field once again.

That is just one vignette. It is just
one cameo in a lifetime of service to
young people.

I pay tribute tonight to Erk Russell,
to his family, and to all those who
knew him, all those who loved him, and
to all of us who will always treasure
the fact that he was our friend.
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TRIBUTE TO MR. MORTON J.
HOLBROOK, JR.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
rise today to pay tribute to a distin-
guished Kentuckian, Mr. Morton J.
Holbrook, Jr., for his dedicated service
to the Commonwealth and his commit-
ment to the practice of law and higher
education.

Last month, Mr. Holbrook, a resident
of Owensboro, passed away. He was a
pre-eminent attorney in Kentucky and
will be remembered for the permanent
impression he left on Kentucky’s legal
system. He helped modernize the
courts’ rules of procedure and was in-
strumental in pushing for sweeping
changes to the State’s judicial system.

On August 30, 2006, the Owensboro
Messenger-Inquirer published an edi-
torial highlighting Mr. Holbrook’s
legal brilliance, his contributions to
the judicial system, and his duty to
public service. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the full editorial be printed
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and that
the entire Senate join me in paying re-
spect to this beloved Kentuckian.

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

[From the Owensboro Messenger-Inquirer,

Aug. 30, 2006]
STATE BETTER PLACE BECAUSE OF HOLBROOK

Because Morton Holbrook Jr.’s accom-
plishments were so many, his love for his
community so strong, his quest for knowl-
edge so persistent and his zest for life so
complete, penning a tribute to his life in-
vites inadequacy.

Holbrook, who died Friday at the age of 91,
was a Daviess County icon who mixed a legal
career as a Harvard-trained lawyer with a
lifetime of public service, gaining fame in
both arenas. Twice his leadership helped
completely change the face of Kentucky’s
legal system. Closer to home, there might
not be an Owensboro Community & Tech-
nical College without his point work in the
1980s.

Whenever and wherever Holbrook decided
to take a stand, he usually became an irre-
sistible force for progress and change. Slight
of build and not tall, Holbrook was neverthe-
less formidable, thanks to his agile mind,
gifted and eloquent speaking ability and
compelling personality.

For 56 years Holbrook practiced law and
would have been admired for his legal abili-
ties alone. One colleague called him the
greatest attorney he ever knew. But Hol-
brook strayed far beyond private practice, to
Kentucky’s lasting benefit. In 1948 he was ap-
pointed to a state judicial committee that
totally revised the state courts’ rules of pro-
cedure. Two and a half decades later he
helped push through an in-toto reform of
Kentucky’s judicial system, which required
changing the state Constitution.

Holbrook’s other passion was higher edu-
cation. He was a member of the Kentucky
Council on Higher Education for 10 years.
OCTC can trace its origins to his involve-
ment in the early 1980s.

Holbrook received many awards and rec-
ognitions through the years. Perhaps the
most fitting came on his 90th birthday in
September 2004 when Daviess Fiscal Court
named the county’s judicial center in his
honor—the Morton J. Holbrook Jr. Judicial
Center.

Morton Holbrook—a delight and truly one
of a kind—will be deeply missed.
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REMEMBERING SEPTEMBER 11, 2001

Mr. OBAMA. Mr. President, I rise
today to remember the horrifying ter-
rorist attacks that took away so many
innocent lives 5 years ago.

As a rule, tragedies of the magnitude
we saw on 9/11 do not have silver lin-
ings. On that day, we were left only
with an aching sense of loss, a sadness
that seemed endless, and a bitter rage
toward those who had brought chaos to
our doorstep.

And yet it is undeniable that amidst
one of the worst moments in our his-
tory, an ordinary goodness emerged in
America. You could see it in the rescue
workers and firefighters who rushed to-
ward the rubble, in the scores of young
people who signed up to serve their
country, and in the quiet candlelight
vigils held by millions of people for
those they had never met and never
would.

In our politics, too, there was a brief
moment where it seemed as though the
crass partisanship of the nineties
would give way to a unity of purpose
among Republicans and Democrats
that would refocus our efforts on at-
tacking the terrorists, not each other.
We saw this in the immediate support
given to President Bush, in the near
unanimous vote to go after the Taliban
and al-Qaida in Afghanistan, and in the
formation of an independent, bipar-
tisan commission that would tell us
how and where to strengthen our home-
land security.

Five years after 9/11, the days of that
unity are long gone. In the last two
elections, the Republican Party has
used national security as a political
weapon to attack and beat opponents,
while the recommendations of the 9/11
Commission float further and further
from the front pages. Now, as we ap-
proach another election season, the
party in power has announced again
that it intends to ‘‘run on’ the issue of
national security, with some going so
far as to say that the terrorists are just
waiting for Democrats to take over so
that they can attack.

I realize that in this day and age, it
is naive to think that politics would
stop at the water’s edge. But I refuse to
believe that we cannot find the will or
the resources to implement a series of
recommendations that an independent
panel of Democrats and Republicans
agree would Kkeep our country safer
from terrorist attack.

In a report card delivered last year
by the 9/11 Commission, the country’s
security efforts received mediocre to
failing grades—17 Ds and F's in 41 areas
of homeland security.

To this day, our first responders still
do not have the communications equip-
ment they need to coordinate a rescue
in the event of an attack. We still in-
spect only 5 percent of the 9,000,000
containers that enter this country
every year. We are still spending only 2
percent of what we need to secure our
railroads and subways, and not nearly
enough on baggage and cargo screening
at our airports. We still have only
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10,000 border patrol agents to guard
8,000 miles of land borders, and only 1
agent to guard every 3 miles of border
with Canada. And we are leaving some
of America’s most vulnerable targets—
including chemical plants with toxic
substances that could kill millions—
with the most minimal security.

If on the day after 9/11 you had told
anyone in America that these gaps in
our security would still exist 5 years
later, they might have thought you
were crazy. And yet since then attempt
after attempt to correct these prob-
lems—from efforts to fully fund rail,
transit, and port security to the legis-
lation I have introduced to protect
chemical plants—have been rebuffed by
the administration and the Republican-
controlled Congress.

This cannot go on. National security
cannot be something we only discuss
on 9/11 or when terrorists try to blow
up planes over the Atlantic or when it
suits our political interests on election
day. It is an every day challenge, and it
will take Americans of every political
persuasion to meet it.

Like most Americans, the effect of
September 11 felt profoundly personal
to me. It wasn’t just the magnitude of
the destruction that affected me or the
memories of the 5 years I had spent in
New York, but the intimacy of imag-
ining those ordinary acts which 9/11’s
victims must have performed in the
hours before they were killed, the daily
routines that constitute life in our
modern world—boarding a plane, grab-
bing coffee and the morning paper at a
newsstand, making small talk on the
elevator.

For so long, these acts represented
the concrete expression of our belief
that if we just exercised, wore seat-
belts, and avoided needless risks, our
safety was assured, our families pro-
tected. Certainly, the prospect of mass
violence on American soil seemed re-
mote.

Five years later, we know that world
is gone—that we must better under-
stand our fragility and better secure
ourselves from those who have the will
and the way to do us harm. This means
a change in priorities, yes, but it also
means a change in our politics—a will-
ingness to put aside the petty, if just
for a moment, so that we may rise to-
gether to meet one of the greatest
challenges of our time. History has
shown this will not be easy, but if the
ordinary goodness that emerged from
that rubble 5 years ago is any indica-
tion, I still believe it is imminently
possible.

———

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES

SERGEANT LONNIE CALVIN ALLEN, JR.
Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi-
dent, I rise today to honor SGT Lonnie
Calvin Allen, Jr. of Bellevue, NE.
Sergeant Allen, 26, graduated from
Bellevue East High School, where he
was a four-sport athlete, participating
in football, track, basketball, and wres-
tling. After attending Northeastern
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Junior College in Colorado, Sergeant
Allen joined the Army, where he met
his wife Birgit while stationed in Ger-
many. ‘I was just glad every minute I
spent with him because it was the most
wonderful time I've had,” said Mrs.
Allen.

Sergeant Allen was dedicated to the
Army, choosing to reenlist after his
first tour of duty. According to his
family, he was expected to wrap up his
Iraq tour in July and wanted to enter
law enforcement as a career.

While serving with the 2nd Battalion,
22nd Infantry Regiment, 10th Mountain
Division in Baghdad, Iraq, Sergeant
Allen was Kkilled when an improvised
explosive device detonated near his
military vehicle on May 18, 2006.

Sergeant Allen is survived by his
wife, Birgit, who lives in Bellevue, NE;
his parents, Lonnie and Sallie Allen,
also of Bellevue; and his brother, Nuru
Allen, of St. Louis, MO.

My prayers go out to the family and
friends of Sergeant Allen as they face
this difficult tragedy. Nebraskans
should be proud of the commitment
Sergeant Allen showed toward the
Army and his country. He is an exam-
ple for us all.

FIRST LIEUTENANT GARRISON AVERY

Mr. President, today I honor 1LT
Garrison Avery of Lincoln, NE.

First Lieutenant Avery, 23, grad-
uated from Lincoln High School before
earning his degree from the U.S. Mili-
tary Academy in West Point, NY. Fol-
lowing his graduation from West Point,
he underwent Army Ranger and sapper
training, receiving various honors. But
according to his father, ‘‘He wasn’t in-
terested in the decorations. He was in-
terested in the job.” Following his
service, Lieutenant Avery dreamed of
helping war orphans.

While serving with the 101st Airborne
Division stationed south of Baghdad,
Lieutenant Avery and two fellow sol-
diers were killed when a roadside bomb
exploded on February 1, 2006.

Lieutenant Avery is survived by his
wife, Kayla, who lives in Clarksville,
TN. He is also survived by his parents,
Gary and Susan; siblings, Clinton,
Johnathan, and Elizabeth; and numer-
ous other family members, friends, and
fellow soldiers.

I offer my sincere condolences and
prayers to the family and friends of
Lieutenant Avery. His noble service to
the United States of America is to be
respected and remembered by all.
Every American and all Nebraskans
should be proud of the service of brave
military personnel such as 1LT Garri-
son Avery.

LANCE CORPORAL KYLE CODNER

Mr. President, today I honor LCpl
Kyle Codner, 19, of Shelton, NE.

Lance Corporal Codner joined the
military after his graduation from
Shelton High School on June 16, 2003,
and was deployed to Iraq in mid-Feb-
ruary. His deployment was to last 7
months, and the family hoped to see
him home safe around mid-September.
At the time of his death, Lance Cor-
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poral Codner was one among a group of
marines traveling in an armored per-
sonnel carrier conducting security and
stability operations in Anbar province,
Iraq.

Lance Corporal Codner was liked by
all who knew him; he was involved in
his church and in his community, and
he was a selfless part of the military
who knew the worth of life. Codner’s
family remembers him saying, ‘‘Free-
dom isn’t free.”

The loss of this outstanding marine
is felt by all Nebraskans, but his exam-
ple will remain as an inspiration for his
survivors, a devoted friend, fiancée,
son, and grandson, and we extend our
thoughts and prayers to them in
condolence.

ARMY NATIONAL GUARD SERGEANT GERMAINE L.
DEBRO

Mr. President, today I honor Ne-
braska Army National Guard SGT
Germaine L. Debro of Omaha, NE.

Sergeant Debro was a loyal son,
brother, friend, and soldier. Selflessly
placing his friends and their families
before his own life, he volunteered for
his last assignment to Iraq so others
could stay home with their loved ones.
‘““He put his friends and loyalty first.
He couldn’t have lived with himself if
one of his friends with kids went over
there and died. My brother is a better
man than me,” said Sergeant Debro’s
brother, Alvin Debro, Jr.

Sergeant Debro was born into the
military, as his father, Alvin Debro Sr.,
served in the Air Force. He first at-
tended Omaha Benson High School;
then in 1991, he graduated from high
school in Arkansas, where he played
football. His military career began on
October 14, 1994, when he enlisted in
the U.S. Army as an M-1 Abrams tank
crewman. Sergeant Debro joined the
Nebraska Army National Guard on Oc-
tober 12, 1997, as a tank crewman with
Detachment 1, Troop B, 1-167th Cavalry
Squadron based in Wahoo, NE. He was
reassigned to the Fremont-based Troop
B, 1-167th Cavalry Squadron in Janu-
ary 2001.

While serving with the National
Guard, Sergeant Debro was mobilized
overseas various times, including serv-
ice in Kuwait in 2001 and in Bosnia-
Herzegovina from 2002-2003. He was de-
ployed in support of Operation Iraqi
Freedom in March 2005, serving as a
scout with Troop B, 1-167th Cavalry
Motor Reconnaissance Troop. On Mon-
day, September 4, 2006, Sergeant Debro
passed away when an improvised explo-
sive device struck the humvee he was
driving while on patrol near Balad,
Iraq. Then-SPC Germaine L. Debro was
posthumously promoted to Sergeant.

Sacrificing his own life so that others
could live, Sergeant Debro was the em-
bodiment of bravery and the finest ex-
ample of generosity. In addition to his
brother Alvin, he is survived by his
parents Alvin, Sr. and Priscilla Debro
of Omaha; and his brother Maurice
Debro. I extend my deepest condolences
to Sergeant Debro’s family and friends,
who played such a tremendous role in
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his life. His unfaltering dedication to

his country and family will remain a

source of hope and inspiration for all

Americans. Sergeant Debro was a man

of exceptional honor, and we will not

forget what he gave for our Nation.
ARMY SPECIALIST JEREMY JONES

Mr. President, today I honor Army
SPC Jeremy Jones of Omaha, NE.

Specialist Jones was committed to
the Army. Wanting to make a career
out of it, he chose to reenlist last April
for 6 more years. ‘“He’d finally found
something he really liked to do and
that suited him. He was proud of what
he was doing,”’ said his wife, Jenny.

Last February, Specialist Jones flew
back from his tour of duty in Iraq to
see his newborn daughter, Mackenzie.
Baby Mackenzie, together with her
brother, Anthony, will grow up know-
ing their father is a hero.

Specialist Jones graduated from Mil-
lard West High School in 1999, where he
participated in football and wrestling.
While serving with the Army’s 1st Bat-
talion, 67th Armored Regiment of Fort
Hood, TX, Specialist Jones, 25, was hit
by a roadside bomb on June 27, 2006, in
Iskandariyah, Iraq.

Specialist Jones is survived by his
wife Jenny, daughter Mackenzie, and
son Anthony, 3, all of Omaha; mother,
Diane Jones, of Omaha; father, Scott
Jones, of Council Bluffs, IA; and sister,
Abbi Jones, of Omaha. Our hearts and
prayers go out to the Jones family.
Specialist Jones was a dedicated sol-
dier, and all Americans admire the
dedication he gave to his country.

NAVY ATRMAN JASON J. DOYLE

Mr. President, I rise today to honor
Airman Jason J. Doyle of Omaha, NE.

Airman Doyle, 19, graduated from
Papillion-La Vista South High School
after moving to the area from Sunset,
UT with his brother, Brandon, and fa-
ther, Dale, both of Bellevue, NE. At Pa-
pillion-La Vista South, he was a mem-
ber of the Naval Junior Reserve Officer
Training Corps program. After grad-
uating, he joined the Navy in an effort
to fulfill his dream of traveling to
Japan, a dream which began in elemen-
tary school after writing a report on
Japan. He was also fascinated with fly-
ing. “You combine a love for the coun-
try of Japan, a love of other cultures
and a love of airplanes, and the Navy
was a perfect fit for him,” said his fa-
ther.

Airman Doyle had been serving with
the Electronic Attack Squadron 136 off
the east coast of Japan since October
when he fell from the flight deck of the
USS Kitty Hawk on July 8, 2006. It was
his first assignment.

In addition to his father and brother,
Airman Doyle is survived by his moth-
er, Martha Bower, who lives near Sun-
set, UT; his stepmother, Susie Doyle,
of Bellevue; and his three sisters,
Shauna, of Utah, and Whitney and Ash-
ley, both of Bellevue.

I offer my sincere condolences to the
family and friends of Airman Doyle.
His noble service to the United States
of America is to be respected and ap-
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preciated by all. And while the loss of
this remarkable airman is felt by all
Nebraskans, his courage to follow his
dreams will remain as an inspiration
for his survivors.

ARMY NATIONAL GUARD SPECTIALIST JOSHUA

FORD

Mr. President, today I honor SPC
Joshua Ford of Pender, NE.

Specialist Ford, 20, graduated from
Pender High School in 2004, where he
was active in the FFA and theater. He
was also interested in art and utilized
his talent by creating a few paintings
while serving in Iraq. Teachers knew
him as an easygoing, well-liked student
with a great sense of humor. Ford
joined the Nebraska Army National
Guard as a heavy vehicle driver in Feb-
ruary 2003, while still attending high
school. Friends say he was dedicated to
the Guard, even convincing three
friends to join with him.

Since October 2005, Specialist Ford
had been serving with the Wayne-based
Detachment 1, 189th Transportation
Company in Iraq. On July 13, 2006, the
military truck he was driving in a con-
voy from Forward Operating Base
Delta to Tallil Air Base was struck by
an Improvised Explosive Device near
Al Numaniyah. Specialist Ford passed
away shortly thereafter.

Specialist Ford is survived by his
fiancée, Michelle Frohlich; father, Lon-
nie W. Ford; grandmother, Elle Peter-
sen; sisters, Erin, Jessica, and Shawn;
and nephew, William Dyer.

I offer my sincere condolences to the
family and friends of Specialist Ford.
The loss of this dedicated National
Guardsman is felt by all Nebraskans,
but his example will remain as an in-
spiration for all of us.

ARMY NATIONAL GUARD STAFF SERGEANT

JEFFREY HANSEN

Mr. President, today I honor SSG
Jeffrey Hansen of Cairo, NE.

Staff Sergeant Hansen, 31, was a 1993
graduate of Bertrand Community High
School. He earned a bachelor’s degree
in Athletic Training from the Univer-
sity of Nebraska-Kearney in 1997. Jef-
frey joined the Nebraska Army Na-
tional Guard in January 2000 as a mem-
ber of Troop A, 1-167th Cavalry in
Hastings, NE. During his years as a
member of the Nebraska National
Guard, Staff Sergeant Hansen exhib-
ited outstanding leadership and rose
through the ranks, serving as an assist-
ant squad leader, fire team leader, and
squad leader before his current assign-
ment as a fire support sergeant. Prior
to his service in Iraq, Hansen served as
a peacekeeper in Bosnia with the 1-
167th Cavalry from late 2002 until mid-
2003.

CPT Jeffrey Searcey, who led Troop
A of the 1-167th Cavalry in Ramadi,
Iraq, described Staff Sergeant Hansen
as a ‘‘guy you respected as a soldier
and a man.” As a civilian, Staff Ser-
geant Hansen was recognized as an out-
standing police officer during his time
in the U.S. Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, VA, Police Service. ‘‘Jeff was the
strong, silent type. He didn’t talk a lot,
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but when he did, people listened to
him,” said James Arends, a sergeant in
the VA Police Service.

Staff Sergeant Hansen passed away
on August 27, 2006, at Landstuhl Re-
gional Medical Center in Landstuhl,
Germany, from injuries he received
when the humvee he was riding in went
off a wet and eroded roadside berm and
became submerged in an irrigation
canal near Camp Anaconda, Iraq.

Staff Sergeant Hansen is survived by
his wife Jennifer L. Hansen of Cairo;
father Robert Hansen of Bertrand; and
brother Jeremy Hansen.

I offer my sincere condolences to
Staff Sergeant Hansen’s family and
friends. He gave his life to save and
honor the liberties of America, and his
selfless passion to achieve this end will
not be forgotten. Staff Sergeant Han-
sen will be forever remembered as a
hero who sacrificed everything for his
fellow country men and women.

MARINE CORPORAL MATTHEW C. HENDERSON

Mr. President, today I honor Marine
Cpl Matthew C. Henderson of Lincoln,
NE.

Corporal Henderson inspired every-
one who knew him through his leader-
ship. He enjoyed football, hunting, fish-
ing, and fixing cars with his father,
who was his best man at his wedding in
May of 2003.

Henderson joined the Marines in Sep-
tember 2000. He had received the Navy
and Marine Corps Achievement Medal,
the Marine Corps Good Conduct Medal,
the National Defense Service Medal
and the Sea Service Deployment Rib-
bon. Corporal Henderson was a combat
engineer assigned to the 1lst Combat
Engineer Battalion, 1st Marine Divi-
sion, I Marine Expeditionary Force out
of Camp Pendleton, CA. Henderson was
one among a group of marines trav-
eling in an armored personnel carrier
conducting security and stability oper-
ations in Anbar province, Iraq, at the
time of his death.

I know I join all Nebraskans in griev-
ing the loss of Corporal Henderson. He
will be remembered as the selfless lead-
er that he was; for being a compas-
sionate and loyal husband, son, and
brother.

SERGEANT ALLEN D. KOKESH, JR.

Mr. President, today I honor SGT
Allen D. Kokesh, Jr. of Yankton, SD.

Sergeant Kokesh, 21, willingly signed
up for the National Guard as a junior
at Yankton High School and completed
his basic training before his graduation
in 2003. He believed he and his fellow
soldiers were playing an important role
in bringing peace and freedom to the
people of Iraq.

While serving with the Yankton-
based Charlie Battery of the 1st
Battallion, 147th Field Artillery Bri-
gade, stationed in Baghdad, Sergeant
Kokesh was injured in an explosion
from a roadside bomb on December 4,
2005. Sergeant Kokesh passed away
February 7, 2006, at Brooke Army Med-
ical Center in San Antonio, TX, as a re-
sult of his injuries. He was post-
humously promoted from specialist to
sergeant.
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Sergeant Kokesh is survived by his
father and stepmother, Allen Sr. and
Kristi Kokesh; mother and stepfather,
Becky and Jason Beebee; siblings,
Chasity, Katrianna, Tom, and Jaylon;
and numerous other family members,
friends, and fellow soldiers.

I offer my sincere condolences and
prayers to the family and friends of
Sergeant Kokesh. His noble service to
the United States of America is to be
respected and remembered by all.
Every American and all Nebraskans
should be proud of the service of brave
military personnel such as SGT Allen
D. Kokesh, Jr.

PRIVATE TIM J. MADISON

Mr. President, today I honor Pvt Tim
J. Madison of Bellevue, NE.

Private Madison’s children will grow
up knowing their father is a hero. A
1997 graduate of Bellevue East High
School, Private Madison, 28, joined the
Army last October. Private Madison
enjoyed the outdoors and shared that
experience with his children on numer-
ous occasions.

While serving with E Company, Bri-
gade Support Battalion, 2nd Brigade at
Fort Carson, CO, Private Madison was
struck by .50-caliber machine gun fire
during a live-fire operation at a shoot-
ing range. ‘“He was very proud of his
country, and he wanted to defend and
make it a better homeland for his own
immediate family, his wife, and kids,”’
said his mother, Nancy Madison.

Private Madison is survived by his
wife Melissa and three children, Hailee,
3, Jonathan, 2, and Michael, 4 months,
of Fort Carson, CO; parents, Ken and
Nancy Madison of Bellevue, NE; broth-
ers, Ken Jr., Tony, and Rick Madison,
all of Bellevue; and sister, Christina
Coy of Bellevue.

Our hearts go out to the family and
friends of Pvt Tim J. Madison. You are
all in America’s thoughts and prayers.

ARMY SPECIALIST BENJAMIN SLAVEN

Mr. President, today I honor Army
SPC Benjamin Slaven of Plymouth,
NE.

Following in his family’s footsteps,
Specialist Slaven, 22, chose to enlist in
the Army Reserve because he wanted
to serve his country. ‘‘He was enthusi-
astic about working on the front line of
the war on terror,” said his father,
Bruce Slaven.

Before enlisting, Specialist Slaven
earned his high school equivalency di-
ploma and was employed in Beatrice,
NE, most recently at the Beatrice
State Development Center, where he
became known for his compassion. Be-
cause of his love for scuba diving, Spe-
cialist Slaven was considering a career
in underwater welding after the mili-
tary.

While serving with the Army Re-
serve’s 308th Transportation Company
of Lincoln, NE, then Private First
Class Slaven was killed when a road-
side bomb struck his vehicle on June 9,
2006, in Ad Diwaniyah, Iraq. He was
promoted to army specialist post-
humously.

Specialist Slaven is survived by his
mother, Judy Huenink, of Plymouth;
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his father, Bruce Slaven, of Beatrice;
and his sister, PFC Misti Slaven, cur-
rently serving with the Army Reserve.

All Americans admire the dedication
Specialist Slaven exhibited as he de-
fined what a true soldier should be. The
family and friends of Army SPC Ben-
jamin Slaven are in our thoughts and
prayers.

ARMY SERGEANT 1ST CLASS TERRY WALLACE

Mr. President, today I honor Army
SFC Terry Wallace of Winnsboro, LA.

Sergeant First Class Wallace grad-
uated from Winnsboro High School,
where he met his wife, Shunda Wallace.
Wallace joined the Army shortly after
graduating from high school. “It was
something he’d always wanted to do.
He always wanted to serve his coun-
try,” said Mrs. Wallace.

While serving with the 42nd Field Ar-
tillery based at Fort Hood, TX, Ser-
geant First Class Wallace was Kkilled
when a roadside bomb hit his humvee
in Taji, Iraq, on June 27, 2006. He had
served several assignments abroad, in-
cluding locations in the Middle East,
but this was his first tour of duty in
Iraaq.

In addition to his wife, Sergeant
First Class Wallace is survived by his 2-
yvear-old daughter, Raven; his parents,
James Jr. and Marry Wallace, of
Winnsboro, LA; his twin brother, Jerry
Wallace, and several other brothers and
sisters, also of Winnsboro.

I know I join all Nebraskans in griev-
ing the loss of Sergeant First Class
Wallace. He will be remembered for the
selfless hero he was and for being a de-
voted and compassionate husband, son,
and brother. Sergeant First Class Wal-
lace’s family and friends remain in our
thoughts and prayers.

LANCE CORPORAL BRENT ZOUCHA

Mr. President, today I honor LCpl
Brent Zoucha of Clarks, NE.

Being a dedicated athlete at High
Plains Community School, Zoucha had
already attained much of what he need-
ed to be a good marine: commitment.
Knowing he wanted to serve, Zoucha,
19, enlisted in the Marines while still in
high school.

Serving with the 1st Battalion, T7th
Marine Regiment, 1st Marine Division,
I Marine Expeditionary Force, in
Twentynine Palms, CA, Corporal
Zoucha passed away on June 9, 2006,
due to injuries sustained in an explo-
sion while conducting combat oper-
ations in Al Anbar, Iraq. ‘“‘He died
doing what he wanted to do: fighting
for his country,” said friend David
Beck.

Corporal Zoucha is survived by his
mother, Rita Zoucha, of Clarks, NE;
his sister, Sherri Krueger, of Duncan,
NE; and two brothers, Dominic Zoucha
of Clarks, NE, and Corporal Dyrek
Zoucha, currently serving in Iraq.

All Americans admire the dedication
LCpl Brent Zoucha exhibited as he de-
fined what a true soldier should be. The
family and friends of Corporal Zoucha
are in our thoughts and prayers.
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DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
rise today to give my support to the
2007 Defense appropriations bill which
passed the Senate last week by a unan-
imous vote of 98 to 0. The bill provides
$469.7 billion in discretionary spending
authority for the Department of De-
fense and will supply critical funding
to many Connecticut defense compa-
nies that provide our Nation’s military
with the cutting edge technology,
weaponry, and equipment it needs.

It includes $2.5 billion for the con-
struction of another Virginia class sub-
marine, which will be built at Con-
necticut’s submarine base in New Lon-
don. It also includes $54 million for
submarine research. This funding will
support the significant work of our
submarine designers and engineers in
New London and will enable important
cost-cutting improvements to the Vir-
ginia class. Eight million dollars of
that funding is targeted for advanced
submarine research, which will allow
our designers and engineers in New
London to begin the early steps of de-
signing a new class of nuclear attack
submarines. In aircraft procurement,
the bill contains funding for 12 addi-
tional Black Hawk helicopters for a
total of 94 aircraft and 12 C-17 trans-
port aircraft, also produced in Con-
necticut. Finally, I am particularly
heartened by the inclusion of funding
for several of our smaller defense com-
panies and contractors in Connecticut,
which provide our troops with sophisti-
cated technological support. Fuel cell
development, sonar technology, clot-
ting agents for troops wounded in bat-
tle, mobile military health units, and
laser machine tool systems are all
products of the high-tech defense in-
dustry in Connecticut, and I am proud
that I was able to secure funding for
this burgeoning sector of my State’s
economy.

There were several important amend-
ments proposed to the Defense appro-
priations bill. Senator KENNEDY offered
an amendment that would have re-
quired the Pentagon to provide infor-
mation about whether a civil war has
developed in Iraq as part of the Defense
Department’s already mandated quar-
terly reports. Senator MENENDEZ’S pro-
posed amendment prohibited the use of
funds for a public relations program de-
signed to monitor news media in the
United States and the Middle East to
create a database of news stories to
promote positive coverage of the Iraq
war. Both of these amendments were
prevented from being considered ex-
plicitly by procedural votes on the Sen-
ate floor. If T had voted on those mo-
tions, I would have supported both
amendments, which would have meant
voting against both motions to table.
Unfortunately, both amendments were
set aside, and my vote would not have
changed the procedural outcome in ei-
ther instance, nor prevented their de-
feat in a party-line vote.

As I have stated earlier, I will be
spending much of my time before the
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November election in Connecticut. I
believe it is important for me to spend
time with people in Connecticut, lis-
tening to their ideas and concerns.
These next 2 months will provide me
with a good opportunity to learn more
about their views on how we can move
forward to solving our Nation’s most
pressing problems. That being said, I
plan to return to the Senate for votes
when my presence is a deciding factor
and important committee business in
which my participation is crucial. The
task of representation is truly a two-
way street, and I value those times,
such as during campaigns, when citi-
zens and their elected representatives
can engage in a democratic dialogue. I
am looking forward to continuing to
participate in that process and also
continuing to represent the people of
Connecticut in the U.S. Senate.

HONORING GARY STEVENS

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize Gary Stevens, an
accomplished Hall of Fame jockey and
Idaho native.

Gary retired in 2005 from an impres-
sive career in horse racing that in-
cludes several victories in each leg of
the Triple Crown, as well as multiple
titles in the Santa Anita and Breeders’
Cup races. Holding claim to honorary
awards and international racing cups,
Gary’s popularity only grew in 2003
when he played the role of George
Woolf in the Academy Award nomi-
nated movie Seabiscuit.

It is an honor to note that Gary
started his career in Idaho. At 16 years
old, Gary rode his first thoroughbred
winner at Les Bois Park in Boise. Born
in Caldwell, Gary’s father was a riding
trainer and his mother was a rodeo
queen. This summer, Idaho Governor
Jim Risch named a week in Gary’s
honor, to spotlight this accomplished
jockey’s ties to Idaho.

On behalf of thousands of Idahoans
who are proud of him and his Idaho
roots, I say congratulations to Gary
Stevens for a lifetime of outstanding
achievements.

————

LET US LOOK UPON THE OCEAN
WITH REVERENCE

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, during
the August recess, one of my constitu-
ents, Michael Mulroy, of Fairhaven,
wrote a very thoughtful article that
was printed in the New Bedford Stand-
ard-Times on August 15 in its ‘“Your
View” feature. Mr. Mulroy’s article
eloquently describes the restorative
and wondrous nature of the ocean and
questions the wisdom of placing wind
farms and other large-scale industrial
projects at sea. He urges us to ‘‘look
upon the ocean with reverence.”’

As someone who is committed to pre-
serving the natural beauty of Massa-
chusetts and its magnificent coastal
waters, I was moved by Mr. Mulroy’s
inspiring article, and I believe many of
our colleagues will be inspired by it as
well. I ask unanimous consent that it
be printed in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the New Bedford Standard-Times,

Aug. 15, 2006]
“YOUR VIEW: LET’S LOOK UPON OCEAN WITH
REVERENCE, UNOBSTRUCTED”’
(By Michael Mulroy)

After years of reading about and listening
to the debate over the proposed wind farm
off the coast of Cape Cod, I felt compelled to
weigh in on the subject after reading David
Kibbe’s article in The Standard-Times.

As a child growing up in one of the tene-
ment neighborhoods in New Bedford, I loved
it when my parents would take my sister and
me to one of the area beaches for the day.
Sometimes we would stop to get ice cream
afterwards, or maybe have some clam cakes
at one of the small clam shacks that dotted
the coast. When it was too cold for swim-
ming, we would still go down to the shore
and walk the beach looking for shells or
whatever treasure the tide may have washed
ashore. In the winter, we would simply take
a drive along the seashore and enjoy the sce-
nery. One of the greatest joys for me was
looking out at the ocean and being able to
see unobstructed to the horizon—there were
no tenements or telephone poles or wires or
factories to spoil the vista. The ocean was to
my mind a blank canvas, I was free to paint
my imagination across it, and I dreamed of
whaling ships and merchants of days long
ago.

Later, when I was first married, one of our
first apartments was in Fairhaven. I used to
ride my daughter around town in a carrier
seat on the back of my bicycle. Wherever
else we went, we always went down to Fort
Phoenix, and out onto the Hurricane Barrier,
and looked out upon the ocean. My grand-
father was a construction worker who helped
build the barrier, and so it made our visits
there all the more special.

Life being what it is, we could not afford to
buy a home in Fairhaven at the time, and so
we moved back to New Bedford. As time
went by, I was eventually divorced from my
first wife. Saddled with debt, I was forced to
file for bankruptcy. Through hard work and
determination, I was able to restore my cred-
it and eventually bought a fine tenement on
the same street where I grew up. I went to
the beach, I took drives by the shore, but I
also worked; I worked hard.

I am now remarried and once again live in
Fairhaven. We have easy access to the beach,
and I ride my bicycle by the shore. Through
all the changes in my life, one thing that has
never changed is the ocean. I can still gaze
out upon the open sea and look unobstructed
to the horizon. I am humbled at the awesome
power that lies there. The sheer vastness of
the sea amazes me, and I cannot help but
think of our great Creator every time I look
upon it. Surely this is a holy place! I can
imagine how the first people to set eyes upon
this wonderful site must have felt, and I feel
that as I am able to see what they first saw,
I can share their experience.

At first I felt guilty for not wanting to see
a wind farm off the coast. After all, this
would be a great source of energy. Clean, re-
newable, it might even lessen our dependence
on foreign oil, even if it’s only a little bit, I
would feel patriotic. I felt like one of the
NIMBY (not in my backyard) people, but it
just didn’t feel right. Some people say that
the only argument against the project is
that some rich folks on Nantucket and Cape
Cod don’t want to spoil their view. Rep. Bob
Koczera calls it ‘“‘reasons of aesthetics and
really nothing else.” I've got news for you,
Bob, the grandeur of the world’s natural
wonders are not ‘‘aesthetics!” Aesthetics are
in your living room! That’s like calling the
Grand Canyon ‘‘just a hole,” or Mount Ever-
est ‘‘a big hill and really nothing else.”’
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The ocean is our last wild place on this
Earth. We are a throwaway society, and we
are too lazy, or too cheap, to bother to clean
up the messes we have made on land, and so
now we are looking to the sea. Rep. Frank
Smizik of Brookline states ‘“We’re relying on
dirty power plants’” and urges us to ‘‘get
away from that.”

Well, Frank, why not hold the Bush Ad-
ministration to their responsibility, and stop
letting them relax pollution standards for
these filthy polluters? Why not force them to
clean up their act? I, for one, am sick to
death about hearing these corporations
whine about the cost! Too bad! Record prof-
its for Big Oil sound familiar? All the while,
the public is being gouged at the gas pump!

Why do we have to have this wind farm in
the ocean when there are many existing wind
farms in areas that are not near the ocean?
The answer is simple: It is easier, and cheap-
er! Cape Wind wants to locate here because
they feel this is the best location for them.
What is best for an energy corporation is not
necessarily what is best for the Earth or for
our people. It is time we start to think of
ourselves as people of the Earth, and not as
people who belong to corporations. It is time
we listen to the ancestors of our native peo-
ples. Since time began, they have known
that the Earth does not belong to us, we be-
long to the Earth. We are here as her care-
takers. They have been telling us this since
the white people first came here. It’s time we
open our ears, our eyes, and our hearts, and
listen.

It is time to use self-restraint and set lim-
its for ourselves. We must take responsi-
bility for our actions, and clean up the mess
we have made upon our lands, and not ex-
pand our careless ways to the sea. Let us
look upon the ocean with reverence, and let
us see to the horizon, unobstructed, and let
it be our inspiration to take back our Earth
from unbridled development. Let us say,
“Stop!”’ Enough is enough! We have the tech-
nology to develop alternative energy sources
without this project. This is not a ‘‘do or
die”” issue. Why not explore other options?
Cape Wind would have us in fear of not sup-
porting them now. Who says they are the
only energy development corporation on the
horizon? Rep. Matthew Patrick wants to ‘‘let
the process go forward, and if Cape Wind sur-
vives based on its merits, it should not be
subject to the arbitrary whims of the gov-
ernor.” If? If it survives? Well what Mat-
thew, pray tell, will befall us if it doesn’t
survive? Who will pay to dismantle it? Or
would you rather it just stay out there, a
rusting hulk, as a monument to our failure,
until it finally collapses into the sea? If that
happened, what then would be the danger to
navigation? What would be the environ-
mental impact then? Has anyone thought
about this? And what about the diesel fuel
stored there for the generators?

The sea and its creatures are a precious re-
source. Today, our fishermen are paying the
price for the sins of our fathers. Exploitation
of fish stocks since pre-Colonial times has
left them depleted to the point of disaster.
We cannot think that human invasion of this
delicate environment will have little or no
impact. I cannot help but think that if we
allow this wind farm, that they will want to
expand in the future, or that others will
want to follow. Will we ask our children to
pay forever for our sins?

I am not rich, but this is not about being
rich. It is about a deep respect and reverence
for our earth, and yes, it is about my vista.
When I look out upon the ocean, it is, to me,
as if I am looking upon the face of God, so I
would say to you: Yes, I would be happy to
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have a wind farm in my backyard, as long as
it stays where it belongs, on land, and not in
the middle of one of the most beautiful
places on earth, the ocean.

———————

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

RAPID CITY WEED AND SEED
ORGANIZATION

e Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, today
I wish to recognize the hard work and
amazing results of the Weed and Seed
organization of Rapid City, SD.

The Rapid City group will cease oper-
ations later this month after nearly a
decade of tireless efforts to rehabili-
tate a significant portion of the resi-
dential and business area in the com-
munity.

In partnership with organizations
that included the Rapid City Police De-
partment, the Center for Restorative
Justice, Volunteers of America, the
Project Safe Neighborhood/Gunwise
Program, and Good Housekeeping, doz-
ens of individuals came together to ad-
dress neighborhood crime, abuse, hous-
ing, and aesthetic issues.

Primarily focused on the East North
and East Boulevard neighborhoods, the
Rapid City Weed and Seed organization
worked with the Rapid City Police De-
partment on a zero-tolerance policy
with an aggressive police presence in
areas that were beset with crime,
homelessness, and urban blight issues.

The group worked with Rapid City
leaders to aggressively enforce city
codes involving housing. Vacated and
rundown homes and businesses were
torn down and replaced with new and
thriving businesses and new homes.
Other businesses, homes, and apart-
ment complexes were expanded and
renovated during this timeframe. Ef-
forts to revitalize Roosevelt Park re-
sulted in the construction of a new ice
arena and indoor swimming pool, as
part of the city’s 2012 economic devel-
opment program. A business associa-
tion was formed to bring together local
business owners to discuss relevant
issues of importance. The Weed and
Seed organization also developed an
adopt-a-creek program with 21 sections
of Rapid Creek adopted by local compa-
nies, organizations, and families. The
first major cleanup of Rapid Creek
since the tragic 1972 flood resulted in
the collection of 18 tons of trash, in-
cluding debris from the 1972 flood
event.

Four townhall meetings were con-
ducted with local residents, and annual
picnics were sponsored to develop a
sense of camaraderie and connection
between neighbors.

As a result of these efforts, the East
North and East Boulevard areas have
once again become a source of pride for
the community. This sense of pride is
now reflected in the residents and busi-
nesses located in the area. These re-
sults are due in large part to the col-
lective work of the Rapid City Weed
and Seed organization and the partner-
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ships that were developed with city of-
ficials, law enforcement agencies, and
the local businesses.

Funded through a 5-year Weed and
Seed grant of $1.025 million, the local
organization will cease operations later
this month. I wish to recognize the vi-
sion and hard-working efforts of the
dozens of Rapid City citizens and offi-
cials who have provided tireless efforts
to rehabilitate and renovate a key part
of the community.

I wish to recognize the help of execu-
tive director Patricia Pummel and
board members Wayne Asscherick,
Phyllis Boernke, Dave Bussard, Jim
Castleberry, Patrick Clinch, Cynthia
Clinch, Linda M. Colhoff, Richard Coo-
per, Darcy Dennison, Lee Dennison,
Ken Edel, Fred Eisenbraun, Lawren
Erickson, Dan Island, Adeline
Kalmbeck, Jim Kinyon, Craig Kirsch,
Eileen Leir, Burt Lang, Carol Lang,
State legislator Alice McCoy, Jim
McCoy, Dave Morgan, Lou Morgan,
Sharon Oney, Kenneth Palmer, Gloria
Pluimer, Alys Ratigan, Kerri Severson,
Mickey Snook, Roberta Stevens, Betty
Strobel, Raymond Summers, Pat
Trumble, Holli Vanderbeek, Jerry
Walenta, Lieutenant David Walton, Les
Wermers, Dexter Wittman, Rapid City
mayor Jim Shaw, former mayor Jerry
Munson, and Connie Ewing.

Thanks to the efforts of these indi-
viduals, other concerned and com-
mitted citizens, and officials in Rapid
City, the East North and East Boule-
vard areas of Rapid City have been ef-
fectively rehabilitated. The efforts of
this organization may serve as a model
for other Weed and Seed organizations
in the country. Although ceasing oper-
ations, the vision and tireless efforts of
individuals in the Rapid City Weed and
Seed organization will be maintained. I
commend the energetic and innovative
work of the Rapid City Weed and Seed
organization and the individuals in-
volved in their great work over the
past several years.e

————

CENTENNIAL OF THE FOUNDING
OF STRATFORD, SOUTH DAKOTA

e Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, today
I pay tribute to the centennial of the
founding of the city of Stratford, SD. A
latecomer in inclusion into Brown
County, Stratford sprung up rapidly in
just weeks.

Stratford was founded 100 years ago
on the Minneapolis and St. Louis rail-
ways. Stratford was a convenient com-
muter system to many of its neigh-
boring cities at the time. In just 5
years, Stratford reached its peak popu-
lation of 600.

Stratford is one of South Dakota’s
classic small towns. It has been the
home of industry and farm-related
businesses and has been served by a
volunteer fire department since 1911.
The Baribeau Honey Company, which
processes about a million pounds of
honey annually, was established in 1955
and is still a booming business. The
post office and BS Bar and Grill are
open to this day.
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A hundred years after its founding,
Stratford continues to be a vital com-
munity and a great asset to South Da-
kota. I am proud to honor the achieve-
ments of Stratford on this memorable
occasion.e

———

MEASURES PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR

The following bills were read the sec-
ond time, and placed on the calendar:

S. 3884. A Dbill to impose sanctions against
individuals responsible for genocide, war
crimes, and crimes against humanity, to sup-
port measures for the protection of civilians
and humanitarian operations, and to support
peace efforts in the Darfur region of Sudan,
and for other purposes.

S. 3886. A bill to authorize military com-
missions to bring terrorists to justice, to
strengthen and modernize terrorist surveil-
lance capabilities, and for other purposes.

————

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated:

EC-8256. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator, Animal and
Plant Health Inspection Service, Department
of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Asian
Longhorned Beetle; Addition and Removal of
Quarantined Areas in New Jersey’’ (Docket
No. 05-066-2) received on September 8, 2006;
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry.

EC-8257. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator, Animal and
Plant Health Inspection Service, Department
of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Pine Shoot
Beetle; Additions to Quarantined Areas; Wis-
consin” (Docket No. APHIS-2006-0039) re-
ceived on September 8, 2006; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry.

EC-8258. A communication from the Under
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a vio-
lation of the Antideficiency Act by the De-
partment of the Army, case number 04-02; to
the Committee on Appropriations.

EC-8259. A communication from the Under
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a vio-
lation of the Antideficiency Act by the De-
partment of the Air Force, case number 04—
05; to the Committee on Appropriations.

EC-8260. A communication from the Under
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a vio-
lation of the Antideficiency Act by the De-
partment of the Army, case number 05-01; to
the Committee on Appropriations.

EC-8261. A communication from the Under
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a vio-
lation of the Antideficiency Act by the De-
partment of the Army, case number 04-09; to
the Committee on Appropriations.

EC-8262. A communication from the Dep-
uty Archivist, National Archives and
Records Administration, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“General Guidelines for Systematic Declas-
sification Review of Foreign Government In-
formation; Removal of Part’” (RIN3095-AB51)
received on September 8, 2006; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs.
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EC-8263. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel, Peace Corps, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, (3) reports relative to vacancy
announcements within the Agency; to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-8264. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the certification of a
proposed manufacturing license agreement
for the manufacture of significant military
equipment abroad for the Republic of Korea;
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-8265. A communication from the Chair-
man of the U.S. International Trade Com-
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
Commission’s annual report on the Oper-
ation of the United States Trade Agreements
program for calendar year 2005; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

EC-8266. A communication from the Chief,
Trade and Commercial Regulations Branch,
Customs and Border Protection, Department
of Homeland Security, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Confidentiality of Commercial Informa-
tion” (RIN16561-AA47) received on September
8, 2006; to the Committee on Finance.

EC-8267. A communication from the Chief
of the Regulatory Development Division,
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘“‘Motor Carrier Transportation; Re-
designation of Regulations from the Re-
search and Innovative Technology Adminis-
tration” (RIN2126-AA92) received on Sep-
tember 8, 2006; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-8268. A communication from the Trial
Attorney, Federal Railroad Administration,
Department of Transportation, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘“Establishment of an Emergency Relief
Docket and Procedures for Handling Peti-
tions for Emergency Waiver Relief From the
Federal Regulations” (RIN2130-AB79) re-
ceived on September 8, 2006; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-8269. A communication from the Attor-
ney, Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safe-
ty Administration, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Hazardous Materials:
Aluminum Cylinders Manufactured of Alu-
minum Alloy 6351-T6 Used in SCUBA, SCBA,
and Oxygen Services—Revised Requalifica-
tion and Use Criteria’” (RIN2137-AD78) re-
ceived on September 8, 2006; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-8270. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Insurer
Reporting Requirements for October 2006’
(RIN2127-AJ88) received on September 8,
2006; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-8271. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Vehicles
Built in Two or More Stages—Standard 201"’
(RIN2127-AI193) received on September 8, 2006;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

EC-8272. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Federal
Motor Vehicle Safety Standards No. 208 CRS
Installation Procedure for LATCH-Equipped
Seats” (RIN2127-AJ59) received on Sep-
tember 8, 2006; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.
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EC-8273. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, National Highway Traffic
Safety  Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘5th Per-
centile Dummy Belted Barrier Crash Test
Requirements—Standard 208’ (RIN2127-AI198)
received on September 8, 2006; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-8274. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Federal
Motor Vehicle Safety Standards No. 209 Re-
sponse to Petitions for Reconsideration on
Emergency Locking Retractor Require-
ments’”’ (RIN2127-AJ92) received on Sep-
tember 8, 2006; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-8275. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Event
Data Recorders’ (RIN2127-AI72) received on
September 8, 2006; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-8276. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘“‘Amendment to Class E Airspace;
Kalispell, MT” ((RIN2120-AA66)(Docket No.
05-ANM-15)) received on September 8, 2006;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

EC-8277. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Revision of Class E Airspace;
Pinedale, WY’ ((RIN2120-AA66)(Docket No.
05-ANM-17)) received on September 8, 2006;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

EC-8278. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Modification of the Norton Sound
Low Offshore Airspace Area; AK’ ((RIN2120-
AA66)(Docket No. 06-AAI-10)) received on
September 8, 2006; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-8279. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Modification of Class E Airspace;
Fremont, MI” ((RIN2120-AA66)(Docket No.
06-AGL-01)) received on September 8, 2006; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-8280. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Relocation of Class D Airspace;
Elko, NV” ((RIN2120-AA66)(Docket No. 05—
AWP-12)) received on September 8, 2006; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-8281. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Revocation of Class D Airspace;
Elko, NV ((RIN2120-AA66)(Docket No. 05—
AWP-11)) received on September 8, 2006; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-8282. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Re-designation of VOR Federal
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Airway V-431; AK” ((RIN2120-AA66)(Docket
No. 06-AAI.-18)) received on September 8,
2006; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-8283. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Approach
Procedures; Miscellaneous Amendments’
((RIN2120-A A65)(Docket No. 30509)) received
on September 8, 2006; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-8284. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Approach
Procedures (32)” (RIN2120-AA65)(Docket No.
30507)) received on September 8, 2006; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-8285. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a
C/A 208 rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Eurocopter France Model AS-365N2,
AS-365N3, EC-155B, EC-155B1, SA-365N, N1,
and SA-366G1l Helicopters” ((RIN2120-AA64)
(Docket No. 2004-SW-19)) received on Sep-
tember 8, 2006; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-8286. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives;
Construcciones Aeronauticas, S.A. Model C-
212-CC Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64)(Docket
No. 2003-NM-281)) received on September 8,
2006; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-8287. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Airbus
Model A300 Airplanes; Model A310 Airplanes;
and Model A300 B4-600, B4-600R, and F4-600R
Series Airplanes, and Model C4-605R Variant
F Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64)(Docket No.
2006-NM-044)) received on September 8, 2006;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

EC-8288. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Airbus
Model A300 B4-600, B4-600R, and F4-600R Se-
ries Airplanes, and Model C4-605R Variant F
Airplanes; and Airbus Model A310-200 and
-300 Series Airplanes” ((RIN2120-
AA64)(Docket No. 2001-NM-323)) received on
September 8, 2006; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-8289. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled “Airworthiness Directives;
Construcciones Aeronauticas, S.A. Model C-
212-CC Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64)(Docket
No. 2003-NM-283)) received on September 8,
2006; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-8290. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Airbus
Model A300 B2 and B4 Series Airplanes; and
Model A300 B4-600, B4-600R, and F4-600R Se-
ries Airplanes, and Model C4-605R Variant F
Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64)(Docket No. 2004-
NM-133)) received on September 8, 2006; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.
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EC-8291. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Boeing
Model 737-200, -300, and -400 Series Air-
planes” ((RIN2120-AA64)(Docket No. 2004-
NM-260)) received on September 8, 2006; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-8292. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives;
McCauley Propeller Systems Propeller Mod-

els Bb6JFR36C1101/114GCA-0, C5JFR36C1102/
L114GCA-0, B5JFR36C1103/114HCA-0, and
C5JFR36C1104/L114HCA-0" ((RIN2120-

AA64)(Docket No. 2006-NE-24)) received on
September 8, 2006; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-8293. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ““Airworthiness Directives;
Mitsubishi Heavy Industries, Ltd. MU-2B Se-
ries Airplanes’ ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No.
2006-CE-04)) received on September 8, 2006; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-8294. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Bom-
bardier Model CL-600-2C10 Airplanes , Model
CL-600-2D15 Airplanes, and Model CL-600-
2D24 Series Airplanes” ((RIN2120-
AA64)(Docket No. 2006-NM-213)) received on
September 8, 2006; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-8295. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Airbus
Model A300 F4-600R Series Airplanes and
Model A300 C4-605R Variant F Airplanes”
((RIN2120-AA64)(Docket No. 2006-NM-041))
received on September 8, 2006; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-8296. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Airbus
Model A330-200 and A330-300 Series Air-
planes, and Airbus Model A340-200 and A340-
300 Series Airplanes” ((RIN2120-
AA64)(Docket No. 2002-NM-247)) received on
September 8, 2006; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-8297. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Airbus
Model A330-200, A330-300, A340-200, and A340-
300 Series Airplanes, and Model A340-541 and
A340-642 Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64)(Docket
No. 2005-NM-135)) received on September 8,
2006; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-8298. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘“Airworthiness Directives;
Aerospatiale Model ATR42 and ATR72 Air-
planes” ((RIN2120-AA64)(Docket No. 2006
NM-160)) received on September 8, 2006; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-8299. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Boeing
Model 777-200, -300, and -300ER Series Air-
planes’” ((RIN2120-AA64)(Docket No. 2005—
NM-262)) received on September 8, 2006; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-8300. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Cessna
Aircraft Company Models 208 and 208B Air-
planes’ ((RIN2120-AA64)(Docket No. 2006-CE—
07)) received on September 8, 2006; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-8301. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; GROB-
WERKE Model G120A Airplanes” ((RIN2120—
AA64)(Docket No. 2004-CE-35)) received on
September 8, 2006; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-8302. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Honey-
well International Inc. TPE331 Series Turbo-
prop Engines” ((RIN2120-AA64)(Docket No.
2006-NE-03)) received on September 8, 2006; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-8303. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled “Airworthiness Directives;
Mitsubishi Heavy Industries MU-2B Series
Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64)(Docket No. 2006—
CE-01)) received on September 8, 2006; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-8304. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; McDon-
nell Douglas Model DC-9-31, DC-9-32, DC-9-
32F, DC-9-33F, DC-9-34, and DC-9-34F Air-
planes; and Model DC-9-40 and DC-9-50 Se-
ries Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64)(Docket No.
2006-NM-048)) received on September 8, 2006;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

EC-8305. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Honey-
well International Inc. TPE331 Series Turbo-
prop, and TSE331-3U Model Turboshaft En-
gines” ((RIN2120-AA64)(Docket No. 2006-NE-
02)) received on September 8, 2006; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-8306. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class D Airspace;
Camp Ripley, MN: Establishment of Class E
Airspace; Camp Ripley, MN” ((RIN2120-
AA66)(Docket No. 05-AGL-08)) received on
September 8, 2006; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-8307. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E Airspace;
Nicholasville, KY; Correction” ((RIN2120—
AA66)(Docket No. 06-ASO-7)) received on
September 8, 2006; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.
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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 Ms. STABENOW:

S. 3888. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to sunset the sustain-
able growth rate formula as of January 1,
2009, in order to expedite Congressional ac-
tion in establishing a new physician pay-
ment system that would appropriately reim-
burse physicians by keeping pace with in-
creases in medical practice costs and pro-
viding stable, positive Medicare updates; to
the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. FEINGOLD:

S. 3889. A bill to enhance housing and
emergency assistance to victims of Hurri-
canes Katrina, Rita, and Wilma of 2005, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Mr.
LUGAR, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. HAGEL, and
Mr. NELSON of Nebraska):

S. 3890. A bill to enhance and improve the
energy security of the United States, expand
economic development, increase agricultural
income, and improve environmental quality
by reauthorizing and improving the renew-
able energy systems and energy efficiency
improvements program of the Department of
Agriculture through fiscal year 2012, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself, Mrs.
CLINTON, Mr. LAUTENBERG, and Mr.
SCHUMER):

S. 3891. A bill to extend the time for filing
certain claims under the September 11th
Victim Compensation Fund of 2001, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

———

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mrs. CLINTON:

S. Res. 566. A resolution expressing the
sense of the Senate concerning the impor-
tance of preventing child abuse and neglect
before they occur and achieving permanency
and stability for children who must experi-
ence foster care; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Ms. STABENOW (for herself and
Mr. LEVIN):

S. Res. 567. A resolution honoring the De-
troit Shock on winning the 2006 Women’s Na-
tional Basketball Association Championship;
considered and agreed to.

By Mr. CHAMBLISS (for himself and
Mr. ISAKSON):

S. Res. 568. A resolution congratulating the
Columbus Northern Little League team of
Columbus, Georgia, for winning the cham-
pionship game of the Little League World
Series; considered and agreed to.

———

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 811

At the request of Mr. SMITH, the
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
OBAMA) was added as a cosponsor of S.
311, a bill to amend title XIX of the So-
cial Security Act to permit States the
option to provide Medicaid coverage
for low-income individuals infected
with HIV.
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S. 368
At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG,
the name of the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. DoDpD) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 368, a bill to provide as-
sistance to reduce teen pregnancy,
HIV/AIDS, and other sexually trans-
mitted diseases and to support healthy
adolescent development.
S. 908
At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL,
the names of the Senator from Ten-
nessee (Mr. ALEXANDER), the Senator
from Kentucky (Mr. BUNNING), the Sen-
ator from Mississippi (Mr. COCHRAN),
the Senator from Texas (Mr. CORNYN),
the Senator from Iowa (Mr. GRASSLEY),
the Senator from Utah (Mr. HATCH) and
the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SANTORUM) were added as cosponsors of
S. 908, a bill to allow Congress, State
legislatures, and regulatory agencies to
determine appropriate laws, rules, and
regulations to address the problems of
weight gain, obesity, and health condi-
tions associated with weight gain or
obesity.
S. 2250
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. KoHL) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 2250, a bill to award a congressional
gold medal to Dr. Norman E. Borlaug.
S. 2348
At the request of Mr. OBAMA, the
name of the Senator from California
(Mrs. BOXER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 2348, a bill to amend the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954 to require a licensee
to notify the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion, and the State and county in
which a facility is located, whenever
there is an unplanned release of fission
products in excess of allowable limits.
S. 2475
At the request of Mr. SALAZAR, the
name of the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
McCAIN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2475, a bill to establish the Commission
to Study the Potential Creation of a
National Museum of the American
Latino Community, to develop a plan
of action for the establishment and
maintenance of a National Museum of
the American Latino Community in
Washington, DC, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 2491
At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the
names of the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. BIDEN), the Senator from Wis-
consin (Mr. FEINGOLD) and the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. WYDEN) were added
as cosponsors of S. 2491, a bill to award
a Congressional gold medal to Byron
Nelson in recognition of his significant
contributions to the game of golf as a
player, a teacher, and a commentator.
S. 2599
At the request of Mr. VITTER, the
name of the Senator from Texas (Mr.
CORNYN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2599, a bill to amend the Robert T.
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act to prohibit the
confiscation of firearms during certain
national emergencies.
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S. 2707
At the request of Mr. SUNUNU, the
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. THUNE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2707, a bill to amend the
United States Housing Act of 1937 to
exempt qualified public housing agen-
cies from the requirement of preparing
an annual public housing agency plan.
S. 2828
At the request of Mr. DoODD, the name
of the Senator from New York (Mr.
SCHUMER) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 2828, a bill to provide for educational
opportunities for all students in State
public school systems, and for other
purposes.
S. 3128
At the request of Mr. BURR, the
names of the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
GRASSLEY) and the Senator from Texas
(Mrs. HUTCHISON) were added as cospon-
sors of S. 3128, a bill to amend the Fed-
eral Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to
provide for uniform food safety warn-
ing notification requirements, and for
other purposes.
S. 3238
At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the
names of the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. BINGAMAN), the Senator from Col-
orado (Mr. SALAZAR) and the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) were added
as cosponsors of S. 3238, a bill to re-
quire the Secretary of the Treasury to
mint coins in commemoration of the
50th anniversary of the establishment
of the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration and the Jet Propulsion
Laboratory.
S. 3500
At the request of Mr. THOMAS, the
names of the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. PRYOR) and the Senator from
Washington (Ms. CANTWELL) Wwere
added as cosponsors of S. 3500, a bill to
amend title XVIII of the Social Secu-
rity Act to protect and preserve access
of Medicare beneficiaries in rural areas
to health care providers under the
Medicare program, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 3508
At the request of Mr. SUNUNU, the
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
SMITH) was added as a cosponsor of S.
3508, a bill to authorize the Moving to
Work Charter program to enable public
housing agencies to improve the effec-
tiveness of Federal housing assistance,
and for other purposes.
S. 3684
At the request of Mr. ALLEN, the
names of the Senator from California
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) and the Senator from
Michigan (Ms. STABENOW) were added
as cosponsors of S. 3684, a bill to study
and promote the use of energy efficient
computer servers in the United States.
S. 3698
At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the
name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
INOUYE) was added as a cosponsor of S.
3698, a bill to amend the Clean Air Act
to reduce emissions of carbon dioxide,
and for other purposes.
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S. 3707
At the request of Mr. LOTT, the name
of the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
ALLEN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
3707, a bill to improve consumer access
to passenger vehicle loss data held by
insurers.
S. 3739
At the request of Mr. COLEMAN, the
name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
BAYH) was added as a cosponsor of S.
3739, a bill to establish a Consortium
on the Impact of Technology in Aging
Health Services.
S. 3744
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 3744, a bill to establish
the Abraham Lincoln Study Abroad
Program.
S. 3762
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
ENSIGN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
3762, a bill to designate segments of
Fossil Creek, a tributary to the Verde
River in the State of Arizona, as wild
and scenic rivers.
S. 3771
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
name of the Senator from New York
(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 3771, a bill to amend the Pub-
lic Health Service Act to provide addi-
tional authorizations of appropriations
for the health centers program under
section 330 of such Act.
S. 3791
At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the
name of the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. VITTER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 3791, a bill to require the provi-
sion of information to parents and
adults concerning bacterial meningitis
and the availability of a vaccination
with respect to such disease.
S. 3795
At the request of Mr. SMITH, the
name of the Senator from Arkansas
(Mrs. LINCOLN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 3795, a bill to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to
provide for a two-year moratorium on
certain Medicare physician payment
reductions for imaging services.
S. 3855
At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the
names of the Senator from New York
(Mrs. CLINTON) and the Senator from
New York (Mr. SCHUMER) were added as
cosponsors of S. 3855, a bill to provide
emergency agricultural disaster assist-
ance, and for other purposes.
S. 3884
At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr.
MARTINEZ) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 3884, a bill to impose sanctions
against individuals responsible for
genocide, war crimes, and crimes
against humanity, to support measures
for the protection of civilians and hu-
manitarian operations, and to support
peace efforts in the Darfur region of
Sudan, and for other purposes.
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S. 3887

At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the
name of the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. LAUTENBERG) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 3887, a bill to prohibit the
Internal Revenue Service from using
private debt collection companies, and
for other purposes.

S. RES. 485

At the request of Mrs. CLINTON, the
name of the Senator from Michigan
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Res. 485, a resolution to ex-
press the sense of the Senate con-
cerning the value of family planning
for American women.

S. RES. 559

At the request of Ms. SNOWE, her
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
Res. 559, a resolution calling on the
President to take immediate steps to
help stop the violence in Darfur.

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEDY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 559, supra.

AMENDMENT NO. 4921

At the request of Mr. DEMINT, the
names of the Senator from Montana
(Mr. BURNS) and the Senator from Lou-
isiana (Mr. VITTER) were added as co-
sponsors of amendment No. 4921 pro-
posed to H.R. 4954, a bill to improve
maritime and cargo security through
enhanced layered defenses, and for
other purposes.

———

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Ms. STABENOW:

S. 3888. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to sunset the
sustainable growth rate formula as of
January 1, 2009, in order to expedite
Congressional action in establishing a
new physician payment system that
would appropriately reimburse physi-
cians by keeping pace with increases in
medical practice costs and providing
stable, positive Medicare updates; to
the Committee on Finance.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I am
pleased to introduce the “Fix and Im-
prove Reimbursement (FAIR) for Phy-
sicians Act of 2006’ today with the sup-
port of the Michigan State Medical So-
ciety and the Michigan Osteopathic As-
sociation.

Over 20,000 M.D.’s and D.O.’s in
Michigan provide more than 1.4 million
seniors and people with disabilities
with high-quality medical services
under the Medicare program. Our
Michigan families have received fan-
tastic care, from fantastic doctors.

But will they continue to? Not unless
we do something about the payment
system used to reimburse physicians
for Medicare services. Beginning Janu-
ary 1, 2007, the Medicare Sustainable
Growth Rate (SGR) formula will cut
payments to physicians and health
care professionals by 5.1 percent. What
does that mean in dollar terms? Medi-
care payments in Michigan alone will
be cut by $137 million in 2007; the aver-
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age cut for a physician in Michigan
would be $34,000 per year.

That doesn’t make any sense. Med-
ical costs are going up. How can doc-
tors provide the same high-quality care
when costs are going up and their pay-
ments are going down?

It makes even less sense when you re-
alize physicians and other health care
professionals have been struggling with
this payment system for years. The
SGR formula resulted in significant
payment cuts in 2002, and would have
resulted in payment cuts in 2003, 2004,
2005 and 2006 had Congress not inter-
vened.

And it won’t stop with the cut in
2007. According to the Medicare Pay-
ment Advisory Commission (MedPAC)
and the Board of Trustees of the Fed-
eral Hospital Insurance Trust Fund and
the Federal Supplementary Medical In-
surance Trust Fund, the Medicare SGR
formula will result in substantial pay-
ment cuts to physicians and health
care professionals through at least
2015.

The cuts are scheduled to total 40
percent by 2015, costing Michigan doc-
tors in excess of $8 billion between 2007
and 2015.

Can doctors absorb these kinds of
cuts and continue to serve all Medicare
beneficiaries with high-quality care?
Absolutely not. The cuts would be par-
ticularly devastating for primary care
doctors, the very doctors that, accord-
ing to MedPAC, many Medicare bene-
ficiaries rely on for important health
care management. MedPAC states in
their March 2006 report that they ‘‘are
concerned that such consecutive an-
nual cuts would threaten access to
physician care services over time, par-
ticularly primary care services.”” They
go on to say that ‘“‘payment policies
that may discourage medical students
and residents from becoming primary
care physicians raise particular con-
cern’’.

A recent survey conducted by the
AMA suggests that if the scheduled
cuts go into effect, 45 percent of doc-
tors will decrease the number of Medi-
care patients they accept—and this at
a time that the Medicare population is
burgeoning! Further, 50 percent of doc-
tors will defer purchase of health infor-
mation technology, 37 percent of doc-
tors practicing in rural communities
will be forced to discontinue rural out-
reach services, and 43 percent of physi-
cians will decrease the number of new
TRICARE patients they suggest.

This is not a new issue. MedPAC con-
siders the Medicare SGR formula a
flawed, inequitable mechanism for con-
trolling the volume of services and
first recommended repeal of the Medi-
care SGR formula in 2001. Since then
they have consistently recommended
repealing the formula.

But what has Congress done? Have we
repealed the SGR? No. Instead, each
year since 2003 Congress has acted to
override the formula temporarily.
While these actions have prevented
cuts since 2002, nobody can believe this
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is a good way of going about business.
Congress tends to act very late in the
year—or AFTER the cuts have actually
gone into effect—which results in in-
stability and unpredictability for phy-
sicians, health care professionals, sen-
iors and individuals with disabilities.

Further, annual Congressional ac-
tions to override SGR don’t solve the
long-term problem as the formula ex-
tracts the added spending in future
years by imposing even more drastic
cuts.

We know what we need to do. A Medi-
care physician payment system that
will provide stable, positive payment
updates is critical to preserve Medicare
beneficiaries’ access to high-quality
care and allow doctors to invest in
health information technology and
quality improvement programs.

While a new system is being devel-
oped, we know we need to adopt
MedPAC’s recommendation to update
payments for physicians’ services
under the Medicare program by the
projected change in input prices less
MedPAC’s expectation for productivity
growth. The ‘‘Preserving Patient Ac-
cess to Physicians Act of 2005, which I
introduced last year with Senator KYL,
would do just that. It would have pro-
vided physicians with a 2.7 percent up-
date in 2006 and would provide a 2.8 per-
cent update in 2007.

When I introduced that legislation I
said that it was just the beginning. I
said that our bill was necessary to pro-
vide updates for a couple of years but
that we cannot continue to use stop-
gap measures, and must replace the
SGR with a payment system that actu-
ally makes sense and reflects the costs
of providing physician care to Medicare
beneficiaries.

This bill—the ‘“‘Fix and Improve Re-
imbursement (FAIR) for Physicians
Act of 2006’—takes the next step. The
purpose of the ‘“FAIR for Physicians
Act” is to sunset the Medicare sustain-
able growth rate formula in order to
expedite Congressional action in estab-
lishing a new physician payment sys-
tem under the Medicare program that
would appropriately reimburse physi-
cians by keeping pace with increases in
medical practice costs and providing
stable, positive Medicare updates.

The “Fair for Physicians Act’” would
repeal the SGR formula as of January
1, 2009. I continue to believe that we
must adopt MedPAC’s recommendation
for updates in 2007 and 2008 to give sen-
iors access to high-quality care while
giving Congress time to develop an al-
ternative payment system.

To help Congress with developing the
new payment system, the ‘‘Fair for
Physicians Act’ establishes a new, 17
member ‘‘Physician Payment Update
Commission’’, the ‘“‘Physician Commis-
sion’’. The members of the Physician
Commission will include members with
a wide variety of expertise in the deliv-
ery and financing of health care, but—
and I believe this is critical—individ-
uals who are physicians and other
health professionals shall constitute a
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majority of the membership of the
Commission.

The new Physician Commission will
study all matters relating to payment
rates under the Medicare physician fee
schedule, and develop recommenda-
tions on the establishment of a new
system that would appropriately reim-
burse physicians by keeping pace with
increases in medical practice costs.

We need to do this right, but we also
need to get it done soon. Our physi-
cians and health care professionals,
and our Medicare beneficiaries, have
been dealing with an unworkable,
unsustainable system for too long.

Therefore, the Physician Commission
must report to the appropriate Con-
gressional Committees and MedPAC by
December 1, 2007. MedPAC then has a
month to review the recommendations
of the Physician Commission and sub-
mit a report to the appropriate Com-
mittees. MedPAC’s report must include
a review of the recommendations, in-
cluding the reasons for their support if
they support their recommendations
and, if they do not support the rec-
ommendations, the reasons for that,
and their own recommendations.

I know we need to get this done by
January 1, 2009 and I know we can get
this done by January 1, 2009. My bill
would repeal the SGR formula as of
that date, and establish a new Commis-
sion to develop a new payment system
by that time, to ensure that our Na-
tion’s 42 million Medicare beneficiaries
continue to have access to high quality
physician care.

In the meantime, we must provide
updates based on MedPAC’s rec-
ommendations.

The Medicare program is one of the
most successful federal programs of all
time. It has lifted countless seniors out
of poverty, and it has ensured access to
necessary, affordable, quality medical
care for our most vulnerable citizens
for the last 40 years.

We can—and must—fix the physician
payment formula to maintain Medi-
care’s record of success in providing ac-
cess to high-quality Medicare services
for all of our seniors and people with
disabilities.

By Mr. FEINGOLD:

S. 3889. A bill to enhance housing and
emergency assistance to victims of
Hurricanes Katrina, Rita, and Wilma of
2005, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, today
I am introducing the gulf coast Hous-
ing Accessibility Act to address some
of the challenges facing survivors of
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita a year
after the hurricanes struck the gulf
coast. Two weeks ago, we commemo-
rated the anniversary of Hurricane
Katrina and honored those who lost
their lives and those who lost their
livelihoods last year. A year later, the
people of New Orleans and the gulf
coast continue to deal with an unfortu-
nate reality—that in a lot of neighbor-
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hoods, it looks like the hurricanes hit
a week ago, not a year ago.

Over the past year, I have heard from
a number of Wisconsinites upset with
the Federal Government’s response to
Katrina. They have made powerful
pleas to not forget about the people
who lost their homes, their commu-
nities and their way of life.

In July, I visited some neighborhoods
in the New Orleans area that were rav-
aged by Hurricane Katrina. The painful
realities about life there were every-
where—abandoned businesses, and
homes and neighborhoods that were to-
tally destroyed by the hurricane and
its aftermath. The challenge of rebuild-
ing is enormous. But what’s even
tougher is trying to rebuild in a way
that helps everyone come back, not
just people with access to more re-
sources and different options. It is the
responsibility of all levels of govern-
ment to help those who want to come
back regardless of their income level.
We must ensure that the rebuilt gulf
coast reflects the same cultural diver-
sity that made it an American gem be-
fore the hurricanes struck. This legis-
lation seeks to meet some of that re-
sponsibility by providing low income
individuals and families with imme-
diate and long term housing assistance
as they rebuild their lives and move
back to the gulf coast.

There are so many ways that gulf
coast communities still need help—cre-
ating jobs, rebuilding the school sys-
tems, and gutting damaged homes so
that they can be rebuilt. And, when
you see those blocks and blocks of
neighborhoods that were destroyed—
with no sign of reconstruction—it’s
clear just how much help the people of
New Orleans and the gulf coast need to
find affordable housing.

Housing has to be affordable so that
the gulf coast can get back to work. So
many of the people who are the life-
blood of the tourism industry—like
hotel and restaurant workers—want to
call New Orleans home again, but they
can’t move back if they can’t afford
any place to live.

It’s a testament to the strength of
these communities that so many peo-
ple want to come back, at every in-
come level. You can’t do that if you
were working a minimum wage job
that doesn’t exist anymore, and you
were renting an apartment that ended
up engulfed in flood water.

There are a lot of barriers to moving
back for homeowners, but it’s also
tough for gulf coast citizens who were
renting when the hurricane hit. In the
year since the hurricane struck, rents
in the gulf coast region have sky-
rocketed, which makes it even more
difficult for low income renters to re-
turn to their homes. With a significant
percentage of renters in the New Orle-
ans area before Katrina, we need to en-
sure that the housing assistance in the
gulf coast is aimed at helping renters,
as well as homeowners, rebuild their
lives.

We’ve got to do something to help
displaced residents—particularly low-
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income individuals—who want to move
back to New Orleans. I have put to-
gether a few different ideas into one
bill, building on some really good work
on housing issues by some of my col-
leagues in the Senate. This bill doesn’t
tackle every problem, but it will help
address some of the tough housing
issues facing New Orleans and the gulf
coast. It includes housing vouchers to
help make rents affordable for the low-
est income people and families. It also
makes housing like the Katrina cot-
tages—which are more like homes, and
less like trailers—more available to
those who want them. There have been
a lot of problems with the FEMA trail-
ers, so it’s important to give people the
option of living in a more permanent
home. And finally it allows HUD to
handle temporary rental assistance
programs from here on out, instead of
FEMA, which isn’t equipped to handle
housing issues like these for the long
haul.

Not only does this legislation address
the needs of current Katrina survivors,
but the changes it makes to the Staf-
ford Act to allow FEMA to provide per-
manent and semi-permanent housing,
as well as allowing HUD to provide
temporary housing assistance instead
of FEMA, apply to future disasters
also. The importance of this cannot be
stressed enough—we in government
must learn from our past mistakes and
work to prevent such a horrible gov-
ernment response to future disasters.

A year after Hurricane Katrina and
Hurricane Rita, there is so much that
we can still do—and that Congress can
do—to help the gulf coast recover. We
need to have serious conversations
about the persistent poverty that still
exists in the gulf coast and around our
nation, for this poverty magnified the
disaster of Hurricane Katrina. We need
to develop solutions to address this
poverty that exists in cities and rural
communities throughout our country.
We need to work to ensure the levees
are built correctly. We need to better
protect the diminishing wetlands of the
gulf coast. But we also have to focus on
the here and now—what people are fac-
ing on the gulf coast today. As we look
at the images of the hurricanes a year
later, and we remember what people
went through, we also have to recog-
nize how far we have to go, and rededi-
cate ourselves to helping the people of
the gulf coast make it home again.

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

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

S. 3889

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 ‘“Gulf Coast
Housing Accessibility Act of 2006°°.
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SEC. 2. PROJECT-BASED VOUCHERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development (in this Act referred
to as the ‘‘Secretary’) shall allocate addi-
tional assistance for project-based housing
vouchers under section 8(0)(13) of the United
States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C.
1437f(0)(13)) for individuals and households
located within the area in which assistance
to individuals has been authorized by the
President under a declaration of a major dis-
aster under the Robert T. Stafford Disaster
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, as a
consequence of Hurricane Katrina, Rita, or
Wilma of 2005.

(b) AUTHORIZED USES.—The Secretary shall
make funds available under this section for
project-based vouchers used to support—

(1) affordable housing in repaired or rebuilt
housing that has been damaged or destroyed
as a consequence of Hurricane Katrina, Rita,
or Wilma of 2005; or

(2) to support affordable housing in new
housing structures in the affected areas cre-
ated under the low income housing tax credit
under section 42 or section 1400N(c) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986.

(¢c) FUNDS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Of amounts authorized
under this section, funds shall be made avail-
able for 4,500 project-based vouchers for—

(A) support of housing units for persons,
including adults and children, with disabil-
ities;

(B) elderly families; and

(C) individuals and families who were
homeless prior to the occurrence of the dis-
aster.

(2) DEFINITIONS.—As used
section:

(A) DISABILITY.—The term ‘‘disability’’ has
the same meaning as in section 422(2) of the
McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act
(42 U.S.C. 11382(2)).

(B) HOMELESS.—The term ‘‘homeless’ has
the same meaning as the term ‘‘homeless
children and youths” as defined in section
725(2) of the McKinney-Vento Homeless As-
sistance Act (42 U.S.C. 11434a(2)), except that
such term shall also include any adult indi-
vidual who is homeless.

(d) REQUESTS FOR ASSISTANCE.—The Sec-
retary shall award the project-based vouch-
ers authorized under this section to a State
agency designated by the Governor of the
State, upon submission of a request to the
Secretary, in such form and containing such
information as the Secretary may require. If
a State agency is unable to provide such a
request, a local housing agency may submit
the request for funds to implement project-
based vouchers under this section. If a State
agency enters into an agreement with 1 or
more local housing agencies to transfer the
administration of vouchers after commit-
ment to a particular development, the Sec-
retary shall make the appropriate transfer.

(e) EXEMPTION FROM CERTAIN LIMITA-
TIONS.—The limitation provided for in sec-
tion 8(0)(13)(B) of the United States Housing
Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437£(0)(13)(B)) shall not
apply to the project-based vouchers allo-
cated and administered under this section.

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF FUNDS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be
appropriated to the Secretary $200,000,000 for
purposes of allocating and administering
project-based assistance under section
8(0)(13) of the United States Housing Act of
1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437£(0)(13)), which shall re-
main available until expended.

(2) PURPOSE.—Such funds are authorized
for the purpose of ensuring that 25 percent of
the units created, repaired, or refurbished
under the low income housing tax credit
under section 42 or section 1400N(c) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986, are affordable to
very low-income and extremely low-income
individuals and households.

in this sub-
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(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall be-
come effective upon appropriation of the
necessary funds to carry out this section.

(h) OFFSET.—Section 843(a) of title 18,
United states Code, is amended by—

(1) inserting ‘(1) after ‘‘(a)’’; and

(2) adding at the end the following:

‘“(2) The Attorney General shall collect a
user fee from each licensee under this sec-
tion of $0.02 per pound for any commercial,
non-military explosive material manufac-
tured in or imported into the United States
by that licensee.””.

SEC. 3. FEMA HOUSING ASSISTANCE.

(a) AMENDMENTS TO STAFFORD DISASTER
RELIEF AND EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE ACT.—
Section 408(c)(1) of the Robert T. Stafford
Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance
Act (42 U.S.C. 5174(c)(1)) is amended—

(1) in the paragraph heading, by inserting
‘“‘SEMIPERMANENT, AND PERMANENT”’ after
“TEMPORARY’’; and

(2) in subparagraph (B)

(A) in clause (i) —

(i) by inserting ‘‘semipermanent, and per-
manent’’ after ‘‘temporary’’; and

(ii) by inserting ‘‘subject to certain condi-
tions outlined below’ after ‘‘units’’;

(B) by redesignating clauses (ii) and (iii) as
clauses (iii) and (iv), respectively; and

(C) by inserting after clause (i) the fol-
lowing:

¢‘(ii) CONDITIONS FOR PROVIDING TEMPORARY,
SEMIPERMANENT, AND PERMANENT HOUSING
UNITS.—

“(D IN GENERAL.—When determining
whether to provide temporary,
semipermanent, or permanent housing under
clause (i), the President shall examine cer-
tain conditions, including—

‘‘(aa) the relative cost efficiency of pro-
viding the housing units;

‘“(bb) the likelihood that individuals and
families will be living in Federal Emergency
Management Agency (in this subparagraph
referred to as ‘FEMA’) assisted housing
longer than 3 to 6 months, due to the scope
of the disaster where individuals and house-
holds are located;

‘‘(cc) the potential benefits of providing
housing that will help to restore permanent
housing stock lost as a result of the disaster;
and

‘(dd) any other conditions that the Presi-
dent deems necessary to examine, depending
on the scope of the disaster and the subse-
quent rebuilding and recovery process.

‘(II) MEETING NEEDS.—When providing
temporary, semipermanent, or permanent
housing units under clause (i), the President
shall ensure that—

‘“‘(aa) an adequate share of the housing
units will be deployed to meet the needs of
predisaster renters, especially low-income
households;

‘“(bb) that the deployment of the housing
units will minimize the concentration of
poverty;

‘‘(cc) that an adequate share of the housing
units is accessible for persons with disabil-
ities, as that term is defined in section 422(2)
of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance
Act (42 U.S.C. 11382(2)); and

‘(dd) the housing units will be placed with-
in a reasonable distance from needed serv-
ices, such as access to transportation, em-
ployment opportunities, health care facili-
ties, schools, day care services, and financial
and employment counseling.”’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section and the
amendments made by this section shall
apply with respect to individuals and house-
holds affected—

(1) by a disaster to which section 408(c)(1)
of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and
Emergency Assistance Act (42 TU.S.C.
5174(c)(1)) would otherwise apply, occurring
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on or after the date of enactment of this Act;
and

(2) by the consequences of Hurricanes
Katrina, Rita, and Wilma of 2005.

SEC. 4. TRANSFER OF TEMPORARY RENTAL AS-
SISTANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency (in this
section referred to as the ‘‘Director” and
“FEMA”, respectively) shall enter into a
mission assignment with the Secretary to
transfer adequate funds from FEMA Disaster
Relief Funds into the Disaster Voucher Pro-
gram at the Department of Housing and
Urban Development in order to fully imple-
ment subsection (b).

(b) TRANSFERS.—The Director shall ensure
that the following individuals and house-
holds are transferred into the Disaster
Voucher Program:

(1) Individuals and households receiving as-
sistance through FEMA’s transitional hous-
ing program authorized under section 408 of
the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and
Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5174) .

(2) Individuals and households receiving as-
sistance through—

(A) rental assistance programs adminis-
tered through State and local voucher pro-
grams that receive reimbursement from
FEMA; or

(B) any other program authorized under
section 403 of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42
U.S.C. 5170b).

(c) STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.—
FEMA shall work with State and local gov-
ernments, as well as private entities pro-
viding services, to ensure that proper notice
and assistance is provided to individuals and
households, while the transfer under this
section is completed.

(d) OpT-OUT PROVISION.—Individuals and
families receiving FEMA housing assistance
under subsection (b) may opt-out of the
transfer to the Disaster Voucher Program
authorized in subsection (a).

(e) APPLICABILITY.—This section shall
apply with respect to individuals and house-
holds affected—

(1) by a disaster occurring on or after the
date of enactment of this Act; and

(2) by the consequences of Hurricanes
Katrina, Rita, and Wilma of 2005.

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Mr.
LUGAR, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. HAGEL,
and Mr. NELSON of Nebraska):

S. 3890. A bill to enhance and improve
the energy security of the TUnited
States, expand economic development,
increase agricultural income, and im-
prove environmental quality by reau-
thorizing and improving the renewable
energy systems and energy efficiency
improvements program of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture through fiscal
year 2012, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, today I
am introducing the Rural Energy for
America Act of 2006. This legislation
will strengthen and expand the renew-
able energy and energy efficiency pro-
gram established in section 9006 of the
Farm Security and Rural Investment
Act of 2002 by increasing its overall
funding, creating a new rebate) pro-
gram, providing new grant options for
wind energy projects, allowing rural
schools to qualify for the program and
fostering the administration of direct
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loans. I am very pleased to have Sen-
ators LUGAR, DURBIN, HAGEL and NEL-
SON as CO-Sponsors.

The section 9006 Renewable Energy
Systems and Energy Efficiency Im-
provements program—to be re-named
under this legislation as the Rural En-
ergy for America Program (REAP)—
provides farmers, ranchers, and rural
small businesses with financial support
for installing renewable energy sys-
tems and making energy efficiency im-
provements.

I authored section 9006 in 2002 as
Chair of the Senate Committee on Ag-
riculture, Nutrition and Forestry with
the strong support of Senator LUGAR,
the Ranking Member at that time and
a long-time ally in advocating for re-
newable energy production. This has
proven to be one of the most important
provisions we included in the 2002 farm
bill’s first-ever energy title.

During its first three years, the Re-
newable Energy Systems and Energy
Efficiency Improvements program has
distributed $63.9 million and catalyzed
the development of 412 renewable en-
ergy and energy efficiency projects in
37 states. The awards have leveraged an
additional $699 million, bringing the
total program-related investment in
clean energy systems for farms,
ranches and rural communities to $763
million. Thus, this program has had re-
markable success in stimulating in-
vestments that increase reliance on
clean, domestic energy systems and en-
hance energy efficiency in our agricul-
tural and rural business sectors.

Developing and expanding home-
grown renewable energy is a key part
of our national energy security strat-
egy. Section 9006 provides grant sup-
port for many different forms of renew-
able energy, including solar, wind, bio-
mass, geothermal and renewable hydro-
gen.

Prior to 2003, there were fewer than
30 locally-owned wind farms in oper-
ation. As a direct result of the section
9006 program, over 80 new community
wind projects were awarded grants by
the end of 2005. When completed, these
projects will have a capacity of over 300
megawatts of wind power and provide
new income for American farmers and
cleaner air for all of us.

Section 9006 successfully promotes
on-farm anaerobic digesters, which
capture and use methane gas from live-
stock and poultry manure. Before 2003,
there were fewer than 10 digesters in
operation in the United States. Under
the section 9006 program, 15 new di-
gester projects are now operational and
an additional 59 projects are under de-
velopment. These projects provide new
sources of farm income and help farm-
ers deal with manure in a more envi-
ronmentally sound manner.

The program also has funded bio-
energy production and the adoption of
energy efficiency technologies and
practices. As a result, 124 million gal-
lons of ethanol and biodiesel produc-
tion capacity are coming online, and
energy saving improvements have been
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installed at 160 farms, ranches and
rural small businesses, resulting in a
savings of 250 billion BTUs/year and
millions of dollars in reduced elec-
tricity, diesel fuel, natural gas and pro-
pane expense.

Together, these renewable energy
projects produce 16.9 trillion BTUs/year
in the form of fuels, electricity and
thermal energy. The combination of re-
newable energy and energy efficiency
projects also will reduce carbon dioxide
emissions into the atmosphere by 4
million metric tons a year, showing
that our rural communities can be a
part of the solution to global warming.

It is clear that the section 9006 pro-
gram has been extraordinarily success-
ful. However, we have only begun to
tap into the potential for American in-
genuity in homegrown clean energy
production and energy efficiency meas-
ures. The demand for rural renewable
energy and energy efficiency assistance
far outpaces the program’s resources.
Today, the demand is almost triple the
available program funding.

Our legislation will strengthen and
expand the program to help agricul-
tural producers and rural small busi-
nesses cope with high energy prices,
move our rural economies forward and
protect the environment. In addition to
increasing overall program funding,
this bill will allow rural schools to
apply for REAP funding. Schools have
been eager to participate in the section
9006 program since its inception. Allow-
ing schools to qualify will help them
mitigate high energy costs and help
teachers educate our youth about the
many benefits of energy efficiency and
clean alternative energy sources.

This legislation further promotes
wind energy expansion by giving farm-
ers and other eligible developers an ad-
ditional financing option. Currently,
most of the funds granted for wind
power projects under section 9006 are
used to purchase and install wind tur-
bine systems. Under Federal tax rules,
however, grants used for such acquisi-
tion and construction costs have the
potential to significantly reduce im-
portant tax credits for the project.

To avoid such counterproductive tax
impacts, the legislation authorizes
USDA in appropriate circumstances to
structure grants as production incen-
tives instead of equipment purchase or
construction grants, thereby reducing
the risk of negating the tax credit ben-
efit. The need for such a change was
highlighted in a recent report written
by Berkeley National Lab entitled
“Avoiding the Haircut: Potential Ways
to Enhance the Value of the USDA’s
Section 9006 Program.”’

This legislation also includes a new
rebate program providing the lesser of
$10,000 or 50 percent of project costs for
energy efficiency improvements and
the purchase of renewable energy sys-
tems. Similar state-run rebate pro-
grams are recognized as effective
mechanisms for promoting small-scale
development projects. This rebate pro-
gram will enable small and medium-
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sized farmers and rural small busi-
nesses to obtain rapid and long-lasting
relief from high energy prices through
a simple and proven mechanism.
Grants for this purpose would be lim-
ited to no more than 20% of the total
REAP funding.

This bill also urges USDA to initiate
the use of direct loans to complement
the REAP program grants, by express-
ing the sense of the Senate that USDA
should implement the direct loan pro-
visions of section 9006. Although the
original legislation in section 9006
called for the establishment of a pro-
gram of ‘‘grants, loans and loan guar-
antees,”” USDA has not yet established
a direct loan program. Our legislation
urges USDA to move a direct loan ini-
tiative forward.

The bill also allows USDA to provide
grants for feasibility studies. Feasi-
bility studies can ensure that projects
are thoroughly assessed through tech-
nology and systems’ analysis in their
early stages, thus promoting successful
and cost-effective projects. The
amount of funds for feasibility studies
would be capped to ensure that the ma-
jority of REAP funding continues to
focus on deployment of renewable en-
ergy systems and energy efficiency im-
provements.

Farm-based energy initiatives en-
compass a wide range of proven tech-
nologies to produce or save energy. The
unique and successful section 9006 pro-
gram has been instrumental to adop-
tion of renewable energy and energy ef-
ficiency systems in the agricultural
and rural small business sectors. The
record to date signals an opportunity
for vastly expanding these alternative
energy and energy efficiency benefits
in rural America.

We have broad agreement in our
country on moving farm-based renew-
able energy and energy efficiency for-
ward. Let’s help do that by updating
and improving the section 9006—Rural
Energy for America Program—for the
future.

I urge my colleagues to support this
important legislation.

By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself,
Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. LAUTENBERG,
and Mr. SCHUMER):

S. 3891. A bill to extend the time for
filing certain claims under the Sep-
tember 11th Victim Compensation
Fund of 2001, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President,
today I am pleased to join with Sen-
ators CLINTON, LAUTENBERG, and SCHU-
MER to introduce the James Zadroga
Act. This bicameral and bipartisan leg-
islation would reopen the September 11
Victims Compensation Fund, VCF, to
provide financial assistance to victims
and first responders of the attacks of
9/11 who became ill, in addition to their
respective family members.

James Zadroga was a New York Po-
lice Department, NYPD, detective and
New Jersey resident, who when he died
earlier this year was the first 9/11 re-
sponder to have his death directly at-
tributed to exposure to the toxins of
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Ground Zero. He became ill just weeks
after working at Ground Zero, but be-
cause he retired in 2004, the NYPD de-
termined that his four-year-old daugh-
ter Tylerann could only receive a dis-
ability pension, instead of the full
death benefit to which she should be
entitled.

That is why in April, I authored a
letter with my colleagues Senators
LAUTENBERG, CLINTON, and SCHUMER
that called on New York officials to
enact legislation that would provide
full benefits to Tylerann and other
beneficiaries like her.

In August, New York enacted three
new laws, including one that would
allow those recovery workers who have
retired from public service to have
their retirement status reclassified as
accidental disability if they later be-
come ill due to their efforts at Ground
Zero. That action by the State of New
York is vitally important, because we
unfortunately know that Detective
Zadroga’s death will not be the last to
be suffered by the brave Americans
who rushed to Ground Zero in the
hours and days after September 11.

As our Nation continues to heal from
the wounds inflicted by the 9/11 terror
attacks, there are many first respond-
ers whose wounds have yet to heal
from the aftermath of that day. We as
a nation must care for those who cared
for America in its time of need. We
cannot let bureaucratic red tape stand
between those who helped America
pick up the pieces and the compensa-
tion they deserve.

Today, by introducing this legisla-
tion we take the next step in working
to ensure that the heroes who sac-
rificed their health—and in Detective
Zadroga’s case, his life—will be justly
compensated. I believe we owe them
nothing less.

This legislation reopens the fund cre-
ated to care for the families of 9/11 vic-
tims and for those injured or who be-
came ill as a direct result of the at-
tacks. Unfortunately, many who
should have received compensation
from the VCF never did because their
illnesses did not develop or have be-
come significantly worse since the
original filing deadline of December 22,
2003. In other instances, original guide-
lines prohibited the VCF to make
awards if injuries were sustained more
than 96 hours after the attacks.

Specifically, the ‘‘James Zadroga
Act” would: Reopen September 11 Vic-
tims Compensation Fund for individ-
uals who became ill or did not file be-
fore the original December 22, 2003
deadline;

Allow for adjustment of previous
awards if the Special Master of the
fund determines the medical conditions
of the claimant warrants an adjust-
ment; and

Amend eligibility rules so that re-
sponders to the 9/11 attacks who ar-
rived later than the first 96 hours could
be eligible if they experienced illness
or injury from their work at the site.

Congress needs to pass this bill—we
need to stand up for these American

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

heroes and their families. I urge my
colleagues to join with us in this im-
portant effort by cosponsoring this
piece of legislation.

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

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

S. 3891

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
Zadroga Act of 2006”°.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds the following:

(1) The September 11th Victim Compensa-
tion Fund of 2001 was established to provide
compensation to individuals (or relatives of
deceased individuals) who were physically
injured or killed as a result of the terrorist-
related aircraft crashes of September 11,
2001.

(2) The deadline for filing claims for com-
pensation under the Victim Compensation
Fund was December 22, 2003.

(3) Some individuals did not know they
were eligible to file claims for compensation
or did not know they had suffered physical
harm as a result of the terrorist-related air-
craft crashes until after the December 22,
2003, deadline.

SEC. 3. DEADLINE EXTENSION FOR CERTAIN
CLAIMS UNDER SEPTEMBER 11TH
VICTIM COMPENSATION FUND OF
2001.

Section 405(a)(3) of the Air Transportation
Safety and System Stabilization Act (49
U.S.C. 40101 note) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

““(3) LIMITATION.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided by
subparagraph (B), no claim may be filed
under paragraph (1) after December 22, 2003.

‘(B) EXCEPTIONS.—A claim may be filed
under paragraph (1) by an individual (or by a
personal representative on behalf of a de-
ceased individual)—

‘(1) during the 5-year period after the date
of enactment of this subparagraph, if the
Special Master determines that the indi-
vidual—

‘() did not know that the individual had
suffered physical harm as a result of the ter-
rorist-related aircraft crashes of September
11, 2001, until after December 22, 2003, and be-
fore the date of the enactment of this sub-
paragraph;

‘“(IT) did not for any reason other than as
described in subclause (I) know that the indi-
vidual was eligible to file a claim under
paragraph (1) until after December 22, 2003;

‘“(ITI) suffered psychological harm as a re-
sult of the terrorist-related aircraft crashes;
or

‘“(IV) in the case of an individual who had
previously filed a claim under this title, suf-
fered a significantly greater physical harm
than was known to the individual as of the
date the claim was filed and did not know
the full extent of the physical harm suffered
as a result of the terrorist-related aircraft
crashes until after the date on which the
claim was filed and before the date of enact-
ment of this subparagraph; and

‘‘(i1) during the 5-year period after the date
that the individual—

‘“(I) first knew that the individual had suf-
fered physical or psychological harm as a re-
sult of the terrorist-related aircraft crashes
of September 11, 2001, if the Special Master
determines that the individual did not know
that the individual had suffered such phys-
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ical or psychological harm until a date that
is on or after the date of enactment of this
subparagraph; or

“(ITI) in the case of an individual who had
previously filed a claim under this title and
had suffered a significantly greater physical
harm than was known to the individual as of
the date the claim was filed, or had suffered
psychological harm as a result of the ter-
rorist-related crashes, first knew the full ex-
tent of the physical and psychological harm
suffered as a result of the terrorist-related
aircraft crashes, if the Special Master deter-
mines that the individual did not know the
full extent of the harm suffered until a date
that is on or after the date of the enactment
of this subparagraph.’’.

SEC. 4. EXCEPTION TO SINGLE CLAIM REQUIRE-
MENT IN CERTAIN CIRCUMSTANCES.

Section 405(c)(3)(A) of the Air Transpor-
tation Safety and System Stabilization Act
(49 U.S.C. 40101 note) is amended to read as
follows:

“(A) SINGLE CLAIM.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided by
clause (ii), not more than 1 claim may be
submitted under this title by an individual
or on behalf of a deceased individual.

‘(ii) EXCEPTION.—A second claim may be
filed under subsection (a)(1) by an individual
(or by a personal representative on behalf of
a deceased individual) if the individual is an
individual described in either of clauses
(1)(IV) or (ii)(II) of subsection (a)(3)(B).”.

SEC. 5. ELIGIBILITY OF CLAIMANTS SUFFERING
FROM PSYCHOLOGICAL HARM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 405(c)(2)(A)(ii) of
the Air Transportation Safety and System
Stabilization Act (49 U.S.C. 40101 note) is
amended by inserting *‘, psychological
harm,” before ‘‘or death’’.

(b) CONFORMING  AMENDMENT.—Section
405(a)(2)(B)(1) of such Act is amended by
striking ‘“‘physical harm’ and inserting
‘“‘physical or psychological harm’’.

SEC. 6. IMMEDIATE AFTERMATH DEFINED.

Section 402 of the Air Transportation Safe-
ty and System Stabilization Act (49 U.S.C.
40101 note) is amended by adding at the end
the following new paragraph:

“(11) IMMEDIATE AFTERMATH.—In section
405(c)(2)(A)(1), the term ‘immediate after-
math’ means any period of time after the
terrorist-related aircraft crashes of Sep-
tember 11, 2001, as determined by the Special
Master, that was sufficiently close in time to
the crashes that there was a demonstrable
risk to the claimant of physical or psycho-
logical harm resulting from the crashes, in-
cluding the period of time during which res-
cue, recovery, and cleanup activities relating
to the crashes were conducted.”.

———

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 566—EX-
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE
SENATE CONCERNING THE IM-
PORTANCE OF PREVENTING
CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT BE-
FORE THEY OCCUR AND ACHIEV-
ING PERMANENCY AND STA-

BILITY FOR CHILDREN WHO
MUST EXPERIENCE FOSTER
CARE

Mrs. CLINTON submitted the fol-

lowing resolution; which was referred
to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions:

S. RES. 566

Whereas in 2004, authorities received re-
ports that an estimated 3,000,000 children
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suffered child abuse or neglect, and the re-
ports of abuse or neglect were substantiated
for approximately 872,000 of the children;

Whereas in 2004, 1,490 children died trag-
ically as a result of abuse;

Whereas research from the United States
Children’s Bureau of the Department of
Health and Human Services shows that a
greater amount of caseworker contact with
children and parents results in better out-
comes for families;

Whereas child protective service agencies
throughout the country have set goals in
order to improve service quality, including
the agencies in New York, whose goal is to
maintain caseloads at an average of 12 cases
per caseworker, with a maximum of 5 new
cases per caseworker each month;

Whereas research on child welfare service
staff suggests the need for staff that have
formal social work education, especially edu-
cation obtained through specialized child
welfare programs; and

Whereas research on child welfare service
staff has shown a link between a supportive
and flexible organizational environment and
reduced staff turnover: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate
that—

(1) Congress should increase funding to
provide for additional child welfare service
caseworkers and associated administrative
costs;

(2) Congress should encourage States to set
goals for decreasing caseloads of child wel-
fare service caseworkers, in order to ensure
quality service for the most vulnerable chil-
dren; and

(3) Congress should encourage States to
implement policies with increased edu-
cational and professional development expec-
tations for caseworkers in child welfare serv-
ice agencies.

——————

SENATE RESOLUTION  567—HON-
ORING THE DETROIT SHOCK ON
WINNING THE 2006 WOMEN’S NA-
TIONAL BASKETBALL ASSOCIA-
TION CHAMPIONSHIP

Ms. STABENOW (for herself and Mr.
LEVIN) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was considered and agreed
to:

S. RES. 567

Whereas, on Saturday, September 9, 2006,
the Detroit Shock won the 2006 Women’s Na-
tional Basketball Association (WNBA)
Championship by defeating the defending
champion Sacramento Monarchs by a score
of 80 to 75;

Whereas the Detroit Shock triumphed in 5
highly competitive championship games,
going into the final championship game with
1 win and 1 loss in Michigan and 1 win and 1
loss in California;

Whereas the Detroit Shock were able to
celebrate the tenth year of the WNBA and
the eighth year of the Detroit Shock with an
inspiring victory in the fifth championship
game that secured their second WNBA cham-
pionship in 4 years;

Whereas the attendance at the final cham-
pionship game at the Joe Louis Arena in De-
troit, Michigan, of over 19,600 people and the
enthusiasm shown by the people of Michigan
clearly demonstrate Michigan’s strong sup-
port for the Detroit Shock organization and
the determined effort of all the team’s play-
ers;

Whereas the Detroit Shock completed an
incredible season, capped by spectacular per-
formances in the final championship game
by the Most Valuable Player of the 2006
WNBA Finals, Deanna Nolan, who, with a
total of 24 points, led the game in points
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scored, Cheryl Ford, who led the game in re-
bounds, recovering 10 rebounds in addition to
scoring 10 points, and Katie Smith, who
scored 17 points;

Whereas each member of the Detroit Shock
organization made meaningful contributions
to the team’s success, including players Jac-
queline Batteast, Kara Braxton, Swin Cash,
Cheryl Ford, Kedra Holland-Corn, Deanna
Nolan, Plenette Pierson, Elaine Powell, Ruth
Riley, Katie Smith, and Angelina Williams,
Head Coach Bill Laimbeer, Assistant Coach-
es Cheryl Reeve and Rick Mahorn, Athletic
Trainer Mike Perkins, and the owner of the
Detroit Shock, Bill Davidson;

Whereas Detroit Shock Head Coach Bill
Laimbeer has won 4 professional basketball
titles, including 2 as the coach of the Detroit
Shock and 2 as a player for the Detroit Pis-
tons;

Whereas Detroit Shock owner Bill
Davidson’s 2 Detroit basketball teams have
won 5 championship titles; and

Whereas the Detroit Shock demonstrated
superior strength, skill, and perseverance
during the 2006 season and have made the
City of Detroit and the entire State of Michi-
gan proud: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) congratulates the Detroit Shock on
winning the 2006 Women’s National Basket-
ball Association Championship and recog-
nizes all the players, coaches, staff, fans, and
others who were instrumental in this great
achievement; and

(2) directs the Secretary of the Senate to
transmit an enrolled copy of this resolution
to the Detroit Shock for appropriate display.

———

SENATE RESOLUTION  568—CON-
GRATULATING THE COLUMBUS
NORTHERN LITTLE LEAGUE
TEAM OF COLUMBUS, GEORGIA,
FOR WINNING THE CHAMPION-
SHIP GAME OF THE LITTLE
LEAGUE WORLD SERIES

Mr. CHAMBLISS (for himself and Mr.
ISAKSON) submitted the following reso-
lution; which was considered and
agreed to:

S. RES. 568

Whereas, on August 28, 2006, the Columbus
Northern Little League team defeated the
Kawaguchi Little League team of Kawaguchi
City, Japan, by 2 runs to 1 run to win the
60th annual Little League Baseball World Se-
ries;

Whereas the Columbus Northern Little
League team is only the 2nd team from the
State of Georgia to win the Little League
Baseball World Series in the 60-year history
of that tournament;

Whereas the Columbus Northern Little
League team had an impressive record of 20
wins and only 1 loss;

Whereas, although no other pitcher in the
history of the Little League Baseball World
Series had ever won more than 3 games dur-
ing the tournament, Kyle Carter made his-
tory by striking out 11 batters in the cham-
pionship game to earn his 4th win of the Lit-
tle League Baseball World Series;

Whereas the success of the Columbus
Northern Little League team depended on
the tremendous dedication and sportsman-
ship of the team, including—

(1) Matthew Hollis, who played 2nd base
and centerfield;

(2) Ryan Lang, who played right field;

(3) Mason Meyers, who played right field
and 3rd base;

(4) Matthew Kuhlenberg, who played left
field;

(5) Patrick Stallings, who played 3rd base;
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(6) Josh Lester, who played 2nd base and
shortstop;

(7) Brady Hamilton, who played 1lst base,
outfield, and pitched for the team;

(8) Cody Walker, who caught for the team;

(9) Kyle Carter, who pitched for the team;

(10) J.T. Phillips, who played shortstop and
pitched for the team; and

(11) Kyle Rovig, who played left field and
pitched for the team;

Whereas the Columbus Northern Little
League team was managed by Randy Morris
and coached by Richard Carter, each of
whom demonstrated leadership, profes-
sionalism, and respect for the players who
they led and the game of baseball;

Whereas the fans of the Columbus North-
ern Little League team showed enthusiasm,
support, and courtesy for the game of base-
ball and all of the players and coaches;

Whereas the performance of the Columbus
Northern Little League team demonstrated
to parents and communities throughout the
United States that athletic participation
builds character and leadership in children;
and

Whereas the Columbus Northern Little
League team brought pride and honor to the
State of Georgia and the United States: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) congratulates and honors the Columbus
Northern Little League team and the loyal
fans who supported the team on winning the
60th annual Little League Baseball World Se-
ries;

(2) recognizes and commends the hard
work, dedication, determination, and com-
mitment to excellence of the members, par-
ents, coaches, and managers of the Columbus
Northern Little League team;

(3) recognizes and commends the people of
Columbus, Georgia, for the outstanding loy-
alty and support that they displayed for the
Columbus Northern Little League team
throughout the season;

(4) commends Little League Baseball for
continuing the tradition of encouraging the
development of sportsmanship and con-
fidence in youth by sponsoring world-class
baseball; and

(5) respectfully requests that—

(A) the American people recognize the
achievements of the Columbus Northern Lit-
tle League team; and

(B) the Secretary of the Senate transmit
an enrolled copy of this resolution to—

(i) the City of Columbus; and

(ii) each player, manager, and coach of the
Columbus Northern Little League Baseball
team.

———

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED &
PROPOSED

SA 4929. Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, Mr.
INOUYE, Mrs. CLINTON, and Ms. COLLINS) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 4954, to
improve maritime and cargo security
through enhanced layered defenses, and for
other purposes.

SA 4930. Mr. SCHUMER (for himself, Mrs.
BOXER, and Mrs. CLINTON) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 4954, supra.

SA 4931. Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself, Mr.
KyL, and Mr. DEWINE) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the
bill H.R. 4954, supra.

SA 4932. Mr. DOMENICI (for himself, Mr.
WARNER, and Mr. BINGAMAN) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 4954, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 4933. Mr. DOMENICI (for himself and
Mr. WARNER) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill H.R.
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4954, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 4934. Ms. STABENOW submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill H.R. 4954, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 4935. Mr. SALAZAR (for himself, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. PRYOR, and Ms.
CANTWELL) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill H.R.
4954, supra.

SA 4936. Mr. REID proposed an amendment
to the bill H.R. 4954, supra.

SA 4937. Mr. DORGAN (for himself and Mr.
SCHUMER) proposed an amendment to the bill
H.R. 4954, supra.

SA 4938. Mr. SCHUMER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 4954, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 4939. Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. LAU-
TENBERG, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr.
AKAKA, Mr. KENNEDY, Ms. CANTWELL, Ms.
SNOWE, Mr. NELSON, of Florida, Mr. INOUYE,
Mr. SMITH, and Mr. SCHUMER) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 4954, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 4940. Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself,
Mrs. BOXER, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. SCHUMER,
Mrs. CLINTON, and Mr. REED) proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 4954, supra.

SA 4941. Mr. LAUTENBERG submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 4954, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 4942. Mr. LAUTENBERG submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 4954, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 4943. Mrs. CLINTON submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill H.R. 4954, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 4944. Mr. NELSON, of Nebraska (for
himself and Mr. DOMENICI) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 4954, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 4945. Mr. NELSON, of Nebraska (for
himself, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. REID, Mr. SALAZAR,
Mr. JOHNSON, and Mr. DORGAN) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 4954, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 4946. Mr. BURNS (for himself and Mr.
BAUCUS) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill H.R. 4954,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 4947. Mr. BURNS submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 4954, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 4948. Mr. BURNS submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment
SA 4947 submitted by Mr. BURNS and in-
tended to be proposed to the bill H.R. 4954,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 4949. Ms. CANTWELL submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill H.R. 4954, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 4950. Ms. CANTWELL submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill H.R. 4954, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 4951. Mr. McCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 4954, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 4952. Mr. VITTER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 4954, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 4953. Mr. VITTER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 4954, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.
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SA 4954. Ms. SNOWE (for herself and Ms.
CANTWELL) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the bill H.R.
4954, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 4955. Mr. ALLARD (for himself and Mr.
SALAZAR) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill H.R. 4954,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 4956. Mr. SHELBY (for himself, Mr.
SARBANES, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. BENNETT, Mr.
SCHUMER, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. REED, Mr. MENEN-
DEZ, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Ms.
STABENOW, and Mr. SANTORUM) proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 4954, supra.

SA 4957. Mrs. CLINTON (for herself and
Mrs. DOLE) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the bill H.R.
4954, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 4958. Mrs. CLINTON submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by her
to the bill H.R. 4954, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

SA 4959. Mr. PRYOR (for himself and Mr.
TALENT) submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by him to the bill H.R. 4954,
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table.

SA 4960. Mr. BURNS submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 4954, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 4961. Mr. VITTER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 4954, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 4962. Mr. VOINOVICH (for himself and
Mrs. CLINTON) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill H.R.
4954, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 4963. Mr. STEVENS (for himself and
Mr. INOUYE) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill H.R.
4954, supra; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 4964. Mr. BURNS submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill H.R. 4954, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

———
TEXT OF AMENDMENTS

SA 4929. Mrs. MURRAY (for herself,
Mr. INOUYE, Mrs. CLINTON, and Ms. COL-
LINS) proposed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 4954, to improve maritime and
cargo security through enhanced lay-
ered defenses, and for other purposes;
as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . COBRA FEES.

(a) EXTENSION OF FEES.—Subparagraphs (A)
and (B)(i) of section 13031(j)(3) of the Consoli-
dated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
1985 (19 U.S.C. 58c(j)(3)(A) and (B)({d)) are
amended by striking ‘‘2014” each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘2015”°.

(b) USE oF FEES.—Paragraph (2) of section
13031(f) of such Act (19 U.S.C. 58c(f)(2)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
““The provisions of the first and second sen-
tences of this paragraph limiting the pur-
poses for which amounts in the Customs
User Fee Account may be made available
shall not apply with respect to amounts in
that Account during fiscal year 2015.”".

SA 4930. Mr. SCHUMER (for himself,
Mrs. BOXER, and Mrs. CLINTON) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill H.R. 4954,
to improve maritime and cargo secu-
rity through enhanced layered de-
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fenses, and for other purposes; as fol-
lows:

On page 5, between lines 20 and 21, insert
the following:

(9) INTEGRATED SCANNING SYSTEM.—The
term ‘‘integrated scanning system’ means a
system for scanning containers with the fol-
lowing elements:

(A) The container passes through a radi-
ation detection device.

(B) The container is scanned using gamma-
ray, x-ray, or another internal imaging sys-
tem.

(C) The container is tagged and catalogued
using an on-container label, radio frequency
identification, or global positioning system
tracking device.

(D) The images created by the scans re-
quired under subparagraph (B) are reviewed
and approved by the Secretary, or the des-
ignee of the Secretary.

(E) Every radiation alarm is resolved ac-
cording to established Department proce-
dures.

(F) The information collected is utilized to
enhance the Automated Targeting System or
other relevant programs.

(G) The information is stored for later re-
trieval and analysis.

On page 43, strike lines 11 through 14 and
insert ‘‘enter into agreements with the gov-
ernments of foreign countries participating
in the Container Security Initiative that es-
tablish criteria and procedures for an inte-
grated scanning system and shall monitor
oper-"".

On page 44, line 5, strike ‘“‘and’.

On page 44, line 9, strike the period at the
end and insert the following: ‘‘; and”’.

On page 44, between lines 9 and 10, insert
the following:

(5) shall prohibit, beginning on October 1,
2008, the shipment of any container from a
foreign seaport designated under Container
Security Initiative to a port in the United
States unless the container has passed
through an integrated scanning system.

On page 60, strike lines 9 through 15.

On page 62, lines 7 and 8, strike ‘“As soon as
practicable and possible after the date of en-
actment of this Act” and insert ‘“Not later
than October 1, 2010’

SA 4931. Mrs. HUTCHISON (for her-
self, Mr. KyL, and Mr. DEWINE) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by her to the bill H.R. 4954, to
improve maritime and cargo security
through enhanced layered defenses, and
for other purposes; as follows:

On page 76, line 1, strike ‘725 and insert
41000,

On page 77, strike lines 17 through 21 and
insert the following:

““(A) $130,000,000 for fiscal year 2008.

“4(B) $239,200,000 for fiscal year 2009.

“(C) $248,800,000 for fiscal year 2010.

‘(D) $258,700,000 for fiscal year 2011.

“(B) $269,000,000 for fiscal year 2012.”.

SA 4932. Mr. DOMENICI (for himself,
Mr. WARNER, and Mr. BINGAMAN) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill H.R. 4954,
to improve maritime and cargo secu-
rity through enhanced layered de-
fenses, and for other purposes; which
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows:

On page 87, add after line 18, the following:

TITLE V—-DOMESTIC NUCLEAR
DETECTION OFFICE

SEC. 501. ESTABLISHMENT OF DOMESTIC NU-
CLEAR DETECTION OFFICE.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF OFFICE.—The Home-

land Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 101 et seq.)
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is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:
“TITLE XVIII—DOMESTIC NUCLEAR
DETECTION OFFICE
“SEC. 1801. DOMESTIC NUCLEAR DETECTION OF-
FICE.

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There shall be estab-
lished in the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity a Domestic Nuclear Detection Office.
The Secretary of Homeland Security may re-
quest that the Secretaries of Defense, En-
ergy, and State, the Attorney General, the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, and the di-
rectors of other Federal agencies, including
elements of the Intelligence Community,
provide for the reimbursable detail of per-
sonnel with relevant expertise to the Office.

‘“(b) DIRECTOR.—The Office shall be headed
by a Director for Domestic Nuclear Detec-
tion, who shall be appointed by the Presi-
dent.

“SEC. 1802. MISSION OF OFFICE.

‘‘(a) MissioN.—The Office shall be respon-
sible for coordinating Federal efforts to de-
tect and protect against the unauthorized
importation, possession, storage, transpor-
tation, development, or use of a nuclear ex-
plosive device, fissile material, or radio-
logical material in the United States, and to
protect against attack using such devices or
materials against the people, territory, or
interests of the United States and, to this
end, shall—

‘(1) serve as the primary entity in the
United States Government to further de-
velop, acquire, and support the deployment
of an enhanced domestic system to detect
and report on attempts to import, possess,
store, transport, develop, or use an unau-
thorized nuclear explosive device, fissile ma-
terial, or radiological material in the United
States, and improve that system over time;

‘“(2) enhance and coordinate the nuclear
detection efforts of Federal, State, local, and
tribal governments and the private sector to
ensure a managed, coordinated response;

‘“(3) establish, with the approval of the
Secretary of Homeland Security and in co-
ordination with the Attorney General and
the Secretaries of Defense and Energy, addi-
tional protocols and procedures for use with-
in the United States to ensure that the de-
tection of unauthorized nuclear explosive de-
vices, fissile material, or radiological mate-
rial is promptly reported to the Attorney
General, the Secretaries of Defense, Home-
land Security, and Energy, and other appro-
priate officials or their respective designees
for appropriate action by law enforcement,
military, emergency response, or other au-
thorities;

‘‘(4) develop, with the approval of the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security and in coordi-
nation with the Attorney General and the
Secretaries of State, Defense, and Energy, an
enhanced global nuclear detection architec-
ture with implementation under which—

‘““(A) the Domestic Nuclear Detection Of-
fice will be responsible for the implementa-
tion of the domestic portion of the global ar-
chitecture;

‘“(B) the Secretary of Defense will retain
responsibility for implementation of Depart-
ment of Defense requirements within and
outside the United States; and

‘(C) the Secretaries of State, Defense, and
Energy will maintain their respective re-
sponsibilities for policy guidance and imple-
mentation of the portion of the global archi-
tecture outside the United States, which will
be implemented consistent with applicable
law and relevant international arrange-
ments;

‘(6) conduct, support, coordinate, and en-
courage an aggressive, expedited, evolution-
ary, and transformational program of re-
search and development efforts to prevent
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and detect the illicit entry, transport, as-
sembly, or potential use within the United
States of a nuclear explosive device or fissile
or radiological material;

‘“(6) support and enhance the effective
sharing and use of appropriate information
generated by the intelligence community,
law enforcement agencies, counterterrorism
community, other government agencies, and
foreign governments, as well as provide ap-
propriate information to such entities;

“(T) further enhance and maintain contin-
uous awareness by analyzing information
from all Domestic Nuclear Detection Office
mission-related detection systems; and

‘“(8) perform other duties as assigned by
the Secretary.

“SEC. 1803. HIRING AUTHORITY.

“In hiring personnel for the Office, the
Secretary of Homeland Security shall have
the hiring and management authorities pro-
vided in section 1101 of the Strom Thurmond
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 1999 (5 U.S.C. 3104 note; Public Law
105-261). The term of appointments for em-
ployees under subsection (c)(1) of that sec-
tion may not exceed 5 years before granting
any extension under subsection (c)(2) of that
section.

“SEC. 1804. TESTING AUTHORITY.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall co-
ordinate with the responsible Federal agency
or other entity to facilitate the use by the
Office, by its contractors, or by other per-
sons or entities, of existing Government lab-
oratories, centers, ranges, or other testing
facilities for the testing of materials, equip-
ment, models, computer software, and other
items as may be related to the missions iden-
tified in section 1802. Any such use of Gov-
ernment facilities shall be carried out in ac-
cordance with all applicable laws, regula-
tions, and contractual provisions, including
those governing security, safety, and envi-
ronmental protection, including, when appli-
cable, the provisions of section 309. The Of-
fice may direct that private-sector entities
utilizing Government facilities in accord-
ance with this section pay an appropriate fee
to the agency that owns or operates those fa-
cilities to defray additional costs to the Gov-
ernment resulting from such use.

“(b) CONFIDENTIALITY OF TEST RESULTS.—
The results of tests performed with services
made available shall be confidential and
shall not be disclosed outside the Federal
Government without the consent of the per-
sons for whom the tests are performed.

‘‘(c) FEES.—Fees for services made avail-
able under this section shall not exceed the
amount necessary to recoup the direct and
indirect costs involved, such as direct costs
of utilities, contractor support, and salaries
of personnel that are incurred by the United
States to provide for the testing.

‘“(d) USE or FEES.—Fees received for serv-
ices made available under this section may
be credited to the appropriation from which
funds were expended to provide such serv-
ices.

“SEC. 1805. RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER DEPART-
MENT ENTITIES AND FEDERAL
AGENCIES.

“The authority of the Director under this
title shall not affect the authorities or re-
sponsibilities of any officer of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security or of any officer
of any other Department or agency of the
United States with respect to the command,
control, or direction of the functions, per-
sonnel, funds, assets, and liabilities of any
entity within the Department of Homeland
Security or any Federal department or agen-
cy.”’.

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—

(1) Section 103(d) of the Homeland Security
Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 113(d)) is amended by
adding at the end the following:
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‘“(6) A Director of the Domestic Nuclear
Detection Office.”.

(2) Section 302 of such Act (6 U.S.C. 182) is
amended—

(A) in paragraph (2) by striking ‘‘radio-
logical, nuclear’’; and

(B) in paragraph (5)(A) by striking ‘‘radio-
logical, nuclear’.

(3) Section 305 of such Act (6 U.S.C. 185) is
amended by inserting ‘‘and the Director of
the Domestic Nuclear Detection Office”
after ‘“Technology’’.

(4) Section 308 of such Act (6 U.S.C. 188) is
amended in each of subsections (a) and (b)(1)
by inserting ‘‘and the Director of the Domes-
tic Nuclear Detection Office” after ‘‘Tech-
nology’’ each place it appears.

(5) The table of contents of such Act (6
U.S.C. 101) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

“TITLE XVIII—-DOMESTIC NUCLEAR

DETECTION OFFICE

Domestic Nuclear Detection Of-
fice.

Mission of office.

Hiring authority.

Testing authority.

Relationship to other depart-
ment entities and Federal agen-
cies.”.

SEC. 502. TECHNOLOGY RESEARCH AND DEVEL-

OPMENT INVESTMENT STRATEGY
FOR NUCLEAR AND RADIOLOGICAL
DETECTION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of Homeland Security, the Sec-
retary of the Department of Energy, the Sec-
retary of Defense, and the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence shall submit to Congress
a research and development investment
strategy for nuclear and radiological detec-
tion.

(b) CONTENTS.—The strategy under sub-
section (a) shall include—

(1) a long-term technology roadmap for nu-
clear and radiological detection applicable to
the mission needs of the Departments of
Homeland Security, Energy, and Defense,
and the Office of the Director of National In-
telligence;

(2) budget requirements necessary to meet
the roadmap; and

(3) documentation of how the Departments
of Homeland Security, Energy, and Defense,
and the Office of the Director of National In-
telligence will implement the intent of this
title.

‘“Sec. 1801.
‘“Sec.
‘“Sec.
‘“Sec.
“Sec.

1802.
1803.
1804.
1805.

SA 4933. Mr. DOMENICI (for himself
and Mr. WARNER) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill H.R. 4954, to improve mari-
time and cargo security through en-
hanced layered defenses, and for other
purposes; which was ordered to lie on
the table; as follows:

On page 44, lines 14 and 15, strike ‘‘under
any program administered by the Depart-
ment”’.

On page 44, lines 23 and 24, strike ‘‘the De-
partment’s” and insert ‘‘both the Depart-
ment’s and the Department of Energy’s’.

On page 59, lines 12 and 13, strike ‘‘The
equipment may be provided by the
Megaports Initiative of the Department of
Energy.”.

On page 59, line 17, insert ‘(1) IN GEN-
ERAL.—" before “The”.

On page 59, between lines 22 and 23, insert
the following:

(2) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall co-
ordinate with the Secretary of Energy to—

(A) provide radiation detection equipment
required to support the pilot-integrated
scanning system established pursuant to
subsection (a) through the Department of
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Energy’s Second Line
Megaports programs; or

(B) work with the private sector to obtain
radiation detection equipment that meets
both the Department’s and the Department
of Energy’s technical specifications for such
equipment.

of Defense and

SA 4934. Ms. STABENOW submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
by her to the bill H.R. 4954, to improve
maritime and cargo security through
enhanced layered defenses, and for
other purposes; which was ordered to
lie on the table; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. = . EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS AND
INTEROPERABILITY GRANTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, through
the Office of Domestic Preparedness of the
Office of State and Local Government Pre-
paredness and Coordination, shall make
grants to States, eligible regions, and local
governments for initiatives necessary to im-
prove emergency communications capabili-
ties and to achieve short-term or long-term
solutions to statewide, regional, national,
and, where appropriate, international inter-
operability.

(b) USE OF GRANT FUNDS.—A grant awarded
under subsection (a) may be used for initia-
tives to achieve short-term or long-term so-
lutions for emergency communications and
interoperability within the State or region
and to assist with any aspect of the commu-
nication life cycle, including—

(1) statewide or regional communications
planning;

(2) system design and engineering;

(3) procurement and installation of equip-
ment;

(4) training exercises;

(56) modeling and simulation exercises for
operational command and control functions;
and

(6) other activities determined by the Sec-
retary to be integral to the achievement of
emergency communications capabilities and
communications interoperability.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section—

(1) the term ‘‘eligible region’” means—

(A) 2 or more contiguous incorporated mu-
nicipalities, counties, parishes, Indian tribes,
or other general purpose jurisdictions that—

(i) have joined together to enhance emer-
gency communications capabilities or com-
munications interoperability between emer-
gency response providers in those jurisdic-
tions and with State and Federal officials;
and

(ii) includes the largest city in any metro-
politan statistical area, as defined by the Of-
fice of Management and Budget; or

(B) any other area the Secretary deter-
mines to be consistent with the definition of
a region in the national preparedness guid-
ance issued under Homeland Security Presi-
dential Directive 8; and

(2) the terms ‘‘emergency response pro-
viders’” and ‘‘local government’” have the
meanings given the terms in section 2 of the
Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 101).

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section—

(1) $1,000,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2007
through 2011; and

(2) such sums as are necessary for each fis-
cal year thereafter.

SA 4935. Mr. SALAZAR (for himself,
Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr.
PRYOR, and Ms. CANTWELL) submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
by him to the bill H.R. 4954, to improve
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maritime and cargo security through
enhanced layered defenses, and for
other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . RURAL POLICING INSTITUTE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There is established a
Rural Policing Institute, which shall be ad-
ministered by the Office of State and Local
Training of the Federal Law Enforcement
Training Center (based in Glynco, Georgia),
to—

(1) evaluate the needs of law enforcement
agencies of units of local government and
tribal governments located in rural areas;

(2) develop expert training programs de-
signed to address the needs of rural law en-
forcement agencies regarding combating
methamphetamine addiction and distribu-
tion, domestic violence, law enforcement re-
sponse related to school shootings, and other
topics identified in the evaluation conducted
under paragraph (1);

(3) provide the training programs described
in paragraph (2) to law enforcement agencies
of units of local government and tribal gov-
ernments located in rural areas; and

(4) conduct outreach efforts to ensure that
training programs under the Rural Policing
Institute reach law enforcement officers of
units of local government and tribal govern-
ments located in rural areas.

(b) CURRICULA.—The training at the Rural
Policing Institute established under sub-
section (a) shall be configured in a manner so
as to not duplicate or displace any law en-
forcement program of the Federal Law En-
forcement Training Center in existence on
the date of enactment of this Act.

(c) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term
“rural” means area that is not located in a
metropolitan statistical area, as defined by
the Office of Management and Budget.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section (including for con-
tracts, staff, and equipment)—

(1) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 2007; and

(2) $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2008
through 2012.

SA 4936. Mr. REID proposed an
amendment to the bill H.R. 4954, to im-
prove maritime and cargo security
through enhanced layered defenses, and
for other purposes; as follows:

At the end, add the following:

SEC. 1001. SHORT TITLE FOR DIVISIONS A
THROUGH E.
Divisions A through E of this Act may be
cited as the ‘‘Real Security Act of 2006°".
SEC. 1002. DIVISIONS; TABLE OF CONTENTS; IN-
APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN DEFINI-
TIONS.

(a) DIVISIONS.—Divisions A through E of
this Act are as follows:

DIVISION A—IMPLEMENTATION OF 9/11
COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS
DIVISION B—COMBATTING TERRORISM
DIVISION C—INTELLIGENCE
AUTHORIZATIONS
DIVISION D—TRANSPORTATION
SECURITY
DIVISION E—A NEW DIRECTION IN IRAQ

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for divisions A through E of this Act is
as follows:

Sec. 1001. Short title for divisions A through

E.

Sec. 1002. Divisions; table of contents; inap-
plicability of certain defini-
tions.

DIVISION A—IMPLEMENTATION OF 9/11
COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS
Sec. 1101. Short title.
Sec. 1102. Definition of 9/11 Commission.
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TITLE XI—HOMELAND SECURITY, EMER-

GENCY PREPAREDNESS AND RE-
SPONSE
Subtitle A—Emergency Preparedness and

Response
CHAPTER 1—EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS

Sec. 1101. Adequate radio spectrum for first

responders.

Sec. 1102. Report on establishing a unified
incident command system.

1103. Report on completing a national
critical infrastructure risk and
vulnerabilities assessment.

1104. Private sector preparedness.

1105. Relevant congressional commit-
tees defined.

CHAPTER 2—ASSISTANCE FOR FIRST
RESPONDERS

Short title.

Findings.

Faster and Smarter Funding for
First Responders.

Superseded provision.

Oversight.

GAO report on an inventory and
status of Homeland Security
first responder training.

Removal of civil liability barriers
that discourage the donation of
fire equipment to volunteer fire
companies.

Subtitle B—Transportation Security

Sec. 1121. Report on national strategy for

transportation security.

Sec. 1122. Report on airline passenger pre-

screening.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

1111.
1112.
1113.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

1114.
1115.
1116.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 1117.

Sec. 1123. Report on detection of explosives
at airline screening check-
points.

Sec. 1124. Report on comprehensive screen-
ing program.

Sec. 1125. Relevant congressional commit-
tees defined.

Subtitle C—Border Security

Sec. 1131. Counterterrorist  travel intel-
ligence.

Sec. 1132. Comprehensive screening system.

Sec. 1133. Biometric entry and exit data sys-
tem.

Sec. 1134. International collaboration on
border and document security.

Sec. 1135. Standardization of secure identi-
fication.

Sec. 1136. Security enhancements for social
security cards.

Subtitle D—Homeland Security
Appropriations
Sec. 1141. Homeland security appropriations.

TITLE XII—REFORMING THE
INSTITUTIONS OF GOVERNMENT

Subtitle A—Intelligence Community

Sec. 1201. Report on director of national in-

telligence.

Sec. 1202. Report on national
counterterrorism center.

Report on creation of a Federal
Bureau of Investigation na-
tional security workforce.

Report on new missions for the Di-
rector of the Central Intel-
ligence Agency.

Report on incentives for informa-
tion sharing.

Report on Presidential leadership
of national security institu-
tions in the information revolu-
tion.

Homeland airspace defense.

Semiannual report on plans and
strategies of TUnited States
Northern Command for defense
of the United States homeland.

Relevant congressional commit-
tees defined.

Sec. 1203.

Sec. 1204.

Sec. 1205.

Sec. 1206.

1207.
1208.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 1209.
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Subtitle B—Civil Liberties and Executive

Sec
Sec

Sec

Sec

. 1211
. 1212

. 1213

. 1214

Power

. Report on the balance between se-
curity and civil liberties.

. Privacy and Civil Liberties Over-
sight Board.

. Set privacy guidelines for Govern-
ment sharing of personal infor-
mation.

. Relevant congressional commit-
tees defined.

Subtitle C—Intelligence Oversight Reform in

Sec. 1231. Subcommittee related to

Sec. 1232. Subcommittee related to

the Senate

intel-
ligence oversight.

intel-
ligence appropriations.

Sec. 1233. Effective date.
Subtitle D—Standardize Security Clearances
Sec. 1241. Standardization of security clear-

ances.

TITLE XIII—FOREIGN POLICY, PUBLIC
DIPLOMACY, AND NONPROLIFERATION

Sec

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

. 1301

S
1311

1312
1313

1314

1302.
1303.
1304.
1305.

1306.

1307.

1308.

Subtitle A—Foreign Policy

. Actions to ensure a long-term
commitment to Afghanistan.

Actions to support Pakistan
against extremists.

Actions to support reform in
Saudi Arabia.

Elimination of terrorist sanc-
tuaries.

Comprehensive coalition strategy

against Islamist terrorism.

Standards for the detention and
humane treatment of captured
terrorists.

Use of economic policies to com-

bat terrorism.

Actions to ensure vigorous efforts

against terrorist financing.
ubtitle B—Public Diplomacy

. Public diplomacy responsibilities
of the Department of State and
public diplomacy training of
members of the Foreign Serv-
ice.

. International broadcasting.

. Expansion of United States schol-
arship, exchange, and library
programs in the Islamic world.

. International Youth Opportunity
Fund.

Subtitle C—Nonproliferation

1321

1322.
1323.

1324.

1325.

1326.

1327.

1328.

1329.

1330.

1331.

. Short title.

Findings.

Establishment of Office of Non-
proliferation Programs in the
Executive Office of the Presi-
dent.

Removal of restrictions on Cooper-
ative Threat Reduction pro-
grams.

Removal of restrictions on Depart-
ment of Energy nonprolifera-
tion programs.

Modifications of authority to use
Cooperative Threat Reduction
program funds outside the
former Soviet Union.

Modifications of authority to use
International Nuclear Mate-
rials Protection and Coopera-
tion program funds outside the
former Soviet Union.

Special reports on adherence to
arms control agreements and
nonproliferation commitments.

Presidential report on impedi-
ments to certain nonprolifera-
tion activities.

Enhancement of Global Threat Re-
duction Initiative.

Expansion of Proliferation Secu-
rity Initiative.
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Sec. 1332. Sense of Congress relating to
international security stand-
ards for nuclear weapons and
materials.

1333. Authorization of appropriations
relating to inventory of Rus-
sian tactical nuclear warheads
and data exchanges.

1334. Report on accounting for and se-
curing of Russia’s non-strategic
nuclear weapons.

1335. Research and development involv-
ing alternative use of weapons
of mass destruction expertise.

1336. Strengthening the Nuclear Non-
proliferation Treaty.

Sec. 1337. Definitions.

DIVISION B—COMBATTING TERRORISM.

Sec. 2001. Short title.

TITLE XXI—EFFECTIVELY TARGETING
TERRORISTS

Sense of Congress on Special Oper-
ations forces and related mat-
ters.

Foreign language expertise.

Curtailing terrorist financing.

Prohibition on transactions with
countries that support ter-
rorism.

Comptroller General report on
United Kingdom and United
States anti-terrorism policies
and practices.

Enhancement of intelligence com-
munity efforts to bring Osama
bin Laden and other al Qaeda
leaders to justice.

TITLE XXII—PREVENTING THE GROWTH
OF RADICAL ISLAMIC FUNDAMEN-
TALISM

Subtitle A—Quality Educational
Opportunities
Sec. 2201. Findings, policy, and definition.
Sec. 2202. Annual report to Congress.
Sec. 2203. Authorization of appropriations.
Subtitle B—Democracy and Development in
the Muslim World
Sec. 2211. Promoting democracy and devel-
opment in the Middle East,
Central Asia, South Asia, and
Southeast Asia.

Sec. 2212. Middle East Foundation.

Subtitle C—Restoring American Moral
Leadership

Advancing United States interests
through public diplomacy.

Department of State public diplo-
macy programs.

Treatment of detainees.

National Commission To Review
Policy Regarding the Treat-
ment of Detainees.

Subtitle D—Strategy for the United States
Relationship With Afghanistan, Pakistan,
and Saudi Arabia

Sec. 2231. Afghanistan.

Sec. 2232. Pakistan.

Sec. 2233. Saudi Arabia.

TITLE XXIII—PROTECTION FROM TER-
RORIST ATTACKS THAT UTILIZE NU-
CLEAR, CHEMICAL, BIOLOGICAL, AND
RADIOLOGICAL WEAPONS
Subtitle A—Non-Proliferation Programs

Sec. 2301. Repeal of limitations to threat re-
duction assistance.

Sec. 2302. Russian tactical nuclear weapons.

Sec. 2303. Additional assistance to accel-
erate Non-Proliferation pro-
grams.

Sec. 2304. Additional assistance to the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agen-
cy.

Subtitle B—Border Protection

Sec. 2311. Findings.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec. 2101.

2102.
2103.
2104.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 2105.

Sec. 2106.

Sec. 2221.
Sec. 2222.

Sec. 2223.
Sec. 2224.
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Sec. 2312. Hiring and training of border secu-
rity personnel.

Subtitle C—First Responders

Sec. 2321. Findings.

Sec. 2322. Restoration of justice assistance
funding.

Sec. 2323. Providing reliable officers, tech-
nology, education, community
prosecutors, and training in
Our Neighborhood Initiative.

Sec. 2324. Assured compensation for first re-
sponders injured by experi-
mental vaccines and drugs.

Subtitle D—Strengthening America’s
Hospitals and Health Agencies

2325. Strengthening hospital emergency
preparedness.

Training and education of public
health professionals.

Compensating hospitals for emer-
gency care.

Regional coordination of emer-
gency medical services.

Emergency and public health pre-
paredness education.

Restoring the capacity of CDC to
enhance health security.

Securing the health care work-
force.

Subtitle E—Responsible Incentives for Man-
ufacturers and Protections for Consumers
of New Vaccines and Drugs

Sec. 2335. Indemnification for manufacturers
and health care professionals
who administer medical prod-
ucts needed for biodefense.

Sec. 2336. Prohibiting price gouging on need-
ed medicines.

TITLE XXIV—PROTECTING TAXPAYERS

Sec. 2401. Reports on metrics for measuring
success in Global War on Ter-
rorism.

Sec. 2402. Prohibition on war profiteering.

TITLE XXV—OTHER MATTERS

Sec. 2501. Sense of Congress on military
commissions for the trial of
persons detained in the Global
War on Terrorism.

DIVISION C—INTELLIGENCE
AUTHORIZATIONS

Sec. 3001. Short title.
TITLE XXXI—INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES

Sec. 3101. Authorization of appropriations.

Sec. 3102. Classified schedule of authoriza-
tions.

Incorporation of classified annex.

Personnel ceiling adjustments.

Intelligence Community Manage-
ment Account.

Incorporation of reporting require-
ments.

Availability to public of certain
intelligence funding informa-
tion.

Response of intelligence commu-
nity to requests from Congress
for intelligence documents and
information.

TITLE XXXII—CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE
AGENCY RETIREMENT AND DIS-
ABILITY SYSTEM

Sec. 3201. Authorization of appropriations.

TITLE XXXIII-INTELLIGENCE AND GEN-
ERAL INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY
MATTERS

Sec. 3301. Increase in employee compensa-
tion and benefits authorized by
law.

Sec. 3302. Restriction on conduct of intel-
ligence activities.

Sec. 3303. Clarification of definition of intel-
ligence community under the
National Security Act of 1947.

Sec.

Sec. 2326.

Sec. 2327.
Sec. 2328.

Sec. 2329.

Sec. 2330.

Sec. 2331.

3103.
3104.
3105.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 3106.

Sec. 3107.

Sec. 3108.
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Sec. 3304. Improvement of notification of
Congress regarding intelligence
activities of the United States
Government.

Delegation of authority for travel
on common carriers for intel-
ligence collection personnel.

Modification of availability of
funds for different intelligence
activities.

Additional limitation on avail-
ability of funds for intelligence
and intelligence-related activi-
ties.

Increase in penalties for disclosure
of undercover intelligence offi-
cers and agents.

Retention and use of amounts paid
as debts to elements of the in-
telligence community.

Pilot program on disclosure of
records under the Privacy Act
relating to certain intelligence
activities.

Extension to intelligence commu-
nity of authority to delete in-
formation about receipt and
disposition of foreign gifts and
decorations.

Availability of funds for travel
and transportation of personal
effects, household goods, and
automobiles.

Director of National Intelligence
report on compliance with the
Detainee Treatment Act of 2005.

Report on alleged clandestine de-
tention facilities for individuals
captured in the Global War on
Terrorism.

Sec. 3315. Sense of Congress on electronic

surveillance.

TITLE XXXIV—MATTERS RELATING TO
ELEMENTS OF THE INTELLIGENCE
COMMUNITY

Subtitle A—Office of the Director of
National Intelligence

Sec. 3401. Additional authorities of the Di-
rector of National Intelligence
on intelligence information
sharing.

Modification of limitation on dele-
gation by the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence of the pro-
tection of intelligence sources
and methods.

Authority of the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence to manage
access to human intelligence
information.

Additional administrative author-
ity of the Director of National
Intelligence.

Clarification of limitation on co-
location of the Office of the Di-
rector of National Intelligence.

Additional duties of the Director
of Science and Technology of
the Office of the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence.

Appointment and title of Chief In-
formation Officer of the Intel-
ligence Community.

Inspector General of the Intel-
ligence Community.

Leadership and location of certain
offices and officials.

National Space Intelligence Cen-
ter.

Operational files in the Office of
the Director of National Intel-
ligence.

Eligibility for incentive awards of
personnel assigned to the Office
of the Director of National In-
telligence.

Sec. 3305.

Sec. 3306.

Sec. 3307.

Sec. 3308.

Sec. 3309.

Sec. 3310.

Sec. 3311.

Sec. 3312.

Sec. 3313.

Sec. 3314.

Sec. 3402.

Sec. 3403.

Sec. 3404.

Sec. 3405.

Sec. 3406.

Sec. 3407.

Sec. 3408.

Sec. 3409.
Sec. 3410.

Sec. 3411.

Sec. 3412.
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Sec. 3413. Repeal of certain authorities re-
lating to the Office of the Na-
tional Counterintelligence Ex-
ecutive.

Sec. 3414. Inapplicability of Federal Advi-
sory Committee Act to advi-
sory committees of the Office of
the Director of National Intel-
ligence.

Sec. 3415. Membership of the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence on the
Transportation Security Over-
sight Board.

Sec. 3416. Applicability of the Privacy Act
to the Director of National In-
telligence and the Office of the
Director of National Intel-
ligence.

Subtitle B—Central Intelligence Agency

Sec. 3421. Director and Deputy Director of
the Central Intelligence Agen-
cy.

Sec. 3422. Enhanced protection of Central In-
telligence Agency intelligence
sources and methods from un-
authorized disclosure.

Sec. 3423. Additional exception to foreign
language proficiency require-
ment for certain senior level
positions in the Central Intel-
ligence Agency.

Sec. 3424. Additional functions and authori-
ties for protective personnel of
the Central Intelligence Agen-
cy.

Sec. 3425. Director of National Intelligence
report on retirement benefits
for former employees of Air
America.

Subtitle C—Defense Intelligence Components

Sec. 3431. Enhancements of National Secu-

rity Agency training program.

Sec. 3432. Codification of authorities of Na-
tional Security Agency protec-
tive personnel.

3433. Inspector general matters.

3434. Confirmation of appointment of
heads of certain components of
the intelligence community.

3435. Clarification of national security
missions of National
Geospatial-Intelligence Agency
for analysis and dissemination
of certain intelligence informa-
tion.

Security clearances in the Na-
tional Geospatial-Intelligence
Agency.

Subtitle D—Other Elements

3441. Foreign language incentive for
certain non-special agent em-
ployees of the Federal Bureau
of Investigation.

3442. Authority to secure services by
contract for the Bureau of In-
telligence and Research of the
Department of State.

3443. Clarification of inclusion of Coast
Guard and Drug Enforcement
Administration as elements of
the intelligence community.

3444. Clarifying amendments relating to
section 105 of the Intelligence
Authorization Act for fiscal
year 2004.

TITLE XXXV—OTHER MATTERS

3501. Technical amendments to the Na-
tional Security Act of 1947.

3502. Technical clarification of certain
references to Joint Military In-
telligence Program and Tac-
tical Intelligence and Related
Activities.

3503. Technical amendments to the In-
telligence Reform and Ter-
rorism Prevention Act of 2004.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec. 3436.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
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Technical amendments to title 10,
United States Code, arising
from enactment of the Intel-
ligence Reform and Terrorism
Prevention Act of 2004.

Sec. 3504.

Sec. 3505. Technical amendment to the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency Act of
1949.

Sec. 3506. Technical amendments relating to
the multiyear National Intel-
ligence Program.

Sec. 3507. Technical amendments to the Ex-
ecutive Schedule.

Sec. 3508. Technical amendments relating to
redesignation of the National
Imagery and Mapping Agency
as the National Geospatial-In-
telligence Agency.

DIVISION D—TRANSPORTATION
SECURITY
TITLE LXI—RAIL SECURITY

Sec. 4101. Short title.

Sec. 4102. Rail Transportation security risk
assessment.

Sec. 4103. Systemwide Amtrak security up-
grades.

Sec. 4104. Fire and Life-Safety improve-
ments.

Sec. 4105. Freight and passenger rail secu-
rity upgrades.

Sec. 4106. Rail security research and devel-
opment.

Sec. 4107. Oversight and grant procedures.

Sec. 4108. Amtrak plan to assist families of
passengers involved in rail pas-
senger accidents.

Sec. 4109. Northern border rail passenger re-
port.

Sec. 4110. Rail worker security training pro-
gram.

Sec. 4111. Whistleblower protection pro-
gram.

Sec. 4112. High hazard material security
threat mitigation plans.

Sec. 4113. Memorandum of agreement.

Sec. 4114. Rail security enhancements.

Sec. 4115. Public awareness.

Sec. 4116. Railroad high hazard material
tracking.

Sec. 4117. Authorization of appropriations.

TITLE LXII—MASS TRANSIT SECURITY

Sec. 4201. Short title.

Sec. 4202. Findings.

Sec. 4203. Security assessments.

Sec. 4204. Security assistance grants.

Sec. 4205. Intelligence sharing.

Sec. 4206. Research, development, and dem-
onstration grants.

Reporting requirements.

Sec. 4208. Authorization of appropriations.

Sec. 4209. Sunset provision.

TITLE LXIII—AVIATION SECURITY

Sec. 4301. Inapplicability of limitation on
employment of personnel with-
in Transportation Security Ad-
ministration to achieve avia-
tion security.

Sec. 4302. Aviation research and develop-
ment for explosive detection.

Sec. 4303. Aviation repair station security.

DIVISION E—A NEW DIRECTION IN IRAQ
Title LI—United States Policy on Iraq
Sec. 5001. United States policy on Iraq.

Title LII—Special Committee of Senate on
War and Reconstruction Contracting
5101. Findings.

5102. Special Committee on War and
Reconstruction Contracting.
Purpose and duties.

Composition of
mittee.

Rules and procedures.

Authority of Special Committee.

Reports.

Administrative provisions.

Sec. 4207.

Sec.
Sec.

5103.
5104.

Sec.

Sec. Special Com-
5105.
5106.
5107.

5108.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
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Sec. 5109. Termination.

Sec. 5110. Sense of Senate on certain claims
regarding the Coalition Provi-
sional Authority.

(¢) INAPPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN DEFINI-
TIONS.—The definitions in section 2 of this
Act do not apply to the provisions of divi-
sions A through E of this Act.

DIVISION A—IMPLEMENTATION OF 9/11
COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS
SEC. 1101. SHORT TITLE.

This division may be cited as the ‘‘Ensur-
ing Implementation of the 9/11 Commission
Report Act”.

SEC. 1102. DEFINITION OF 9/11 COMMISSION.

In this division, the term ‘9/11 Commis-
sion” means the National Commission on
Terrorist Attacks Upon the United States.

TITLE XI—HOMELAND SECURITY, EMER-
GENCY PREPAREDNESS AND RESPONSE

Subtitle A—Emergency Preparedness and
Response

CHAPTER 1—EMERGENCY
PREPAREDNESS
SEC. 1101. ADEQUATE RADIO SPECTRUM FOR
FIRST RESPONDERS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This chapter may be
cited as the ‘“‘Homeland Emergency Response
Operations Act’’ or the “HERO Act’.

(b) PREVENTION OF DELAY IN REASSIGNMENT
OF 24 MEGAHERTZ FOR PUBLIC SAFETY PUR-
POSES.—Section 309(j)(14) of the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 309(j)(14)) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subparagraph:

‘(E) EXTENSIONS NOT PERMITTED FOR CHAN-
NELS (63, 64, 68 AND 69) REASSIGNED FOR PUBLIC
SAFETY SERVICES.—Notwithstanding subpara-
graph (B), the Commission shall not grant
any extension under such subparagraph from
the limitation of subparagraph (A) with re-
spect to the frequencies assigned, pursuant
to section 337(a)(1), for public safety services.
The Commission shall take all actions nec-
essary to complete assignment of the elec-
tromagnetic spectrum between 764 and 776
megahertz, inclusive, and between 794 and
806 megahertz, inclusive, for public safety
services and to permit operations by public
safety services on those frequencies com-
mencing no later than January 1, 2007.”.

SEC. 1102. REPORT ON ESTABLISHING A UNIFIED
INCIDENT COMMAND SYSTEM.

(a) REPORT; CERTIFICATION.—Not later than
30 days after the date of the enactment of
this Act, and every 30 days thereafter, the
Secretary of Homeland Security shall sub-
mit to the relevant congressional commit-
tees a report on the recommendations of the
9/11 Commission and the policy goals of the
Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Preven-
tion Act of 2004 (Public Law 108-458) with re-
spect to establishing a unified incident com-
mand system. Such report shall include—

(1) a certification by the Secretary of
Homeland Security that such recommenda-
tions have been implemented and such policy
goals have been achieved; or

(2) if the Secretary of Homeland Security
is unable to make the certification described
in paragraph (1), a description of—

(A) the steps taken to implement such rec-
ommendations and achieve such policy
goals;

(B) when the Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity expects such recommendations to be im-
plemented and such policy goals to be
achieved; and

(C) any allocation of resources or other ac-
tions by Congress the Director considers nec-
essary to implement such recommendations
and achieve such policy goals.

(b) TERMINATION OF DUTY TO REPORT.—The
duty to submit a report under subsection (a)
shall terminate when the Secretary of Home-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

land Security submits a certification pursu-
ant to subsection (a)(1).

(¢) GAO REVIEW OF CERTIFICATION.—If the
Secretary of Homeland Security submits a
certification pursuant to subsection (a)(1),
not later than 30 days after the submission of
such certification, the Comptroller General
shall submit to the relevant congressional
committees a report on whether the rec-
ommendations described in subsection (a)
have been implemented and whether the pol-
icy goals described in subsection (a) have
been achieved.

SEC. 1103. REPORT ON COMPLETING A NATIONAL
CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE RISK
AND VULNERABILITIES ASSESS-
MENT.

(a) REPORT; CERTIFICATION.—Not later than
30 days after the date of the enactment of
this Act, and every 30 days thereafter, the
Secretary of Homeland Security shall sub-
mit to the relevant congressional commit-
tees a report on the recommendations of the
9/11 Commission and the policy goals of the
Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Preven-
tion Act of 2004 (Public Law 108-458) with re-
spect to completing a national critical infra-
structure risk and vulnerabilities assess-
ment. Such report shall include—

(1) a certification by the Secretary of
Homeland Security that such recommenda-
tions have been implemented and such policy
goals have been achieved; or

(2) if the Secretary of Homeland Security
is unable to make the certification described
in paragraph (1), a description of—

(A) the steps taken to implement such rec-
ommendations and achieve such policy
goals;

(B) when the Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity expects such recommendations to be im-
plemented and such policy goals to be
achieved; and

(C) any allocation of resources or other ac-
tions by Congress the Director considers nec-
essary to implement such recommendations
and achieve such policy goals.

(b) TERMINATION OF DUTY TO REPORT.—The
duty to submit a report under subsection (a)
shall terminate when the Secretary of Home-
land Security submits a certification pursu-
ant to subsection (a)(1).

(¢) GAO REVIEW OF CERTIFICATION.—If the
Secretary of Homeland Security submits a
certification pursuant to subsection (a)(1),
not later than 30 days after the submission of
such certification, the Comptroller General
shall submit to the relevant congressional
committees a report on whether the rec-
ommendations described in subsection (a)
have been implemented and whether the pol-
icy goals described in subsection (a) have
been achieved.

SEC. 1104. PRIVATE SECTOR PREPAREDNESS.

The Comptroller General of the United
States shall submit to Congress by not later
than 90 days after the date of the enactment
of this Act—

(1) a determination of what has been done
to enhance private sector preparedness for
terrorist attack; and

(2) recommendations of any additional con-
gressional action or administrative action
that is necessary to enhance such prepared-
ness.

SEC. 1105. RELEVANT CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES DEFINED.

In this chapter, the term ‘‘relevant con-
gressional committees’ means the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security, the Com-
mittee on Government Reform, and the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure
of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernment Affairs and the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works of the Senate.
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CHAPTER 2—ASSISTANCE FOR FIRST
RESPONDERS
SEC. 1111. SHORT TITLE.

This chapter may be cited as the ‘‘Faster
and Smarter Funding for First Responders
Act of 2006,

SEC. 1112. FINDINGS.

Congress makes the following findings:

(1) In order to achieve its objective of pre-
venting, minimizing the damage from, and
assisting in the recovery from terrorist at-
tacks, the Department of Homeland Security
must play a leading role in assisting commu-
nities to reach the level of preparedness they
need to prevent and respond to a terrorist at-
tack.

(2) First responder funding is not reaching
the men and women of our Nation’s first re-
sponse teams quickly enough, and sometimes
not at all.

(3) To reform the current bureaucratic
process so that homeland security dollars
reach the first responders who need it most,
it is necessary to clarify and consolidate the
authority and procedures of the Department
of Homeland Security that support first re-
sponders.

(4) Ensuring adequate resources for the
new national mission of homeland security,
without degrading the ability to address ef-
fectively other types of major disasters and
emergencies, requires a discrete and separate
grant making process for homeland security
funds for first response to terrorist acts, on
the one hand, and for first responder pro-
grams designed to meet pre-September 11
priorities, on the other.

(6) While a discrete homeland security
grant making process is necessary to ensure
proper focus on the unique aspects of ter-
rorism preparedness, it is essential that
State and local strategies for utilizing such
grants be integrated, to the greatest extent
practicable, with existing State and local
emergency management plans.

(6) Homeland security grants to first re-
sponders must be based on the best intel-
ligence concerning the capabilities and in-
tentions of our terrorist enemies, and that
intelligence must be used to target resources
to the Nation’s greatest threats,
vulnerabilities, and consequences.

(7) The Nation’s first response capabilities
will be improved by sharing resources, train-
ing, planning, personnel, and equipment
among neighboring jurisdictions through
mutual aid agreements and regional coopera-
tion. Such regional cooperation should be
supported, where appropriate, through direct
grants from the Department of Homeland Se-
curity.

(8) An essential prerequisite to achieving
the Nation’s homeland security objectives
for first responders is the establishment of
well-defined national goals for terrorism pre-
paredness. These goals should delineate the
essential capabilities that every jurisdiction
in the United States should possess or to
which it should have access.

(9) A national determination of essential
capabilities is needed to identify levels of
State and local government terrorism pre-
paredness, to determine the nature and ex-
tent of State and local first responder needs,
to identify the human and financial re-
sources required to fulfill them, to direct
funding to meet those needs, and to measure
preparedness levels on a national scale.

(10) To facilitate progress in achieving,
maintaining, and enhancing essential capa-
bilities for State and local first responders,
the Department of Homeland Security
should seek to allocate homeland security
funding for first responders to meet nation-
wide needs.

(11) Private sector resources and citizen
volunteers can perform critical functions in
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assisting in preventing and responding to
terrorist attacks, and should be integrated
into State and local planning efforts to en-
sure that their capabilities and roles are un-
derstood, so as to provide enhanced State
and local operational capability and surge
capacity.

(12) Public-private partnerships, such as
the partnerships between the Business Ex-
ecutives for National Security and the
States of New Jersey and Georgia, can be
useful to identify and coordinate private sec-
tor support for State and local first respond-
ers. Such models should be expanded to cover
all States and territories.

(13) An important aspect of terrorism pre-
paredness is measurability, so that it is pos-
sible to determine how prepared a State or
local government is now, and what addi-
tional steps it needs to take, in order to pre-
vent, prepare for, respond to, mitigate
against, and recover from acts of terrorism.

(14) The Department of Homeland Security
should establish, publish, and regularly up-
date national voluntary consensus standards
for both equipment and training, in coopera-
tion with both public and private sector
standard setting organizations, to assist
State and local governments in obtaining
the equipment and training to attain the es-
sential capabilities for first response to acts
of terrorism, and to ensure that first re-
sponder funds are spent wisely.

SEC. 1113. FASTER AND SMARTER FUNDING FOR
FIRST RESPONDERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Homeland Security
Act of 2002 (Public Law 107-296; 6 U.S.C. 361
et seq.) is amended—

(1) in section 1(b) in the table of contents
by adding at the end the following:

“TITLE XVIII—FUNDING FOR FIRST

RESPONDERS

‘“Sec. 1801. Definitions.

‘“Sec. 1802. Faster and Smarter Funding for
First Responders.

““Sec. 1803. Covered grant eligibility and cri-
teria.

‘“Sec. 1804. Risk-based evaluation and
prioritization.

‘“Sec. 1805. Task Force on Terrorism Pre-
paredness for First Responders.

‘“Sec. 1806. Use of funds and accountability
requirements.

‘“Sec. 1807. National standards for first re-

sponder equipment and train-
ing.”’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“TITLE XVIII—FUNDING FOR FIRST
RESPONDERS
“SEC. 1801. DEFINITIONS.

“In this title:

‘(1) BOARD.—The term ‘Board’ means the
First Responder Grants Board established
under section 1804.

‘“(2) COVERED GRANT.—The term ‘covered
grant’ means any grant to which this title
applies under section 1802.

‘“(3) DIRECTLY ELIGIBLE TRIBE.—The term
‘directly eligible tribe’ means any Indian
tribe or consortium of Indian tribes that—

“‘(A) meets the criteria for inclusion in the
qualified applicant pool for Self-Governance
that are set forth in section 402(c) of the In-
dian Self-Determination and Education As-
sistance Act (25 U.S.C. 458bb(c));

“(B) employs at least 10 full-time per-
sonnel in a law enforcement or emergency
response agency with the capacity to re-
spond to calls for law enforcement or emer-
gency services; and

“(C)(@) is located on, or within 5 miles of,
an international border or waterway;

‘“(ii) is located within 5 miles of a facility
designated as high-risk critical infrastruc-
ture by the Secretary;

‘“(iii) is located within or contiguous to
one of the 50 largest metropolitan statistical
areas in the United States; or
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‘“(iv) has more than 1,000 square miles of
Indian country, as that term is defined in
section 1151 of title 18, United States Code.

‘(4) ELEVATIONS IN THE THREAT ALERT
LEVEL.—The term ‘elevations in the threat
alert level’ means any designation (including
those that are less than national in scope)
that raises the homeland security threat
level to either the highest or second highest
threat level under the Homeland Security
Advisory System referred to in section
201(A)(7).

‘(5) EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS.—The term
‘emergency preparedness’ shall have the
same meaning that term has under section
602 of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief
and Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C.
5195a).

‘(6) ESSENTIAL CAPABILITIES.—The term
‘essential capabilities” means the levels,
availability, and competence of emergency
personnel, planning, training, and equipment
across a variety of disciplines needed to ef-
fectively and efficiently prevent, prepare for,
respond to, and recover from acts of ter-
rorism consistent with established practices.

‘“(7) FIRST RESPONDER.—The term ‘first re-
sponder’ shall have the same meaning as the
term ‘emergency response provider’.

‘“(8) INDIAN TRIBE.—The term ‘Indian tribe’
means any Indian tribe, band, nation, or
other organized group or community, includ-
ing any Alaskan Native village or regional or
village corporation as defined in or estab-
lished pursuant to the Alaskan Native
Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1601 et
seq.), which is recognized as eligible for the
special programs and services provided by
the United States to Indians because of their
status as Indians.

‘“(9) REGION.—The term ‘region’ means—

‘““(A) any geographic area consisting of all
or parts of 2 or more contiguous States,
counties, municipalities, or other local gov-
ernments that have a combined population
of at least 1,650,000 or have an area of not
less than 20,000 square miles, and that, for
purposes of an application for a covered
grant, is represented by 1 or more govern-
ments or governmental agencies within such
geographic area, and that is established by
law or by agreement of 2 or more such gov-
ernments or governmental agencies in a mu-
tual aid agreement; or

‘(B) any other combination of contiguous
local government units (including such a
combination established by law or agree-
ment of two or more governments or govern-
mental agencies in a mutual aid agreement)
that is formally certified by the Secretary as
a region for purposes of this title with the
consent of—

‘(i) the State or States in which they are
located, including a multi-State entity es-
tablished by a compact between two or more
States; and

‘“(ii) the incorporated municipalities, coun-
ties, and parishes that they encompass.

‘(10) TASK FORCE.—The term ‘Task Force’
means the Task Force on Terrorism Pre-
paredness for First Responders established
under section 1805.

‘“(11) TERRORISM PREPAREDNESS.—The term
‘terrorism preparedness’ means any activity
designed to improve the ability to prevent,
prepare for, respond to, mitigate against, or
recover from threatened or actual terrorist
attacks.

“SEC. 1802. FASTER AND SMARTER FUNDING FOR
FIRST RESPONDERS.

‘“‘(a) COVERED GRANTS.—This title applies
to grants provided by the Department to
States, regions, or directly eligible tribes for
the primary purpose of improving the ability
of first responders to prevent, prepare for, re-
spond to, mitigate against, or recover from
threatened or actual terrorist attacks, espe-
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cially those involving weapons of mass de-
struction, administered under the following:

(1) STATE HOMELAND SECURITY GRANT PRO-
GRAM.—The State Homeland Security Grant
Program of the Department, or any suc-
cessor to such grant program.

‘“(2) URBAN AREA SECURITY INITIATIVE.—The
Urban Area Security Initiative of the De-
partment, or any successor to such grant
program.

““(3) LAW ENFORCEMENT TERRORISM PREVEN-
TION PROGRAM.—The Law Enforcement Ter-
rorism Prevention Program of the Depart-
ment, or any successor to such grant pro-
gram.

“(b) EXCLUDED PROGRAMS.—This title does
not apply to or otherwise affect the fol-
lowing Federal grant programs or any grant
under such a program:

(1) NONDEPARTMENT PROGRAMS.—Any Fed-
eral grant program that is not administered
by the Department.

‘(2) FIRE GRANT PROGRAMS.—The fire grant
programs authorized by sections 33 and 34 of
the Federal Fire Prevention and Control Act
of 1974 (15 U.S.C. 2229, 2229a).

‘(3) EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PLANNING
AND ASSISTANCE ACCOUNT GRANTS.—The
Emergency Management Performance Grant
program and the Urban Search and Rescue
Grants program authorized by title VI of the
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5195 et seq.);
the Departments of Veterans Affairs and
Housing and Urban Development, and Inde-
pendent Agencies Appropriations Act, 2000
(113 Stat. 1047 et seq.); and the Earthquake
Hazards Reduction Act of 1977 (42 U.S.C. 7701
et seq.).

“SEC. 1803. COVERED GRANT ELIGIBILITY AND
CRITERIA.

‘“(a) GRANT ELIGIBILITY.—Any State, re-
gion, or directly eligible tribe shall be eligi-
ble to apply for a covered grant.

‘“(b) GRANT CRITERIA.—The Secretary shall
award covered grants to assist States and
local governments in achieving, maintain-
ing, and enhancing the essential capabilities
for terrorism preparedness established by the
Secretary.

“(c) STATE HOMELAND SECURITY PLANS.—

‘(1) SUBMISSION OF PLANS.—The Secretary
shall require that any State applying to the
Secretary for a covered grant must submit
to the Secretary a 3-year State homeland se-
curity plan that—

‘““(A) describes the essential capabilities
that communities within the State should
possess, or to which they should have access,
based upon the terrorism risk factors rel-
evant to such communities, in order to meet
the Department’s goals for terrorism pre-
paredness;

‘(B) demonstrates the extent to which the
State has achieved the essential capabilities
that apply to the State;

‘(C) demonstrates the needs of the State
necessary to achieve, maintain, or enhance
the essential capabilities that apply to the
State;

‘(D) includes a prioritization of such needs
based on threat, vulnerability, and con-
sequence assessment factors applicable to
the State;

‘“(E) describes how the State intends—

‘(i) to address such needs at the city,
county, regional, tribal, State, and inter-
state level, including a precise description of
any regional structure the State has estab-
lished for the purpose of organizing home-
land security preparedness activities funded
by covered grants;

‘“(ii) to use all Federal, State, and local re-
sources available for the purpose of address-
ing such needs; and

‘“(iii) to give particular emphasis to re-
gional planning and cooperation, including
the activities of multijurisdictional planning
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agencies governed by local officials, both
within its jurisdictional borders and with
neighboring States;

‘“(F) with respect to the emergency pre-
paredness of first responders, addresses the
unique aspects of terrorism as part of a com-
prehensive State emergency management
plan; and

‘(&) provides for coordination of response
and recovery efforts at the local level, in-
cluding procedures for effective incident
command in conformance with the National
Incident Management System.

‘“(2) CONSULTATION.—The State plan sub-
mitted under paragraph (1) shall be devel-
oped in consultation with and subject to ap-
propriate comment by local governments
and first responders within the State.

‘“(3) APPROVAL BY SECRETARY.—The Sec-
retary may not award any covered grant to
a State unless the Secretary has approved
the applicable State homeland security plan.

‘“(4) REVISIONS.—A State may revise the
applicable State homeland security plan ap-
proved by the Secretary under this sub-
section, subject to approval of the revision
by the Secretary.

¢‘(d) CONSISTENCY WITH STATE PLANS.—The
Secretary shall ensure that each covered
grant is used to supplement and support, in
a consistent and coordinated manner, the ap-
plicable State homeland security plan or
plans.

‘‘(e) APPLICATION FOR GRANT.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this subsection, any State, region,
or directly eligible tribe may apply for a cov-
ered grant by submitting to the Secretary an
application at such time, in such manner,
and containing such information as is re-
quired under this subsection, or as the Sec-
retary may reasonably require.

‘(2) DEADLINES FOR APPLICATIONS AND
AWARDS.—AII applications for covered grants
must be submitted at such time as the Sec-
retary may reasonably require for the fiscal
year for which they are submitted. The Sec-
retary shall award covered grants pursuant
to all approved applications for such fiscal
year as soon as practicable, but not later
than March 1 of such year.

“(3) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—AIl funds
awarded by the Secretary under covered
grants in a fiscal year shall be available for
obligation through the end of the subsequent
fiscal year.

‘“(4) MINIMUM CONTENTS OF APPLICATION.—
The Secretary shall require that each appli-
cant include in its application, at a min-
imum—

‘“(A) the purpose for which the applicant
seeks covered grant funds and the reasons
why the applicant needs the covered grant to
meet the essential capabilities for terrorism
preparedness within the State, region, or di-
rectly eligible tribe to which the application
pertains;

‘“(B) a description of how, by reference to
the applicable State homeland security plan
or plans under subsection (c), the allocation
of grant funding proposed in the application,
including, where applicable, the amount not
passed through under section 1806(g)(1),
would assist in fulfilling the essential capa-
bilities for terrorism preparedness specified
in such plan or plans;

“(C) a statement of whether a mutual aid
agreement applies to the use of all or any
portion of the covered grant funds;

‘(D) if the applicant is a State, a descrip-
tion of how the State plans to allocate the
covered grant funds to regions, local govern-
ments, and Indian tribes;

‘“(B) if the applicant is a region—

‘(i) a precise geographical description of
the region and a specification of all partici-
pating and nonparticipating local govern-
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ments within the geographical area com-
prising that region;

‘“(ii) a specification of what governmental
entity within the region will administer the
expenditure of funds under the covered
grant; and

‘“(iii) a designation of a specific individual
to serve as regional liaison;

‘“(F) a capital budget showing how the ap-
plicant intends to allocate and expend the
covered grant funds;

‘(@) if the applicant is a directly eligible
tribe, a designation of a specific individual
to serve as the tribal liaison; and

‘‘(H) a statement of how the applicant in-
tends to meet the matching requirement, if
any, that applies under section 1806(g)(2).

““(5) REGIONAL APPLICATIONS.—

“(A) RELATIONSHIP TO STATE APPLICA-
TIONS.—A regional application—

‘(i) shall be coordinated with an applica-
tion submitted by the State or States of
which such region is a part;

‘(i) shall supplement and avoid duplica-
tion with such State application; and

‘“(iii) shall address the unique regional as-
pects of such region’s terrorism preparedness
needs beyond those provided for in the appli-
cation of such State or States.

‘(B) STATE REVIEW AND SUBMISSION.—To
ensure the consistency required under sub-
section (d) and the coordination required
under subparagraph (A) of this paragraph, an
applicant that is a region must submit its
application to each State of which any part
is included in the region for review and con-
currence prior to the submission of such ap-
plication to the Secretary. The regional ap-
plication shall be transmitted to the Sec-
retary through each such State within 30
days of its receipt, unless the Governor of
such a State notifies the Secretary, in writ-
ing, that such regional application is incon-
sistent with the State’s homeland security
plan and provides an explanation of the rea-
sons therefor.

¢“(C) DISTRIBUTION OF REGIONAL AWARDS.—If
the Secretary approves a regional applica-
tion, then the Secretary shall distribute a
regional award to the State or States sub-
mitting the applicable regional application
under subparagraph (B), and each such State
shall, not later than the end of the 45-day pe-
riod beginning on the date after receiving a
regional award, pass through to the region
all covered grant funds or resources pur-
chased with such funds, except those funds
necessary for the State to carry out its re-
sponsibilities with respect to such regional
application. However in no such case shall
the State or States pass through to the re-
gion less than 80 percent of the regional
award.

‘(D) CERTIFICATIONS REGARDING DISTRIBU-
TION OF GRANT FUNDS TO REGIONS.—Any State
that receives a regional award under sub-
paragraph (C) shall certify to the Secretary,
by not later than 30 days after the expiration
of the period described in subparagraph (C)
with respect to the grant, that the State has
made available to the region the required
funds and resources in accordance with sub-
paragraph (C).

‘‘(E) DIRECT PAYMENTS TO REGIONS.—If any
State fails to pass through a regional award
to a region as required by subparagraph (C)
within 45 days after receiving such award
and does not request or receive an extension
of such period under section 1806(h)(2), the
region may petition the Secretary to receive
directly the portion of the regional award
that is required to be passed through to such
region under subparagraph (C).

“(F) REGIONAL LIAISONS.—A regional liai-
son designated under paragraph (4)(E)(@iii)
shall—
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‘(i) coordinate with Federal, State, local,
regional, and private officials within the re-
gion concerning terrorism preparedness;

‘“(ii) develop a process for receiving input
from Federal, State, local, regional, and pri-
vate sector officials within the region to as-
sist in the development of the regional appli-
cation and to improve the region’s access to
covered grants; and

‘“(iii) administer, in consultation with
State, local, regional, and private officials
within the region, covered grants awarded to
the region.

¢‘(6) TRIBAL APPLICATIONS.—

‘“(A) SUBMISSION TO THE STATE OR STATES.—
To ensure the consistency required under
subsection (d), an applicant that is a directly
eligible tribe must submit its application to
each State within the boundaries of which
any part of such tribe is located for direct
submission to the Department along with
the application of such State or States.

‘(B) OPPORTUNITY FOR STATE COMMENT.—
Before awarding any covered grant to a di-
rectly eligible tribe, the Secretary shall pro-
vide an opportunity to each State within the
boundaries of which any part of such tribe is
located to comment to the Secretary on the
consistency of the tribe’s application with
the State’s homeland security plan. Any
such comments shall be submitted to the
Secretary concurrently with the submission
of the State and tribal applications.

‘(C) FINAL AUTHORITY.—The Secretary
shall have final authority to determine the
consistency of any application of a directly
eligible tribe with the applicable State
homeland security plan or plans, and to ap-
prove any application of such tribe. The Sec-
retary shall notify each State within the
boundaries of which any part of such tribe is
located of the approval of an application by
such tribe.

‘(D) TRIBAL LIAISON.—A tribal liaison des-
ignated under paragraph (4)(G) shall—

‘(i) coordinate with Federal, State, local,
regional, and private officials concerning
terrorism preparedness;

‘‘(ii) develop a process for receiving input
from Federal, State, local, regional, and pri-
vate sector officials to assist in the develop-
ment of the application of such tribe and to
improve the tribe’s access to covered grants;
and

‘“(iii) administer, in consultation with
State, local, regional, and private officials,
covered grants awarded to such tribe.

‘(E) LIMITATION ON THE NUMBER OF DIRECT
GRANTS.—The Secretary may make covered
grants directly to not more than 20 directly
eligible tribes per fiscal year.

‘“(F) TRIBES NOT RECEIVING DIRECT
GRANTS.—An Indian tribe that does not re-
ceive a grant directly under this section is
eligible to receive funds under a covered
grant from the State or States within the
boundaries of which any part of such tribe is
located, consistent with the homeland secu-
rity plan of the State as described in sub-
section (c). If a State fails to comply with
section 1806(g)(1), the tribe may request pay-
ment under section 1806(h)(3) in the same
manner as a local government.

“(7) EQUIPMENT STANDARDS.—If an appli-
cant for a covered grant proposes to upgrade
or purchase, with assistance provided under
the grant, new equipment or systems that do
not meet or exceed any applicable national
voluntary consensus standards established
by the Secretary, the applicant shall include
in the application an explanation of why
such equipment or systems will serve the
needs of the applicant better than equipment
or systems that meet or exceed such stand-
ards.
“