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The House was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Wednesday, February 6, 2008, at 2 p.m.

The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable BEN-
JAMIN L. CARDIN, a Senator from the
State of Maryland.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

O God of light, in whom there is no
darkness, thank You for Your light.
You are a guide who gently leads us.
You are a mystery but not a puzzle;
profound but not incomprehensible.
You are loving, patient, and long-suf-
fering. O God, You are all things that
we are not but need to be. You don’t
make promises to forget them. You, O
God, with steadiness and perseverance
move in the lives of people and in the
life of our Nation and world.

Awaken our lawmakers to Your ines-
capable presence. Keep them from
thinking that You are absent from our
world or disinterested in it. Emnable
them to feel You in their midst as they
grapple with the problems of our time.

We pray in the Name of Him who
promised never to forsake us. Amen.

—————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The Honorable BENJAMIN L. CARDIN
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

Senate
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to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. BYRD).

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, January 30, 2008.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable BENJAMIN L. CARDIN,
a Senator from the State of Maryland, to
perform the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mr. CARDIN 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.

————
ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the Senate
proceeds to morning business, there
will be 1 hour equally divided and con-
trolled between the two leaders or
their designees, with the first 30 min-
utes under the control of the Repub-
licans and the next 30 minutes under
the control of the majority.

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

————
SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we were
able late last night to work out some-

thing on FISA, a 15-day extension.
There is a path forward. We are going
to try very quickly to get an agree-
ment so that we can move forward. I
had a meeting in my office at 6 o’clock
last night. Following that meeting, I
called the Republican leader, and I
think we have a way of moving forward
on this legislation, one that would be
agreed upon by Senators BOND, ROCKE-
FELLER, LEAHY, and SPECTER, so that
we can complete that legislation. I
think it will probably take a good long
day to do that, but I think that would
be all it would take.

I hope we can get that done very
soon. I do not want to wait. Whatever
we do, whether we do something or
nothing, I do not want to wait until the
last minute. This is something we need
to do. I think it would be in everyone’s
interests to get it to the House as
quickly as we can so that we can move
forward on a conference to send some-
thing to the President that he can re-
view.

Again, we have the stimulus package
that we have to deal with, and we are
going to do that. That is why I made
the announcement last night that we
are going to have to do some work on
Monday. We are going to have votes on
Monday. They won’t be early in the
day, but we will have votes on Monday.
Whatever we are working on, we will
try to work Monday so that we can
have some votes Monday night, so
there will likely be more than one vote
Monday night.

Tuesday, we are going to have to
work. We really do need to complete
this work on the foreign intelligence
legislation quickly. Whatever we do on
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the stimulus, we also need to do that
quickly. Again, whether we come up
with our own package here in the Sen-
ate, whether we accept what the House
has done, or do nothing, it is not fair to
the American people, the other body,
and the President not to take action
that would be fairly quick, and we are
going to attempt to do that, both deal-
ing with the FISA legislation and the
stimulus package.

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The minority leader is recog-
nized.
MOVING FORWARD
Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President,

based on the majority leader’s rep-
resentations that we are going to move
forward and make our best effort to
finish FISA, I agreed to the 15-day ex-
tension last night. He is a man of his
word, and I know we will do everything
we can to wrap up that important leg-
islation.

It is a rare opportunity for a bipar-
tisan accomplishment. It came out of
the Intelligence Committee 13 to 2. It
is the Rockefeller-Bond proposal. It is
very important to our country, and I
know the majority leader shares my
view that we need to act in order to
protect the homeland. I commend him
for his decision to try to move it for-
ward as rapidly as possible.

————————

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, with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for up to 10
minutes each.

The Senator from Tennessee is recog-
nized.

——————

ECONOMIC STIMULUS

Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, I rise in
morning business today to talk about
the so-called economic stimulus pack-
age we will be dealing with in this body
over the next few weeks. I think the
Presiding Officer knows that it is very
seldom that I come to this floor to
speak. I try to only speak when I have
something to say. I realize that today,
I am probably a voice in the wilderness
and probably will be over the next few
weeks.

As are many Americans, all Ameri-
cans who are familiar with being
around railroads, I know a freight train
when I see it coming. I realize the ac-
tion taken yesterday in the House, by

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

overwhelming majority sending over to
our body a stimulus package to deal
with—I realize the winds are blowing,
and the fact is that the winds are blow-
ing in the direction of a stimulus pack-
age.

I am honored to serve in this body. I
know that, contrary to much of what
the American public thinks, there are
many things that happen on this floor
that actually show greatness of this
body and greatness of individuals.

I have seen on this floor both the ma-
jority leader and the minority leader
do things to cause something good to
happen for our country. When I have
seen that happen—and most of the
time it happens under the radar
screen—I have tried to go to them and
thank them for taking the positions
they did, even if it was a private posi-
tion to make something good happen. I
have seen other Senators take politi-
cally courageous votes that were
maybe not in their own best political
interests but were in the country’s in-
terests, and I have tried, too, on those
occasions when I have recognized that,
to go up and thank them for what they
have done. Then, on the other hand, I
have also seen occasions when we in
this body just bow to the political
winds and do things that are expedient
because they are expedient, even
though in our hearts we know they are
really not best for our country.

Today, all across America, there are
young people, young children gathered
in classrooms, and they are learning in
those classrooms that which will equip
them to be productive in life. They are
learning not just about facts and fig-
ures, but they are also learning about
character. They have teachers whom
they look up to. They have parents,
hopefully, whom they go home to and
look up to, coaches and others, Sunday
school teachers, and hopefully some of
the people whom they look up to from
time to time are us in this body.

I know that right now in our country
we are going through tremendous eco-
nomic turmoil as it relates to the mar-
kets in general. I think most of us
know that it is due to excesses that
have taken place in the marketplace,
that in our country and in this world
we have business cycles that exist.
That is what happens in a free market
society such as we have. Those excesses
work themselves out, and over time,
we begin building again.

I know in the process of these ex-
cesses that in some ways they are be-
yond the control of the average citizen,
and there are people in this country
who are hurting. I know they are. My
heart goes out to people across this
country who find themselves in eco-
nomic situations that in many cases
are beyond their control. They have to
do with markets. They have to do with
the way we ourselves have conducted
ourselves as it relates to fiscal policy.
They have to do with things that are
happening in other parts of the world.
I truly feel for people who go home at
night with tremendous economic dis-
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tress. I am also always happy—just
honestly always happy—when 1 see
Americans receive refunds from the
Federal Government. That is a good
thing, and I am happy for people when
that occurs. I really mean that.

But in this backdrop, I must say that
I find it so odd that today in America
we would consider a stimulus package,
a package that in essence is built on
sprinkling money around America and
then encouraging people to quickly
spend that money to ignite an eco-
nomic stimulus in this country. I doubt
there are many people in this body—
there may be some, and I don’t want to
in any way criticize anybody because I
know there are some who may believe
the stimulus package that came from
the House yesterday really is going to
do some good. There are some, and I
understand that, but I bet there are not
many in this body who believe sprin-
kling money around America and ask-
ing people to spend it is going to do
much, is going to do much to affect the
long-term status of this economy.

But what I see happening is, all of a
sudden, in the name of bipartisanship—
and I want to say I have been excited
to see bipartisanship taken up, and I
want to put on the record that I have
exercised, as the Presiding Officer has,
bipartisanship in many cases to try to
make something good happen. But in
the name of bipartisanship, what has
happened is we have come—what has
come out of the House is a bipartisan
bill in the name of economic stimulus
that to me is—and I hate to be this
crass—nothing more than political
stimulus.

I hope this body will have the respon-
sibility and the character to deal with
our economic situations over the long
haul. It may be that this body takes up
this stimulus package, and it may be
that this body makes changes, and it
may be that this body actually passes
a stimulus package that is similar to
what came out of the House. But what
I see in this package is nothing but a
political stimulus. It is a stimulus to
make the American people think that
we as a body are doing something to
actually cause the economy to be
stronger.

So at this moment, I fear we are
going through one of those moments
where I am less encouraged about what
might happen, but I am hoping that
somehow or another, we will deal with
this in an appropriate way.

I think all of us know in our country
that we together have been fiscally
reckless over the last several years. I
think we know that generations who
come after us will be dealing with the
brunt of our actions. Not to be mis-
understood, I am a strong believer in
low taxes and creating a structure in
this country that people can count on
to move ahead and to make invest-
ments, but with that has to be the re-
ality that spending has to be under
control. Yet there is always a reason in
this body and in the other body to
spend money we do not have. I can go
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back and cite example after example,
and for some reason I sense that today
we are in another one of those situa-
tions.

I know this package is going to
change, and I know some of the compo-
nents of this package cannot be cal-
culated exactly this way, but what I
would like to say is, if you take $150
billion and spent the money today—I
look at these pages on the floor who
have come here so excited about their
work. I want them to know that actu-
ally we in this body will never deal, in
my generation, with paying for the $150
billion. The next generation might, but
I doubt it. It will actually be $329 bil-
lion in 20 years at present rates, and in
the generation after that, $722 billion.

I know my time is drawing to a close.
I know I am probably a voice in the
wilderness. I am very discouraged
about the wind I see blowing at this
time. I am very discouraged about a
package I think many people, if not
most in this body, doubt is going to
have any long-term effect on our econ-
omy. So I ask that my colleagues con-
sider this, my colleagues with whom I
enjoy serving: No. 1, that we call this
package for what it is, a political stim-
ulus package; that we begin today deal-
ing in a bipartisan way with the tough
decisions we have to make, and if there
are anomalies out there we need to
deal with where people are truly being
hurt, let’s deal with them; that we
adopt the Conrad-Gregg bill to truly
deal with long-term entitlements; and
that we ask the administration, when
they bring their budget forth on Feb-
ruary 4, to bring forth a real budget
that lays out to the American people
the deficits we will have to deal with in
the future.

This country has been built on sac-
rifice. It has been built on us and gen-
erations before us making tough deci-
sions and making sacrifice. I hope this
body, in a bipartisan way, will do the
same.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Hampshire
is recognized.

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, I begin
my remarks this morning by address-
ing the points made at the close of Sen-
ator CORKER’s remarks. The Senator
talked about the need to look at some
of our long-term budget problems—So-
cial Security, Medicare, and even our
tax structure. There are areas where
we can see that the Tax Code is not as
simple or straightforward as we want it
to be, where we know there are imbal-
ances in the Medicare program, and
where we need to address how we are
going to pay for future generations
who will be retiring.

These are tough and long-term im-
portant problems with which we need
to deal. Senator CORKER mentioned bi-
partisan legislation that I have cospon-
sored by Senators GREGG of New Hamp-
shire and Senator KENT CONRAD of
North Dakota to create a bipartisan
commission to look hard at these
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issues. The result will not just be an-
other report. Instead, it will actually
prepare legislative recommendations
that will be brought to Congress to get
an up-or-down vote.

Sometimes that kind of an approach
is the best way of dealing with what
appear to be intractable problems be-
cause such a structure can generate
consensus and in some ways force Con-
gress to take action, even if the short-
term political issues might discourage
action.

I hope that this approach will be
adopted. I hope it is an approach that
will make an impact because, as I have
spoken on the Senate floor and at
home in New Hampshire, these are
long-term issues that have to be ad-
dressed. It takes leadership, but it also
takes consensus.

The one point we also have consensus
on in the country right now, and cer-
tainly in New Hampshire, is that we
have witnessed a weaker economy over
the last 6 to 12 months. In New Hamp-
shire, just as in any other part of the
country, that is felt first by families,
by working families who see the slower
growth, families who feel the pinch of
higher energy prices, families who see
credit tightening and are struggling to
deal with that slowdown.

We are the strongest country in the
world, the strongest economy in the
world, but that does not make us im-
mune from the economic cycle. When
we see an economic slowdown, we un-
derstand we cannot necessarily turn
the economy around instantly, but we
need to take action. We need to lay the
groundwork for near-term economic
growth and the groundwork for long-
term economic growth. That is what
we need to focus on as we debate an
economic growth package in the Sen-
ate.

We have begun to act with a housing
modernization bill, commonly referred
to as FHA modernization, that will
help States and homeowners modify
their mortgages, stay in their homes,
deal with the slowdown in real estate
prices and reduce the impact of the
credit crisis on home ownership. We
passed that bill in the Senate last
month. The House has also passed its
version. This is an area where we need
to act quickly to resolve the dif-
ferences between the two versions and
send it to the President for signature.

The issue of timeliness is going to
come back on us again and again as we
debate this economic package because
the one thing we understand and know
about any economic package is that if
it is going to have an impact, it needs
to be done in a timely way. It should
focus on the near term. It should in-
clude provisions we believe will have
an immediate impact on investment
and growth, and it should be tem-
porary.

We know that we have to deal with
long-term problems about which the
Senator from Tennessee spoke, but we
also understand the impact that the
slowdown is having. We can put to-
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gether a package that meets the fol-
lowing criteria: focuses on the next 12
months, encourages investment and
economic growth, and is done in a
timely way.

What should the main provisions of
an economic growth package be? It
should put money into the pockets of
families and do it through a tax rebate.
People pay taxes. At the end of the
day, every dollar of revenue that is col-
lected by the Federal Government ulti-
mately started with an individual, a
family, a worker, whether it is excise
taxes on gasoline or income taxes.
Even the taxes we levy on businesses
ultimately are passed through to con-
sumers in the products and services
those corporations sell. As I said, peo-
ple pay taxes. It is not a mistake to
allow a family to keep a little bit more
of what they earn, to give them a re-
bate over the next 12 months to help
deal with those energy prices, help deal
with their mortgage payments or help
invest in items that will make for a
better quality of life for them and their
children. This needs to be part of this
growth package.

Business investment also needs to be
a part of this growth package. In New
Hampshire, that means small busi-
nesses. They are the ones that provide
jobs, cover their employees with health
care, and are responsible for most of
the investment in New Hampshire and
across the country. I think one of the
most important provisions that is
being discussed in this growth package
is a way to encourage those small busi-
nesses across the country to make new
investments in their plant, improve
productivity, make investments in
their employees, and create new jobs.
Jobs are not created in Washington;
they are created across the country.
Businesses large and small put up cap-
ital, take a risk, hire that new worker,
train that new worker. That is where
the difference is made. This package
needs to include very real and mean-
ingful incentives for those businesses
to spend, build, create new jobs, and
improve productivity.

If we are going to have any impact,
though, we cannot stand in Washington
and debate. We need to act in a timely
way. This cannot be done over a 4-
month, 5-month or 6-month protracted
debate. If it takes that long, it will be
too late to have any impact.

Congress does not often act in a
timely way. We know that; we under-
stand that. The key to getting some-
thing done soon is to work in a bipar-
tisan way. That means compromise.
That means everyone will not have ev-
erything in the package they might
like to have. We cannot have 535 Mem-
bers of Congress all writing their own
economic growth package. We do have
the basis for a bipartisan agreement in
legislation that has passed the other
body by a very strong bipartisan vote,
with Democrats and Republicans sup-
porting the two core principles I talked
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about: tax relief for families and indi-
viduals and encouraging business in-
vestment for small businesses and larg-
er firms that are creating jobs every
day.

A bipartisan approach has to be the
way this issue is addressed in the Sen-
ate. We all understand the rules of the
Senate allow unlimited debate and un-
limited amendments. This is one case
where we need to exercise a little bit of
discipline, where we need to exercise a
little bit of common sense. We cannot
have every Senator offering three, four
or five different provisions to this leg-
islation. The bill would collapse under
the weight. By delaying passage and
implementation, we make it much
more difficult for anything we do to
have a positive impact.

I hope, as the debate moves forward,
we work to keep this growth package
in line with the bipartisan agreement
that has been established, the frame-
work that has been put together. Such
a process does not mean we will not
have an opportunity to debate the
package or even make some modifica-
tions. If we go astray, if we let our own
egos and personal needs drive this de-
bate, we will not get this legislation
done, and the American people will
look at the institution of Congress yet
again and be frustrated at its inability
to act in a bipartisan way, at our in-
ability to act in a timely way, and our
inability to take the steps necessary to
make a difference in our economy.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Texas is recog-
nized.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, may I
inquire how much time remains on our
side?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. There is 9 minutes 37 seconds re-
maining.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I wish
to express my agreement with the wise
words of the distinguished Senator
from New Hampshire and expand on
the theme he spoke to, along with the
Senator from Tennessee earlier.

When I was younger and was going to
college, I thought I wanted to become a
doctor, but that was until I encoun-
tered organic chemistry and physics,
and that persuaded me that maybe
there was something else out there for
me to do. But I did learn about the Hip-
pocratic oath which is what the med-
ical profession takes, this oath basi-
cally to first do no harm. I think that
ought to be something that guides us
as we look at how do we deal with this
impending challenge with regard to our
economic situation.

I do think we have started off in a
very strong way, and I express my con-
gratulations to Speaker PELOSI, Repub-
lican Leader BOEHNER, and Secretary
of Treasury Hank Paulson for the work
they have done which met with as close
to universal approval on a bipartisan
basis as you can get in the House of
Representatives for what the Speaker
has called a targeted, temporary, and
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timely economic stimulus. That will
hopefully allow us to avoid a recession
and, of course, all the fallout that
would result from that recession, in-
cluding people out of work and obvi-
ously negatively affecting the quality
of life for a lot of Americans, including
my constituents in Texas.

We have to look at this as both a
short-term issue and a long-term issue.
I hope the kind of bipartisan coopera-
tion and the movement we have seen
will start a trend. I am encouraged, as
my colleagues have already heard, by
some of the work that is being done on
a long-term basis by Senator KENT
CONRAD and Senator JUDD GREGG, both
the chairman and the ranking member
of the Budget Committee on which I
serve, to deal with the impending long-
term crisis of entitlement spending. If
we do not do anything in the next 30
years, the only programs that we will
have money to spend on as part of the
Federal Government is Medicaid, Medi-
care, and other entitlement spending,
plus the interest on the national debt.
That is it. We will not have any money
to spend on national defense, research,
innovation, education, and other pro-
grams that are very important to the
continued prosperity and future of our
country.

That is a looming disaster out on the
horizon I hope we will respond to. We
cannot afford to take the year off in
Congress because we know we are in an
election cycle. We have a Presidential
election coming up in November, and a
third of this body will stand for elec-
tion as well. But as the Republican
leader, Senator MCCONNELL, has point-
ed out, we have had an election every 2
years since 1788 in this country—we are
going to have another one in Novem-
ber—and we can’t use that as an excuse
for simply sitting back and becoming
spectators rather than active partici-
pants in trying to solve the challenges
on the economic, security, and all
other fronts on both a near-term basis
and a long-term basis.

Of course, there are other things we
need to do to be able to restore public
confidence in the U.S. Congress and
Government, and one of the things you
will be hearing more about is the pro-
posal that we will be making for a 2-
year budget, the idea being that, as we
saw last year, on an annual budget we
basically spend all year in the appro-
priations process with very little op-
portunity for oversight of this huge bu-
reaucracy—the executive branch of the
Federal Government. And without
oversight, we know bad things can hap-
pen. Perhaps with oversight bad things
can happen, but we cannot be asleep at
the switch when it comes to the over-
sight responsibilities we have for the
Federal Government and Federal
spending.

One example I wish to point out is
something my colleagues have heard
me comment on before, and it is a Web
site called expectmore.gov. I hope peo-
ple who are hearing what I am saying
here today will take the opportunity to
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look at this expectmore.gov Web site
created to demonstrate the review by
the Office of Management and Budget
of over 1,000 Federal Government pro-
grams. What they found out is that 22
percent of those programs either are
ineffective or else—what may be even
worse—they weren’t able to tell one
way or the other whether they were ef-
fective, as Congress intended. That is
22 percent of 1,000 different programs.
Yet Congress has done virtually noth-
ing to eliminate those ineffective pro-
grams or to make sure those that could
be improved and could be effective are
in fact improved and the problems cor-
rected. I hope we would use this as an
opportunity to deal with our budgetary
problems both in the near term and the
long term.

I have proposed another initiative,
based on the sunset commission that
exists in my State, and exists in a
number of other States, where periodi-
cally we would go back and look at the
very reason for the existence of Federal
programs. In my State, the sunset
commission has been very effective in
allowing the State legislature to look
at programs—government programs—
to determine whether they are still
needed and to start at a zero-based
budget and force these agencies to jus-
tify their budget, rather than what
happens here in Washington, which is
that things tend to grow and grow and
grow and develop their own constitu-
ency, and then a bureaucracy that has
a vested interest in their growth and
proliferation, and there is very little
impetus, very little pressure on Con-
gress to eliminate ineffective and un-
necessary programs.

I hope we will continue this early
spirit of bipartisan cooperation on the
emergency stimulus package that
came out of the House, and we will do
more to carry on this trend when it
comes to dealing with our mid- and
long-term economic problems, not for
ourselves but for our children and for
our grandchildren.

There are things in the economic
stimulus package that came out of the
House that I have some questions
about. But I do agree it is important
for confidence building in the markets
and to demonstrate we are actually ca-
pable of acting when action is required
that we act on a timely basis to pass
this House-passed measure. I believe
there were only 35 votes against the
House stimulus package yesterday, and
as I said earlier, that represents over-
whelming bipartisan support for this
negotiated product.

I know there are Members of the Sen-
ate, myself included, who have some
other ideas about what we might be
able to offer to improve that. The prob-
lem is, as we all know, under the rules
of the Senate it is basically a free-for-
all once that bill comes to the Senate
floor, and there can be numerous
amendments, there can be filibusters
and other delays, which I think are
dangerous indeed when a timely re-
sponse is called for in terms of this tar-
geted, temporary stimulus package.
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My conclusion is I think we are better
off and the country is better off in the
long run showing that we can act on a
prompt basis by passing the House
version.

Now, that does not mean we can take
the rest of the year off or we don’t have
to be responsive to other concerns that
arise, as I have indicated earlier. If
there are other things we need to do,
then I think there are other opportuni-
ties for us to do them. But I do think
it is important early on in the year to
demonstrate our commitment to work-
ing together to solve America’s prob-
lems.

I saw a poll the other day that said 98
percent of the respondents were sick
and tired of the bickering and the par-
tisanship they see in Congress. I am
shocked anybody would have to take a
poll to conclude that, and why it
wasn’t 100 percent rather than 98 per-
cent. But here is a chance for us to act,
and I hope we will act in the short
term to deal with this economic chal-
lenge we face in the markets, but then
in the long term to make sure that the
prosperity we have enjoyed, thanks to
our parents and grandparents, will be
handed down to our children and
grandchildren.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWN). The Senator from Georgia is
recognized.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to be recognized for
up to 7 minutes as in morning business
and to maintain the existing 30 min-
utes for the majority side.

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

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I com-
mend Senator CORNYN on his remarks,
and I want to add that I too think it is
important to address the stimulus
package that has come from the House
quickly and decisively. I fall in the cat-
egory of one of those who has some
other ideas as well, but I think while
the iron is hot and while we do have a
surgical and strategic proposal before
us, we should act.

Immediate action can make a large
difference in when the infusion comes
back into the economy, when the tax
breaks can be taken advantage of by
business in terms of depreciation and
expensing, and in particular for the
housing market, the increased loan
limits for Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac,
and FHA loans will be essential in sav-
ing some houses in foreclosure and
those ultimately facing foreclosure, be-
cause they will be purchased by people
who will qualify under the new loan
limits and who will be able to take
that loan and make it a performing
asset.

It is to that subject I want to talk for
a second. Experience is a great teacher.
There is an old saying if a cat sits on
a hot stove, it will never sit on a hot
stove again. Of course, they never sit
on a cold stove; they just get out of the
business of sitting on stoves. In my ex-
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perience in the private sector as a busi-
nessman, for years I was in the real es-
tate business in the 1970s, in particular,
in the period of time between 1968, as a
matter of fact, and 1999. In the mid
1970s, the United States faced a hous-
ing crisis almost identical to what is
about to happen in this country today.
In 1973 and 1974, we had a huge housing
boom, with increasing values, where
credit got easier, loan limits got high-
er, and underwriting got lower. What
ended up happening was that a lot of
bad loans were made. In that particular
period of time, many were to home-
builders rather than homeowners. But
suffice it to say it was the same under-
writing problem and the same defi-
ciency in terms of loans. A plethora of
foreclosures took place, new homes
went back, and the United States found
itself in 1975 in a recession with a 3-
year supply of single-family houses on
the market, unsold and with no hous-
ing market.

The President and the Congress took
action. They passed a $6,000 tax credit,
where a family could collect $2,000 a
year for 3 years if they purchased any
standing new home in inventory and
occupied it during those 3 years. With-
in the course of a year, we had reduced
as a country a 3-year supply of housing
to a l-year supply of housing. We had
reinvigorated the construction trade,
the subcontractors, the building sup-
pliers, those who manufactured carpet,
washing machines, dryers, and all the
components so important in the overall
economy that are spurred by a home
purchase.

Yesterday, I introduced, along with
Senator GREGG, Senator CRAIG, Sen-
ator ALLARD, and Senator CHAMBLISS,
S. 2566, calling for us to repeat history
in this country, to reenergize the hous-
ing market that is so sluggish, at a
strategic time. We can save houses in
pending foreclosure from actually
being foreclosed upon and turn them
into occupied single-family dwellings.
Very simply, S. 2666 would do the fol-
lowing:

It would provide a $15,000 tax credit—
$5,000 for 3 years—to any individual,
couple, or two people living together
filing separately, if they purchased and
occupied as their home any single-fam-
ily dwelling on the market that was: A,
a new home permitted for construction
before September 1 of 2007 and now va-
cant; B, a home that has been fore-
closed on that was owner occupied and
is now in an REO—real estate-owned—
category of any lender, bank, or finan-
cial institution; and, C, any property
pending foreclosure that is owner occu-
pied.

We all know from reading the paper
that foreclosures are going up in geo-
metric proportions. What is about to
happen in the first quarter of this year
is the largest realm of foreclosures
that has taken place in this country in
years. What is going to go into the sec-
ond quarter of this year is those banks
being told by regulators they have to
get rid of that inventory, that they
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can’t keep it on their books, and banks
and lenders are going to do what they
have always done. They are going to
get rid of them by deeply discounting
the prices to try to get people to come
and buy those houses.

Now, what that does to Mr. and Mrs.
America who live in a house making
their payments is it depresses the
value of their house, it lowers their
home equity line of credit available be-
cause the value has gone down, and it
stagnates the very consumer the econ-
omy has depended on over the last dec-
ade for the longest protracted period of
growth in our history.

I come to the floor today to ask all
the Members of the Senate to take a
look at S. 25666, to take a hard look at
it, and to make sure they look back at
the history of 1975, when we faced al-
most an identical problem, took the
strategic action this bill recommends,
and had a result that was absolutely
right for the economy and right for the
American homeowner.

I understand all kind of incentives, I
understand giving money back, I un-
derstand trying to send people to do
things, but there is nothing better than
helping to make the No. 1 investment
every American family wants to make.
An incentive to do that, at a time that
very market is in trouble, is one of the
keys to seeing to it that whatever lies
ahead for us in our economy is a much
lower trough, and maybe even a peak,
where we at the right time strategi-
cally invest in the American family, in
homeownership, and take those houses
in ownership by lenders and put them
in the ownership of families.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time, and I suggest the
absence of quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

———————

MEASURE PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR—H.R. 5140

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I under-
stand H.R. 5140 is at the desk and due
for a second reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill by title for
the second time.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 5140) to provide economic stim-
ulus through recovery rebates to individuals,
incentives for business investment, and an
increase in conforming and FHA loan limits.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I object
to any further proceedings at this
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. The bill will be placed on
the calendar.

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



S464

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BURR. 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.

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, it is my
understanding the Senate is in morn-
ing business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are.

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to speak for 15 minutes.

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

The Senator from North Carolina is
recognized.

Mr. BURR. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Senator BURR per-
taining to the introduction of S. 2573
are located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

Mr. BURR. I yield the floor and sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SALAZAR). The clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

ECONOMIC STIMULUS

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, it is al-
most 2 o’clock. This afternoon, as I un-
derstand it, the Senate Finance Com-
mittee is beginning to convene and to
gather to debate the economic stim-
ulus package which has come over to
us from the House and to see what
changes, if any, we might want to
make in the Senate. I wish them good
luck and Godspeed.

If you look at the history of stimulus
packages in this country—I came to
the House in 1982, was here for a while,
went off to be Governor of my State,
and came back at the beginning of this
decade. But the history of stimulus
packages is, sometimes we seem to
pass them, and we have passed them
after some delay. We have passed them
actually after we have not only gotten
into a recession, but we were actually
coming out of a recession. And rather
than being helpful as you go into a re-
cession, turning things around, the
stimulus package can be inflationary,
an after-the-fact thought, and not all
that timely, not all that helpful.

When we hear advice from econo-
mists and others on putting together a
stimulus package, we hear the three
Ts. The first of those is “‘timely.” And
the House has acted in a very timely
way, working with the administration,
to put together a package, not a bad
package. I commend Speaker PELOSI
and Secretary Paulson for the work
they have done. It is not a perfect
package, but I do not know that any of
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us could draw up a package that would
be.

It is timely. It has come to us expedi-
tiously. It has come to us on a day on
which I believe the Federal Reserve is
meeting to discuss whether they might
want to lower the Federal funds rate
by another quarter or half a percent on
top of the three-quarters of a point re-
duction they adopted actually a week
and a half ago.

A second piece of advice we have al-
ways gotten from economists and pol-
icy wonks on recession stimulus pack-
ages is, not only should it be timely,
but it should be targeted; that is, the
money should go to those places where
the money will not simply be taken by
whoever receives the benefit of a stim-
ulus package and save more money,
but would actually take the money and
put it back into the economy to help
get the economy moving.

I heard earlier today some discus-
sions going on in the Budget Com-
mittee. One of the witnesses was say-
ing he was rather skeptical and dubi-
ous of a stimulus package and said it is
like the Federal Government bor-
rowing money and taking that money
out of one pocket and putting it in the
other.

If we simply take the money from a
stimulus package that the Federal
Government might try to infuse into
the economy, we give it to people who
put it into their pockets who are just
going to save the money, I do not know
that we do a whole lot of good in stim-
ulating the economy. That is not to
say we do not need to save more money
in this country of ours; we do. But I am
not sure in the near term that is going
to help move the economy. So the idea
behind this stimulus package is, it
ought to go to folks who need the
money, who will spend the money. In
some cases people are desperate for the
money, people who might be desperate
to feed their families, desperate to pay
their heating bills in the winter. But
they are going to take that money,
whatever it might be, and infuse it, put
it back into the economy quickly.

The third T that we have heard a
whole lot about is the T for ‘‘tem-
porary,”’ the notion here being that we
face a significant budget deficit. We do
not want to prolong that or make it
worse long term. We do not want to dig
an even deeper hole than we are in as
a result. We want the stimulus package
to be of a temporary nature, to help us
avoid a dip, avoid a recession if we can.
And if we are going to have one, to
make it shorter than would otherwise
be the case.

The package that has come to us
from the House has a good deal rec-
ommended. I have never been wild
about tax rebates, but I think I sup-
ported one back in the earlier part of
this decade about 3, 4, 5 years ago. But
the package that we have on tax re-
bates from the House actually is pretty
well targeted.

As I recall, there is maybe a $1,200 re-
bate that would go to folks, to a fam-
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ily, if you have two bread winners in
the family. For an individual, it would
be $600. There is a cap if your income is
above a certain level, maybe $150,000
for a family, about half that or so for
an individual. If your income is above
those levels, you don’t receive the re-
bate. We can quarrel whether $150,000 is
too high or too low. It is what it is. It
is better than having no cap at all.
There are some who believe we should
simply send out a rebate to everybody,
$1,200 for a family and $600 for an indi-
vidual. The problem with doing that is,
it is little bit akin to taking money
from the Federal Government out of
one pocket and putting it into the
pocket of another family who is not
going to spend the money. They are
not going to put the money back into
the economy. They may save it. That
is all well and good, but it is not going
to do much to stimulate the economy.

My hope is the Finance Committee
will decide we will have a rebate and
make sure it is targeted to those folks
who are the most in need of some fi-
nancial help and that any tax rebate
we do reflects that. We had economists
in recent weeks who have said to us, in
testimony and other public forums, we
can actually gauge what bang for the
buck we get out of Federal stimulus
dollars. We are told that if we actually
put money into extending unemploy-
ment benefits, we get about a buck 75
for every dollar of stimulus we provide.
If we put that money toward folks to
increase slightly their food stamps, it
is about the same. For every dollar we
put into that, we get about a buck 75.
We don’t get quite that kind of return
on a tax rebate, particularly if there is
no cap. If there is a cap and the money
is directed toward lower income folks,
it is a better bang for the buck than
would otherwise be the case.

My hope is that as the Finance Com-
mittee considers what kind of package
to put together, they will make sure
there is some kind of reasonable cap on
any tax rebate we send out.

With respect to unemployment bene-
fits, it makes a lot of sense to extend
unemployment benefits, but I would
target them. I would especially target
them to States where levels of unem-
ployment are high. I think about Ohio.
My heart is still with the Buckeyes.
They are going through a tough time.
As to the folks up in Michigan, I am a
huge Detroit Tigers fan, but I also care
about the people there and other places
where unemployment rates are 8, 10
percent and where people are in some
desperate straits. I hope we would tar-
get the unemployment benefits that we
will extend, whether it is 13 weeks or 26
weeks, to particular places such as
those States. For States that are en-
joying economic good times, where the
rate of unemployment might be 2 or 3
or 4 percent, we ought to be careful
about extending unemployment bene-
fits. Certainly, 26 weeks doesn’t make a
lot of sense to me in those cases. Under
current law, people are already eligible
for 26 weeks of benefits, and in places
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of low unemployment, I don’t think it
makes sense to add another 26 weeks
on top of that. If we had unlimited dol-
lars, that would be well and good. But
we have a deficit. It is getting bigger.
The idea would be to target it accord-
ingly.

The same thing with food stamps. In
a perfect world, I would actually not
argue for having food stamps as part of
a stimulus package, even though we
know it is actually a pretty good stim-
ulus, and there is a need out there.
Last fall, we debated in the Senate, as
they did in the House, a farm bill. A
big part of the farm bill is not just aid
to farmers or conservation funding for
farmers to conserve open spaces. It is
not just helping commodity crops or
specialty crops. A big part is nutrition
funding, which includes food stamps. I
would not say we are close to reaching
a compromise between the House and
Senate on the farm bill, but my hope is
we will get there within a couple
months. If we are going to end up in-
cluding in the stimulus package some
provisions dealing with food stamps, I
hope we would not make it a long time.
I think you could argue for maybe a 3
months’ provision. We could come back
and extend that if we wanted to, maybe
at most 6 months. But I would urge us
not to go much beyond that. What we
should do is finish our work on the
farm bill, work out a compromise be-
tween the House and Senate, some-
thing the President will sign, and ad-
dress nutritional needs as part of the
stimulus package we are talking about.
With respect to food stamps, do that in
the farm bill, not in the stimulus pack-
age. If we are going to do it in the
stimulus, do it for several months, not
a year or more.

The Federal Reserve has already
done us a big favor in cutting the Fed
funds rate, the rate of interest banks
charge when they lend money to one
another overnight. They dropped it
down by three-quarters of a percentage
point. That has an immediate effect, a
significant effect. It sends a very hope-
ful signal not just to markets but to
households and all kinds of folks who
are in businesses needing credit. I com-
mend the Federal Reserve. My hope is
they take it a little further today and
lop off another quarter percent. I don’t
know that they will do more than that,
but that would be welcome.

In a way, we overestimate the impor-
tance of a stimulus package that we
adopt. We spend a lot of time wringing
our hands and trying to get it right,
working out a compromise between all
the different sides. In the end, the im-
pact of our package from the Congress
and the White House is actually mod-
est compared to the impact you get
from a cut in the Fed funds rate by the
Federal Reserve of a full percentage
point.

I close with maybe two or three
points to keep in mind. One, in putting
together a stimulus package, make it
targeted, timely, temporary. Two, to
do no harm, for us not to do something
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that is foolish. I would suggest that a
tax rebate that goes to Warren Buffett
and Bill Gates and the wealthiest peo-
ple doesn’t make a whole lot of sense in
an age when the budget deficit is ap-
proaching $250 billion. Let’s not do
anything foolish, do no harm. And
three, maybe one of the best things
that can come out of a stimulus is to
convey to the folks who are struggling
or having a tough time making ends
meet, maybe aren’t very hopeful, that
we can work together. Even in an elec-
tion year, a lot of politics in the air, we
can set differences aside and come to-
gether on a package which makes
sense, which will be helpful to a lot of
folks and to either help us avoid a re-
cession or maybe make it more shallow
and of shorter duration.

Among the pieces of the House pack-
age that I thought were most meri-
torious was some stuff people don’t
think about very much. One of them
deals with something called GSEs, gov-
ernment-sponsored enterprises. There
are about three that I think a fair
amount about. One is Fannie Mae. The
other is Freddie Mac. The other is the
Federal Home Loan Bank system
which raises money for lending for
home ownership. There is a proposal
that would allow the government-spon-
sored enterprises, the big financial be-
hemoths of Fannie Mae and Freddie
Mac, to have larger mortgages in their
portfolio than they are currently al-
lowed. I think they are currently al-
lowed roughly $400,000, and there is a
suggestion that they be able to take on
loans to $700,000 or so. That is fine to
do for a short period. I don’t think we
should make it permanent. I don’t
think we should do it even for a year.
The reason is, we need to come back
and provide a strong independent regu-
lator for Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac.
If we simply make this change to allow
them to put larger mortgages in their
portfolio, it is a little bit like saying
you, eat your dessert, but you don’t
have to eat your vegetables.

That is all well and good. They would
like to be able to buy larger home
mortgages and put them in their port-
folios, high-cost places such as Cali-
fornia and some places in the North-
east, but at the same time they need to
eat their vegetables, and they need to
have a strong, independent regulator
who will be there to set the right kind
of capital standards and to ride herd on
these entities to make sure they don’t
get into trouble and, by doing so, get
the rest of us in trouble.

The other thing we need to do—and I
don’t think it is part of the bill the
House has sent us, but it might be—
deals with FHA, the Federal Housing
Administration. FHA is 75 years old
this year. Sometimes people wonder,
where did we ever get this 30-year fixed
rate mortgage that people could pre-
pay. Where did it come from? It came
from the FHA. It has been around a
long time. FHA was the birthplace of
what we think of as the traditional
mortgage. The FHA, as recently as a
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dozen or so years ago, was involved in
mortgages that went to maybe 20 per-
cent of the homes being bought and
sold. Twenty percent used FHA. Today
it is about 5 percent. The difference be-
tween that 20 percent and that 5 per-
cent for the most part is people have
gone into the subprime market, and
they have gotten these adjustable ARM
mortgages.

People have been lured by teaser
rates. Now these adjustable ARMs are
resetting. It might have been a teaser
rate of 2, 3, 4 percent. They are now
going at 7, 8, 9 percent. The folks who
got into these exotic mortgages are
finding they can’t refinance, and they
are stuck with some kind of significant
penalty or maybe being stuck alto-
gether. What we need to do is bring the
FHA of the 20th century into the 21st
century and make it relevant for folks
looking to buy a house today. We
passed legislation in the Senate. They
are actually not that far apart. We re-
duced the amount of downpayment
from 3 percent to 1.5 percent for an
FHA loan on a home mortgage. And we
do some things. We require folks to get
the kind of counseling they need. We
do a better job on reverse mortgages.
When people are old and their houses
are basically paid for, they can actu-
ally live on the equity of their home
for the rest of their lives. The idea
would be to make those more readily
available to people who could use that
kind of help later in their lives.

There are a variety of other changes
in the FHA that need to be made to
make it relevant for today. Those are
examples of some.

As much as anything that we would
do in the stimulus package that is
being debated right now in the Finance
Committee, we need to come to closure
on reauthorizing the FHA and bringing
it into the 21st century. While we are
doing that, we need to go ahead and
raise the cap on the amount of loans,
the size of the loans and mortgages
that can be bought and put into the
portfolios of Fannie Mae and Freddie
Mac, but only for 6 months, with the
idea that between now and 6 months
from now, the House and Senate will
hammer out a compromise, signed by
the President, that will provide for a
strong, independent vregulator for
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, for Fed-
eral Home Loan Banks. If we do all
that, we will convey not just a sense of
hope, but we will do something that
goes beyond a mere stimulus for a cou-
ple months. We will address the under-
lying problem that got us into this
mess, the subprime lending mess in the
first place because what we will do is
say to the folks who have marginal
credit, who otherwise would maybe
have to rely on these exotic mortgages,
these adjustable ARMs, instead of hav-
ing to rely on something such as that,
they can rely on the FHA, as people
have done for a generation, because we
have made it relevant for your lives
and for your needs.

That is the view from Delaware
today. My hope is some of that will be
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prevailing later today in the Senate Fi-
nance Committee, and we will have an
opportunity to take it up and debate it
tonight and tomorrow.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

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

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. SANDERS. 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.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
to speak as in morning business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. We are in morning business. The
Senator from Vermont is recognized.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I
think it is clear to the vast majority of
the American people, if not to the
President of the United States, that
the middle class in our country is
shrinking; tens of millions of people
are working longer hours for Ilow
wages; workers today are getting into
their cars and are paying outrageously
high prices for a gallon of gas; that
senior citizens in the State of Vermont
can’t afford the skyrocketing costs of
home heating fuel; and that at this
particular moment in our history, with
poverty increasing and the middle class
shrinking and our economy in serious
trouble, it is absolutely imperative
that we pass an economic stimulus
package. The bottom line is not just
passing a package but passing a good
package.

I think there are some positive as-
pects of the bill that came from the
House. I think from what we are hear-
ing, the Senate Finance Committee is
going to make that bill even stronger.
But the main point I want to make this
afternoon is that when we pass an eco-
nomic stimulus bill, we have to get it
right. It has to be fair. It has to have
the impact of rejuvenating our econ-
omy and helping those people in need.

Later this afternoon, as the Pre-
siding Officer knows, the Senate Fi-
nance Committee will be voting on
what I believe is, for the most part, an
improved version of the economic stim-
ulus bill that came from the House. I
think it is right that the Finance Com-
mittee bill includes an extension in un-
employment insurance for 13 weeks in
all States and an additional 26 weeks in
States with high unemployment. That
is obviously the right thing to do, be-
cause people who lose their jobs, people
whose unemployment compensation
expires, are people in desperate need.
Those are the people we need to help.
From an economic stimulus point of
view, those people will take that
money, spend it, and help stimulate
our economy.

I am also pleased that the Finance
Committee extended the rebates to 20
million senior citizens who don’t earn
income, and that was certainly a major
lack in the bill that passed the House.
There are millions and millions and
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millions of senior citizens in this coun-
try hanging on, on low fixed incomes,
getting their Social Security check
every month, but having a very dif-
ficult time making ends meet, espe-
cially with health care costs rising,
heating fuel costs rising, prescription
drug costs rising. Those people need
help. It is absolutely imperative that if
we pass an economic stimulus package,
it must include our senior citizens as
well. I applaud the chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee for including that
provision in the bill.

Furthermore, I am strongly in agree-
ment with the proposed package com-
ing out of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee that low-income Americans who
pay Social Security and Medicare taxes
should also receive the same rebate as
somebody who is earning $50,000,
$60,000, or $80,000 a year. In point of
fact, those people are most in need, and
I disagree with the House provision
that would provide them with a $300 re-
bate as opposed to middle-income or
upper middle income people who get a
$600 rebate. We should not provide a
two-tier rebate approach. Everybody
should get the same amount. Certainly
lower income people have more need of
the money than upper income people.
So I think that provision in the Fi-
nance Committee proposal makes a lot
of sense.

Having said those positive things
about the Finance Committee package,
there is one area where I strongly dis-
agree. Under the House package, the
rebates were capped at incomes of
$75,000 per year for individuals and
$150,000 a year for couples. As I under-
stand it, the Finance Committee would
eliminate those caps and they would
say to the wealthiest people in our so-
ciety, to the millionaires and to the
billionaires, to Bill Gates, to Warren
Buffett, that you will be eligible for a
tax rebate. At a time when this coun-
try has a record-breaking mnational
debt, at a time when the people on top
have never done so well, and the rich-
est 1 percent are doing very well based
on anyone’s analysis; at a time when
the richest 1 percent have already re-
ceived collectively hundreds of billions
of dollars in tax breaks from President
Bush, the idea that under a so-called
economic stimulus package we would
be providing $500 to Bill Gates is not
only absurd, it is laughable. I hesitate
to think what the American people will
conclude if we go forward in that ap-
proach, and if we do away with the cap
at $150,000, which the House appro-
priately placed in there.

It has been estimated that elimi-
nating the income caps for the rebate
checks, giving that money to Bill
Gates and other billionaires would cost
about $5 billion. Five billion dollars
would, in fact, be enough money to sig-
nificantly increase food stamps for tens
of millions of the neediest Americans
in our country. I don’t think it is rock-
et science to suggest that it is more
important to make sure that kids in
this country get adequate nutrition,
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that older people be able to get some
help in food stamps, than giving a $500
check to millionaires and billionaires,
not to mention that all of the econo-
mists agree that if you are talking
about an economic stimulus, the fast-
est way you get that money out into
our society is by giving it to people
who are most in need who will then
spend it, not to the wealthiest people
in this country. I hope very much that
every Member of the Senate will con-
clude that giving a tax rebate of $500 a
person in a so-called economic stim-
ulus package to the wealthiest people
in this society makes zero sense.

In my view, despite the improve-
ments or most of the improvements we
are seeing in the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, I think that, frankly, there is a
lot more that must be done in the eco-
nomic stimulus package, and it should
be done for two reasons. No. 1, for 7
years, we have had a President who has
turned a blind eye to the middle class
and working families and lower income
people in this country; at a time, in
fact, when poverty is increasing, his
contribution to the process was to pro-
pose major cutbacks in one program
after another. I think it is time now
that Congress pay attention to the
needs of the middle class, lower income
people, and start addressing their needs
rather than just upper income people
who have received so much over the
last 7 years. Specifically, we must pro-
vide help to those most in need, par-
ticularly senior citizens on fixed in-
comes, low-income families with chil-
dren, and persons with disabilities.

We must strengthen the middle class
in this economic stimulus package, and
we must put Americans back to work
at good-paying jobs by paying atten-
tion to our infrastructure, which has so
long been neglected with the results
being that we have bridges and roads
and culverts and school buildings that
are in desperate need of repair.

If we fail to pass an economic stim-
ulus package that does not accomplish
all three of these goals, we will have
missed out on an important oppor-
tunity to strengthen our economy and
to help those people most in need.

Here are just a few steps that I be-
lieve we should be taking. First, I be-
lieve we should increase the stimulus
package by at least $25 billion. I also
believe we should reduce the business
tax breaks by at least $25 billion. Mark
Zandi from Moody’s has estimated that
the business tax breaks contemplated
by Congress would yield very little
stimulus to the economy, much less
than increasing food stamps or unem-
ployment benefits. In other words, if
the goal is to stimulate the economy,
the tax breaks being proposed for the
business community in many ways
would have much less of an impact
than many other proposals, such as in-
creasing food stamps or unemployment
benefits.

If we did those two things—increase
the stimulus package by $25 billion and
reduce the business tax breaks by $25
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billion—that would leave us with an
additional $50 billion. What can we do,
what should we do with this $50 billion?
We could complete the picture. We can
put Americans back to work at decent-
paying jobs, we can help those who are
most in need, and we could strengthen
the middle class.

How do we do that? Specifically, I be-
lieve we should provide $5 billion for an
expansion of the Food Stamp Program.
In America today, poverty is increas-
ing. We are seeing levels of desperation
in the State of Vermont and all over
this country that we have not seen in
many years. Food shelves in the State
of Vermont and throughout this coun-
try are running out of food. I under-
stand that in the agriculture bill, there
are proposals to increase food stamps,
but we do not know when that farm bill
is going to be passed. We have to act
now. Let’s support our neighbors who
are having a hard time feeding their
families. Let’s substantially increase
food stamps and do it in this economic
stimulus package.

What else should we be doing? I can
tell my colleagues, coming from one of
the coldest States in America, at a
time when home heating fuel prices are
soaring, it is absolutely imperative
that we significantly increase funding
for the LIHEAP program. Many of the
people on LIHEAP are senior citizens,
and the rest are low-income people.
With fuel prices soaring, with poverty
increasing, more and more people are
having a difficult time keeping their
homes warm. We must significantly in-
crease LIHEAP funding. The econo-
mists tell us that is also an important
mechanism if we are going to stimulate
the economy.

Including food stamps, LIHEAP, and
unemployment benefits in the eco-
nomic stimulus package is not only the
right thing to do in terms of stimu-
lating the economy, it is the moral
thing to do. We cannot, we must not
turn a blind eye to those people who
are most in need. That is what has
gone on year after year under Repub-
lican rule. It is time we turned that
around and told those Americans most
in need that we hear them, we know
what is going on, and this Congress,
this Government will respond to those
needs, and now is the time to do that.

In my State and all over America,
our infrastructure is crumbling. There
are estimates that we need over $1 tril-
lion to rebuild our bridges, our schools,
our culverts, and in the process of
doing that—this is work which has to
be done, and the longer we wait, the
more it costs. I speak as a former
mayor. When you delay your infra-
structure repairs, all it means is it is
going to cost you more next year. We
can put many workers back to work
doing this very important task of re-
building our infrastructure, making
sure the schools our kids are going to
are updated, and making sure they are
energy efficient. If we make our
schools and public buildings energy ef-
ficient, in the long run we are going to
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save money. But as an immediate eco-
nomic stimulus, putting money into
the infrastructure can create many
jobs, and these are good-paying jobs. I
am talking about schools, bridges,
roads, sewers, wastewater plants, rails,
ports, airports, health delivery sys-
tems, and other infrastructural needs.
Last year, about 200,000 construction
workers lost their jobs, and this is a
good way of bringing at least some of
them back into the workforce.

I will also give two more examples of
investments we should be making that
can have a very significant impact
upon the lives of the American people.

When a worker loses his or her job, in
all likelihood that worker is also losing
his or her health care. We have seen,
since Bush has been President, over 7
million Americans lose their health in-
surance, and as unemployment goes up,
surely that number will only increase.

If we just provided, for example, $148
million for the expansion of commu-
nity health centers, that would be
enough money to create 227 new CHCs
all over this country. It would provide
jobs for health care workers, but even
more importantly, when somebody
loses their health insurance, they
would have the opportunity to access
primary health care, dental care, low-
cost prescription drugs, and mental
health counseling. This is a good in-
vestment at any time. It is an espe-
cially good investment now. It puts
people to work and will provide health
care access for millions of Americans.

For those who question the appro-
priateness of including community
health centers in an economic stimulus
package, I simply remind them that
this is precisely what we did under
President Ronald Reagan’s stimulus
package in the 1980s. It worked then,
and I believe it will work now.

Another important investment we
should be making is to provide at least
$500 million for the low-income Weath-
erization Assistance Program. Weath-
erization is a program that is going on
all over the country. We do not need a
new bureaucracy to funnel that money
into the projects; it is there already. In
Vermont and in many other parts of
America, the needs for weatherization
far outstrip the funds that are avail-
able. Many of the community action
agencies have long waiting lists.

Funding weatherization makes emi-
nent sense for a number of reasons. No.
1, the programs are in place. We can
put people to work right away. That is
an economic stimulus. No. 2, it is abso-
lutely absurd that millions of low-in-
come people continue to live in homes
which are very poorly weatherized,
where insulation is lacking and they
have inadequate roofs, windows, and
doors. They are putting money into
their heating system, and that money
is simply leaking out of their homes,
causing, by the way, an increased prob-
lem with greenhouse gas emissions. So
weatherization makes sense in terms of
creating jobs, it makes sense in saving
people money on their fuel bills, and it
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makes a lot of sense for those of us who
want to cut back on greenhouse gas
emissions.

Back in 2001, when both you and I,
Mr. President, were Members of the
House, I was an early backer of tax re-
bates. I strongly support tax rebates
for middle-class and for low-income
families with children and for persons
with disabilities. I also believe senior
citizens who do not pay income taxes
should be receiving this assistance as
well through a bonus in their Social
Security checks. But giving someone
$500 or $1,000 alone will not fix the eco-
nomic problems the middle-class and
working families of our country are
facing. Putting Americans to work at
decent-paying jobs and helping those
most in need is also extremely impor-
tant.

We must pass an economic stimulus
package. We must do it as quickly as
we can. But we must do it in a way
that really has an impact on our econ-
omy and an impact on the lives of
those people who are most in need. In
the coming hours and days, I intend to
be actively involved in that process.

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. GREGG. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SANDERS). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, what is
the regular order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is in morning business. Senators
are authorized to speak for up to 10
minutes.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I rise to
speak about the discussion of how we
will handle this economic slowdown.
First, it is important to put this eco-
nomic slowdown in some context.

It is very difficult to know how sig-
nificant it is. In fact, we had some
economists testifying today before the
Budget Committee, where I am ranking
member, who said they weren’t sure we
were going into recession, are people
who are highly respected, but they
needed further numbers. We have
economists who believe we are in a re-
cession who are highly respected. Mar-
tin Feldstein from Harvard expressed
that view today before the Budget
Committee. Professor Blinder of
Princeton, who was a Federal Reserve
Board member at one time, expressed
the view that he didn’t know.

Some things are fairly clear. The
first is, there is tremendous stress on
the economy because of the subprime
meltdown in the housing market. In
fact, the numbers are fairly staggering.
The housing situation is probably as
severe as it has been in recent history.
That has led to a contraction of credit
generally, which is what happens, re-
grettably, in such a situation where
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you have a very significant sector of
the economy which has been subject to
a bubble situation where there was an
expansion which was not supported by
the underlying value and which cannot,
in this case, be supported by the repay-
ment structure that is in place or the
value of the collateral. The bubble
bursts, and people find themselves un-
able to repay their loans, and the value
of their collateral isn’t high enough to
offset the value of the underlying loan.
As a result, that credit is contracted.

That leads to other credit being con-
tracted because, as those loans, unfor-
tunately, dry up and go bad or can’t be
repaid, you find that the banking com-
munity generally has to continue to
maintain its capital and its liquidity
position. So it starts to contract its
lending to people who can repay and
who are good risks because the banking
community doesn’t have the resources
to continue to expand because it is
being contracted by the reduction in
the value of the loan portfolio tied to
housing. This feeds on itself.

Regrettably, I have been through this
three times in my professional career.
The worst was when I was Governor of
New Hampshire. At that point, in the
late 1980s, early 1990s, we had a na-
tional crisis relating to housing which
translated into a crisis in banking. In
fact, of the seven major banks in New
Hampshire, all were statistically insol-
vent. Five of them failed. Two of them
survived because they were owned by
outside banks that had the resources
and capital to prop them up. But it was
a regional event, and it was due to a
lot of factors, primarily explosive lend-
ing in the 1980s which was not sup-
ported by, again, underlying collateral.
It fed on itself so that people who had
outstanding loans, who could actually
repay, found they couldn’t roll the
loans over because the banks were not
able to give them additional funds be-
cause they didn’t have it.

This time it appears to be a little dif-
ferent in that so much of this housing
paper has been sold and resold and is
spread liberally across the world. You
could have gotten a mortgage in New
Hampshire and have somebody in Ger-
many own it now, or some part of it, as
a result of this resale. So the risk has
been spread outside the American
banking system. That has two effects:
One, it does spread the risk; second,
the problem is that as these subprime
loans come up, people who actually
have good jobs and can pay a reason-
able rate, as these ARMs are coming up
at such high rates that they aren’t rea-
sonable, those folks are finding it dif-
ficult to renegotiate because there is
nobody at the teller window, so to
speak. They are dealing with servicing
agencies which have no relationship ei-
ther to the people who hold the debt. It
is very hard to renegotiate these loans
effectively.

This is all compounding on itself and
looks as if it is going to lead to a fairly
significant slowdown or, as has been
said by a number of people, potentially
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a recession. In response, the Federal
Reserve has cut rates, once by 75 basis
points and again today by 50 basis
points. Those are significant cuts and
should have a positive impact on the
formation of liquidity in the market
and also, obviously, on taking the pres-
sure off the refinancing effort in the
area of lending. But it takes 6 to 9
months before that works its way
through the system.

The question is, what do we do to
stimulate the economy now, today, in
the next 6 to 9 months when we have
this window of slowdown which is very
difficult to deal with because of the
housing market crisis compounding
into the general lending area crisis and
the fact that some of our major bank-
ing institutions are under very signifi-
cant stress.

My view is—and I guess it is a minor-
ity view—that you focus the effort on
that which is going to give you not
only immediate stimulus but, hope-
fully, in the long term a stronger econ-
omy; in the long term an economy that
is more efficient and more effective in
creating jobs and making the American
economy stronger. So you value every
one of the options that are on the table
by the basis of does it give you stim-
ulus in the short run but, also, does it
give you something in the long run
which is going to produce a stronger
economy.

The proposals on the table are most-
ly divided into two categories: one to
give people money to spend and, two,
to give businesses incentives to go out
and buy equipment and invest.

The money-to-spend issue becomes
fairly problematic in a world economy.
You give somebody $500 or $600 to spend
and if they actually spend it and they
don’t spend it on goods produced in the
United States, it has virtually no im-
pact on stimulating our economy. If
you purchase a television from China
or an iPod—I don’t know where they
are made, but let’s say they are made
in Vietnam—with the $5600 that you re-
ceive as a tax stimulus through a stim-
ulus package as a tax rebate, that has
nothing to do with creating jobs in the
United States. It may create jobs in
China. It may create jobs in Vietnam.
But it does not create jobs here, except
at the margin, for the retail effort in
the United States.

Also, if you give money to high-in-
come individuals as a tax rebate—and
basically, historically, those dollars do
not get spent at all; they do not stimu-
late the economy in that sense at all—
they get saved because high-income in-
dividuals have the discretionary in-
come to spend anyway. So if they are
going to get a windfall of $500, $600,
$1,000, it is likely they are not going to
spend that in addition to the other
money they already have available to
them, and they are probably going to
save it. That does nothing to stimulate
the economy.

So as we look at this tax rebate ef-
fort, which I understand is being done
for the purposes of stimulating the
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economy—the classic Keynesian effort
of creating demand in the economy to
grow the economy in a slowdown pe-
riod—I think you have to look at what
are the practical implications, what
are the real implications of putting
this money on the table for people.

To begin with, it makes no sense at
all to give it to high-income individ-
uals. Even though I am a Republican—
people may think that is counter-
intuitive—the simple fact is, it does
not make any sense. So there should be
a cap. I do not understand why the Fi-
nance Committee draft—what they are
proposing—has no cap.

But, secondly, unless this money can
get out fairly quickly, and unless you
can be fairly confident that it is going
to go to purchases which are going to
assist the American economy, then
probably all you are doing by sending
this money out the door in the form of
a tax rebate is creating an income
transfer which will obviously benefit
lower-income people from a social
standpoint but probably will not have
much of an impact on the economic
policies of stimulus.

It does not look like we can get this
money out the door very fast. The fast-
est track I have heard, which was testi-
fied to by the CBO Director, is the IRS
could get these checks out maybe by
the middle of June. But he also said
the practical implications are that
those dollars will not have an impact
on the economy until the end of the
third quarter or beginning of the
fourth quarter, or, as he said, the
Christmas season of this year.

By that time, the Fed rate cuts will
probably also have kicked in and start-
ed having an impact, so you may not
be getting what you want, which is ac-
tion in these first 6 months of this year
as versus action at the end of this year
to stimulate the economy. In fact, you
may have two stimulative events com-
ing in on top of each other, which
might actually even be inflationary.

It would seem to me that rather than
taking this approach, it would make a
lot more sense to put money where the
problem is. Now, this has been resisted
by the administration, and it is not
being talked about a lot around here by
the folks who are putting together the
package. But it would seem to me that
middle-income people who have these
loans that are rolling over—these
subprime loans—are the people who
need the ability to refinance those
loans so they do not get foreclosed on
over the next 6 months. There are a
number of ways we could do that.
There are a number of ways we could
actually put money into that area as a
Federal Government which would ben-
efit that group of people who appear to
be at the essence of the problem—more
than just sending the money out to ev-
erybody and hoping their demand will
raise the economy in general.

A tax credit to those folks, which is
refundable, based off their interest pay-
ment on the refunded loan, is one op-
tion to get them through this period. A
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restructuring mechanism, which allows
them to restructure and get assistance
through restructuring, by significantly
expanding FHA, by raising and putting
that into the package, which is not in
the package—it is being talked about
in a separate vehicle, but it is not in
the package—would help. Giving the
State housing authorities more capac-
ity to put money into the market
would help. It would help. That is being
talked about, which is good.

Allowing Freddie Mac and Fannie
Mae to raise their cap—but to do it in
the context of also underlying reforms
so we do not end up, a year or two from
now, where Freddie Mac and Fannie
Mae are going under—would help. The
first part is being talked about, raising
the cap, but not the second part, the
reform mechanism. So there are some
things we can do that I think would get
to the problem more appropriately—
and the issue of the economic slow-
down would mute that, hopefully—and
would also in the long run create a
much stronger economy.

I have introduced today—I did not in-
troduce it—but Senator ISAKSON intro-
duced it today; and I am his primary
cosponsor—a bill to do this in the area
of tax credits. But it is not going to be
included in the package, which is un-
fortunate.

The second part of the package which
is being talked about is investment in-
centives for businesses, small busi-
nesses. They should be directed at
small businesses, by the way, because
small businesses create the jobs in this
country. These involve expensing and
bonus depreciation, as it is referred to,
and net loss operating carryback. So if
you have a net loss this year because
we have a slowdown, you can pick it up
in years you have had a profit—apply it
to years you have had a profit—reduc-
ing your tax burden.

These are all good ideas, in my opin-
ion, very good ideas, and will strength-
en the economy. In the long run, it will
make us more efficient and create
more jobs. And jobs are the bottom
line. So I have no problem with that
part of the package.

But a third part of the package being
talked about is extending unemploy-
ment insurance. If you talk to most of
your economists around here who
present before the Congress—and many
of them do, obviously. In the Budget
Committee we have an almost
unending stream of economists before
us, and they are always very inform-
ative. If they come out of what I call
the Galbraith school of economics,
which is sort of the Harvard school of
economics, which is a stepchild of the
Keynesian school of economics of the
1930s, they will basically say if you
want to get dollars into the economy
quickly, you put it into unemployment
insurance and food stamps, because
that gives you an immediate boost in
the economy to people who will spend
it because they need it. That is prob-
ably a legitimate argument, especially
on food stamps.
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But on unemployment insurance, it
is not a legitimate argument if you
have full employment. In fact, it is the
absolute opposite of what happens
when you have full employment. To ex-
tend the unemployment insurance ben-
efits by a year, which is what is being
proposed, in the areas that have essen-
tially full employment means you give
a disincentive to people to go out and
find a job in an atmosphere where jobs
exist.

By definition, if you have a full-em-
ployment economy, you have jobs
going unfilled. So, for example, in my
State of New Hampshire, where we
have an unemployment rate which is
essentially 3.7, 3.8 percent for the
State—and the highest level of unem-
ployment we have for any county in
the State is 4.4 percent—we have what
is known as full employment. Now,
there are pockets of problems. We have
one specific town in the State which
was a single-factory town and the fac-
tory, regretably, has recently closed,
so that specific group of individuals
has a very serious issue, and there is a
way to address that in a targeted way.

But to extend unemployment insur-
ance for our entire State, when we are
at actually less than full employ-
ment—we are actually below full em-
ployment—in other words, we have a
lot of jobs going unfilled when you are
at 3.7 percent employment—full em-
ployment being 5 percent in our econ-
omy, in the b5-percent range—you es-
sentially create an incentive for people
to stay on unemployment much longer
than is necessary for them to find a
job.

We know statistically if you have an
economy where jobs are available, an
economy where unemployment is under
5.5 percent, that means you have jobs
available and that most people find a
job in the last 2 weeks of their unem-
ployment. That is human nature: They
stay on unemployment until almost
the end and then find a job. If you ex-
tend it another year, those folks who
could be productive, procuring a job,
creating economic activity by having a
job, will stay on unemployment, even
though there may be a job out there
they could take because you have jobs
available. So it makes no logic to ex-
tend unemployment insurance in areas
where you have full employment. And
full employment in our economy is de-
fined as basically under 5.5 percent.
The Nation is at 5 percent right now.

We have never extended unemploy-
ment insurance in this country when
we have had an employment rate under
5.7 percent—never. So to do this at this
time is counterintuitive to how you
make the economy more efficient and,
as a result, stimulate the economy.

One of the economists who testified
before the Budget Committee today
said if this would work, you should al-
ways extend unemployment insurance
and keep everybody on unemployment
forever because, basically, if you have
a full-employment economy, and you
are going to get your economy more
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stimulated by having more people stay
on unemployment, then leave every-
body on unemployment. Obviously,
that does not make any sense. He was
saying that tongue in cheek.

It is fairly clear, if you have an econ-
omy where you have jobs that are not
being filled, you do not arbitrarily ex-
tend unemployment insurance for a
uniquely long period because those jobs
will never be filled because nobody will
ever leave unemployment insurance.
So you undermine the efficiency of the
economy. It is sort of the old French
approach to do it that way—not the
new French approach but the old
French approach.

Yes, there may be regions of our
country that have an unemployment
rate where clearly there are no jobs
available, and those regions need relief.
I would be more than happy to see an
unemployment insurance extension
which was tied to a trigger which said:
All right, historically, we have viewed
under 5.5 percent as full employment;
over 5.5 percent we are getting into a
serious issue; so let’s take the 5.7 per-
cent rate—which is where we have his-
torically never gone below to extend
unemployment insurance—but let’s
take the 5.7 percent rate and put a trig-
ger into the system, so if a State or
even a region within a State—that is a
definable region that is significant—
has an unemployment rate of over 5.7
percent, they get the extended unem-
ployment benefits.

That makes sense. But a general na-
tional extension of unemployment in-
surance for the sake of stimulating the
economy 1is going to be counter-
productive if you have a full-employ-
ment economy in the regions. States
such as Michigan may need the exten-
sion. States such as New Hampshire, 1
am sure, on an individual, anecdotal
relations basis, may need it, but as a
practical matter it would be counter-
productive to our economy to do it be-
cause we are at 3.7 percent unemploy-
ment. So that proposal, which, by the
way, the House looked at and said it
did not make sense in the context of
this economic situation, should not be
inserted by the Senate.

I think the best approach we can
take—because I, obviously, have res-
ervations about the stimulus package
that came out of the House on the de-
mand side. And I have reservations
about some of the initiatives within
that package. I would like to see that
package, obviously, include more of a
target on the problem which is to ad-
dress the issue of home ownership and
the housing stocks, which are so over-
priced now, and, unfortunately,
empty—making sure we figure out
some way to move people toward ab-
sorbing that housing side. I would like
to see more of that, but that is not
going to happen. It is not going to hap-
pen in the context of the period we
have to act.

There is an agreement that exists be-
tween the President of the United
States and the Speaker of the House of
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Representatives and the Republican
leader of the House of Representatives.
It is agreement that involves tradeoffs.
But the basic underlying purpose of the
agreement was and is to stimulate the
economy. It may or may not do that,
but the one positive effect I will stipu-
late it will have is it creates at least a
sense that the Congress and the Gov-
ernment and the President and the
Speaker of the House and the Demo-
crats and the Republicans can cooper-
ate to try to address what is clearly a
slowing of our economy through some
fiscal policy action.

Even though it is $150 billion, which
is a lot of money—and all that money
is going to have to be borrowed from
our children, unfortunately, and over
10 years it totals up to being about a
$200 billion event because of interest
compounding on it—even though that
is a high price tag to pay for what you
might call a confidence builder, it is
still something you can argue should
be done if you have that type of an
agreement.

For the Senate to sort of step in and
say: Well, we want to tinker with it,
and we want to change it there, well, it
is nothing more than an execution of
Senate prerogative, but it is not going
to help the policy because none of the
proposals coming out of the Senate
committee are all that good on the side
of policy—especially the unemploy-
ment insurance proposal and the lifting
of the caps on the benefits proposal—
what it is going to do is undermine the
confidence of the American people that
we as a government can act.

So the high water mark appears to
me to have been reached on this issue
when the President and the Speaker of
the House reached agreement, working
with the Republican leader in the
House. I think we as a Senate ought to
take sort of a mature attitude and say:
Well, progress was made. We are con-
fronting a fairly serious situation.
Let’s not throw out our proposal sim-
ply for the sake of putting a proposal
on the table. Let’s recognize that
something needs to be done quickly,
and that this is the best we are going
to get. Hopefully, that will be the reso-
lution of this process as we move to-
ward concluding, and one hopes this
can be done within the next week.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

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

———

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I have
three colleagues who want to join me
in discussions of the FISA bill. I realize
in morning business it is supposed to
be 10 minutes. Since there are three
different Members with whom I wish to
have those discussions, I ask unani-
mous consent to be allotted 30 minutes
to—this will be on the FISA bill, but
since we are speaking in morning busi-
ness, I ask unanimous consent to be
recognized, with my colleagues, for 30
minutes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
SON of Nebraska). Without objection, it
is so ordered.

———
FISA

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, our first
Member is a distinguished member of
our Intelligence Committee, the distin-
guished junior Senator from North
Carolina. I yield to him.

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I thank
the ranking member, Senator BOND.

We have heard some people claim
that the Intelligence Committee’s bill
will allow dragnet surveillance that
will sweep up communications of inno-
cent Americans. Is this accurate?

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, that ques-
tion has been raised. We have heard
that on the floor a number of times. I
think it is very important that we dis-
pel that myth right now. The answer is
no—a flat no. Our committee bill only
allows the targeting of persons outside
the United States to obtain foreign in-
telligence information. It is not drag-
net surveillance. The targets of acqui-
sition must be foreign targets and they
must be suspected terrorists or spies.
The Attorney General and the Director
of National Intelligence, whom I will
refer to as the DNI, must certify that a
significant purpose of the acquisition is
to obtain foreign intelligence informa-
tion.

For example, if a foreign target is be-
lieved to be an agent or a member of
al-Qaida, then all communications of
that target could be intercepted.

Only Americans who communicate
with suspected terrorists abroad will
have those specific communications
monitored. If those same communica-
tions turn out to be innocent, they will
be minimized, which is intel commu-
nity speak for suppressed, so that
Americans’ privacy interests are pro-
tected.

It is very misleading and nonfactual
to suggest that the intelligence com-
munity is spying on parents who are
calling their children overseas or stu-
dents who are talking with their
friends, or on our own soldiers in the
battlefield. Our intelligence profes-
sionals are far too busy tracking real
terrorists, members of al-Qaida, than
to listen to family discussions or con-
versations between classmates. Not
only do they not have time that is not
permitted under this bill.

Mr. BURR. What happens when the
intelligence community does become
interested in the communications of a
person inside the United States?

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank my
colleague from North Carolina, because
that is precisely what our bill, the
FISA Act Amendments bill, does. That
information will be turned over to the
FBI, which would seek a title III crimi-
nal warrant, or a FISA order, to inter-
cept all of the communications of that
person, not just communications with
targets overseas.

Mr. BURR. We have heard a number
of people claim that the foreign tar-
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geting authorized under the Intel-
ligence Committee’s bill contains inad-
equate protections for U.S. persons.
What specific protections are included
for innocent Americans?

Mr. BOND. This is where the Intel-
ligence Committee bill goes much far-
ther than any other law we have had in
our history in protecting U.S. persons;
that is, U.S. citizens and others here in
the United States.

The bill includes express prohibitions
against ‘‘reverse targeting,” and re-
verse targeting is a knowledge that
you can target a person overseas when
the real purpose is to target someone
in the United States. This is illegal.
The intelligence community does not
do it. Frankly, it is terribly imprac-
tical. They cannot under the law that
we have presented to this body target a
person inside the United States with-
out a court order.

The bill also requires that all acqui-
sitions comply with the protections of
the fourth amendment. In addition, the
Intelligence Committee bill requires,
for the first time in history, that the
Foreign Intelligence Surveillance
Court—and I will refer to that as the
FISC—for the first time in history ap-
prove any surveillance of a U.S. person,
or an American citizen abroad. This
goes beyond the requirement even in
existing American criminal law.

Mr. BURR. As my good friend noted,
the Intelligence Committee bill gives
the FISA Court an important role in
foreign targeting. The bill requires
that any acquisition be conducted pur-
suant to the specific targeting and
minimization processes and proce-
dures. What is the court’s role with re-
spect to these procedures?

Mr. BOND. This provision came
about as a result of discussions by
members on both sides of the com-
mittee who wanted to provide protec-
tions for Americans overseas. To do
that required a significant expansion
and clarification, which is included in
the managers’ amendment that Sen-
ator ROCKEFELLER and I have produced
and have pending before the body.

Under this bill, the FISC must review
and approve the targeting and mini-
mization procedures used by the Gov-
ernment in conducting its foreign tar-
geting operations. The court must find
that the targeting procedures are rea-
sonably designed to ensure that the au-
thorized acquisition is limited to the
targeted persons reasonably believed to
be located outside the United States.
The court must then find that mini-
mization procedures comply with the
FISA law.

The court will also review the joint
certification issued by the Attorney
General and the DNI to make sure that
it contains all of the required ele-
ments. If the court finds there is a defi-
ciency in those procedures or the cer-
tification—that even for a minor draft-
ing or technical reason they do not
comply with the law—the court can
order the Government to correct the
deficiency or cease the acquisition.
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Mr. BURR. There is an amendment
already filed, and the amendment is
filed to the Intelligence Committee
bill, that allows the FISA Court to as-
sess the Government’s compliance with
the minimization procedures. Why
shouldn’t we have the court do this?

Mr. BOND. Well, it sounds like a rea-
sonable proposal on the surface, but
when you look at the law and the
structure that is set up, it does not
work. The FISC was created in 1978
simply to issue orders for domestic sur-
veillance on particular targets, but the
Congress specifically left foreign sur-
veillance activities to the executive
branch and to the intelligence commu-
nity.

FISA minimization procedures—the
procedure to suppress information on
an innocent communication with a per-
son in the United States—are all about
protecting the identities of a U.S. per-
son or American citizen. This comes up
all of the time in domestic collections.
But almost all of the collection under
these foreign targeting acquisitions
will be on non-U.S. persons who require
no protection under FISA minimiza-
tion procedures.

It doesn’t make sense to direct the
FISC to get involved in assessing com-
pliance with the foreign targeting
realm. They have said in their opinion
regarding sealed matters that they are
not set up to do that, and they do not
have the expertise to do that.

As a practical matter, when the
court assesses compliance with mini-
mization procedures, it would be sec-
ond-guessing trained analysts’ deci-
sions about which foreign terrorist to
track and how to do it. They simply
are not competent, they are not set up,
they don’t have the expertise to do
that, and they have so stated in their
published opinion. They can’t make
these types of operational decisions.

Mr. BURR. It is my understanding
that the FISA Court recently issued an
opinion where it commented on the ex-
pertise of the executive branch over
the court in national security and for-
eign intelligence matters. Shouldn’t we
heed the court’s own words?

Mr. BOND. I am certainly glad the
Senator brought that up. The court did
issue a published opinion this past De-
cember where it noted that the FISA
Court judges are:

Not expected or desired to become experts
in . . . foreign intelligence activities, and do
not make substantive judgments on the pro-
priety or need for a particular surveillance
. . . Even if a typical FISA judge had more
expertise in national security matters than a
typical district court judge, that expertise
would still not equal that of the Executive
Branch, which is constitutionally entrusted
with protecting national security.

Those are the words of the judges on
the FISA Court, the FISC.

The court knows what to look for
when it issues a warrant to tap some-
one’s phone in North Carolina or Vir-
ginia. But when it comes to analyzing
intelligence leads and deciding which
foreign terrorists or spies should be
surveilled, the court is simply not com-
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petent to make these judgments. That
is exactly what the amendment would
seek to have them do.

This bill already contains numerous
oversight reporting and numerous judi-
cial provisions. Those of us who have
gone out to look at the operations
know how extensive and how carefully
supervised they are. There is no reason
to ask the FISC to take on the addi-
tional authority in the context of for-
eign targeting, especially where it
could result in operational problems or
the loss of intelligence and, as the
judges have said, is beyond their com-
petence.

Mr. BURR. The Intelligence Com-
mittee bill allows the Attorney Gen-
eral and the DNI to direct a commu-
nications provider to assist the Gov-
ernment with a foreign targeting ac-
quisition. What protections does this
bill give to any provider who believes
there is a problem with the directive?

Mr. BOND. That is a very good ques-
tion, because we cannot expect car-
riers, telephone companies, telecom
companies to work with us if they
don’t have protection. That is why we
are seeking retroactive clarification of
the civil liability for those who have,
in the exercise of their patriotic duty
and pursuant to valid directives, par-
ticipated in the President’s terrorist
surveillance program. Under this bill,
the providers may challenge the direc-
tive by filing a petition to modify or
set aside the directive of the court. If
the court finds the directive does not
meet specific requirements or is unlaw-
ful, it can grant a petition. If the court
does not modify or set aside the direc-
tive, it will order the provider to com-
ply with it. Both the Government and
the provider may appeal any decision
to the FISC Court of review and ulti-
mately the Supreme Court.

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I see that
the senior Senator from Virginia is
here and I know he has some questions
he wishes to ask, so I will limit myself
to one more.

What happens if a provider refuses to
comply with the directive you just
talked about?

Mr. BOND. I would tell my good
friend from North Carolina that the
bill we reported out of our committee
provides a mechanism for the Govern-
ment to compel a provider to comply
with a directive. If the court finds that
the directive was issued properly and is
lawful, it must order the provider to
comply with the directive and that pro-
vider is provided immunity for doing
so. But a failure to comply by a com-
pany could result in a contempt of
court. Both the Government and the
provider may appeal any decision to
the FISC Court of review and ulti-
mately the Supreme Court.

I thank my colleague for his service
on the committee and for his very help-
ful questions.

Mr. BURR. I thank the Senator.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I see the
distinguished Senator from Virginia is
here, and I would turn to him if he has
some questions.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague, the ranking member of
the committee. I am privileged to serve
on that committee with the senior Sen-
ator from the great State of Missouri.

I would like to first make a few open-
ing comments, if I might.

Mr. BOND. I appreciate that.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, first, I
commend how well the distinguished
Senator from Missouri has represented
to this Chamber and its Members and,
indeed, to all those in our Nation who
are following this debate, how well he
has represented a proper and balanced
perspective and how a solution to the
important questions that have been
raised by all of us can be resolved.

In my own case, I have thought long
and hard about this situation, and I
would like to reflect on a bit of his-
tory. I was privileged to serve in the
Department of Defense from the years
1969 to 1974 during the war in Vietnam.
At the latter part of my service there,
we originated the concept of the all-
volunteer force. There was great skep-
ticism as to whether this concept
would work, and it was a high risk to
abolish the draft and to enter into this
concept of all volunteer, to be the only
persons to be given the privilege of
wearing the uniform of the TUnited
States of America in the branches of
the Army, the Navy, the Air Force, and
the Marines.

Fortunately, it was adopted by the
President, eventually written into law
by the Congress. That concept has
worked. It is working at this very mo-
ment with brave young men and
women all over the world. They are
there because each of them raised their
right hand and took the oath of office
voluntarily.

I see a direct analogy to this ques-
tion that is before this Chamber and,
indeed, the Nation, the question of
whether corporations, which although
they did not raise their hand and vol-
unteer, they have nonetheless volun-
teered comparably to the men and
women in the Armed Forces.

The work product of their volun-
teering is every day saving and pro-
tecting the lives of our service per-
sonnel and, indeed, many others world-
wide from the actions of terrorists and
others who are trying to rip freedom
away from our Nation and other na-
tions.

So as we reach our decision on this
issue, let’s stop to think about the
United States of America, while not
written into the Constitution, the Bill
of Rights, or otherwise, has throughout
its history adopted a concept of volun-
tarism by its citizens, by its companies
to step forward and take on serious
problems that confront our Nation.

I see a direct analogy, I say to my
distinguished colleague, and I stand
steadfast with our committee which
voted 13 to 2 to provide this framework
which we hope will eventually become
the law of the land, to give reasonable
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protections to these companies that
are part of the overall volunteer force,
be they in uniform or corporations,
working to protect our Nation.

Having said that, I say to my distin-
guished colleague, I think it is very im-
portant that we proceed to prepare a
complete record for the scrutiny of all
on these issues. I wish to suggest a
question to my distinguished col-
league.

All of us have heard a number of
comments that more time is needed to
study this issue, the issue of carrier li-
ability, carriers being those companies
that stepped up to work on behalf of
the cause of freedom and preservation
of our safety here at home. Hasn’t the
Intelligence Committee conducted a
thorough and bipartisan review of the
President’s surveillance program? And
hasn’t the committee determined the
providers acted in good faith?

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank my
distinguished colleague from Virginia.
The answer to that question is yes. I
wish to say what a pleasure it is to
serve with the distinguished represent-
ative of Virginia, who served his coun-
try in the Department of Defense, who
pushed through the landmark decision
to have a volunteer military, which I
might say my son was proud to partici-
pate in, and to say that his previous
experience on the Intelligence Com-
mittee and his long and devoted service
on the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee has made him an invaluable
member of the committee.

Mr. WARNER. For purposes of the
record, I do not claim the credit. I was
but one of many who worked on the
concept of that great program. I found
in this town, and as I know the Senator
does likewise, the less credit you try
and take, the more effective one can be
in other tasks.

Mr. BOND. I say through the Chair,
the distinguished Senator from Vir-
ginia deserves far more credit than he
is ever given. I was trying to sneak in
a little bit to say how much we appre-
ciate his service. When he needs to cor-
rect me, I always stand corrected.

To return to the question, I do have
an answer, and that is, the committee
conducted a comprehensive and bipar-
tisan review. We interviewed witnesses,
we went out to NSA to see how the
Terrorist Surveillance Program was
implemented, examined documents, in-
cluding the Department of Justice
legal opinions and letters from the
Government to providers.

The letters were provided to the car-
riers in regular intervals and stated
the activities had been authorized by
the President. All the letters also state
the Attorney General had determined
the activities to be lawful, except for
one which stated the determination
had been made by the counsel to the
President.

After conducting this extensive re-
view, the committee concluded the pro-
viders that allegedly assisted the TSP
acted in good faith and, based on rep-
resentations of the highest level of the
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Government, that the program was
lawful. Therefore, the committee con-
cluded the civil liability protection for
these providers was appropriate, and I
draw upon my experience at the law
school at the University of Virginia,
where my distinguished colleague also
studied law, to say that reviewing
those documents and letters led me to
the conclusion that it was clear on its
face that the carriers were receiving a
valid, legal directive from the highest
authorities in the Federal Government.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague. He said the committee
‘“‘concluded.” It concluded by the mani-
festation of a vote of 13 to 2, so that an
overwhelming majority of the com-
mittee, bipartisan, made this decision.

Mr. BOND. That is correct.

Mr. WARNER. I think that is an im-
portant reference point.

Further, I say to my colleague, the
committee’s liability provision in the
matters pending before this Senate
today extends only to civil—I underline
civil—liability protection for those
providers that allegedly assisted with
the TSP program. Isn’t this already a
compromise from what the Director of
the National Intelligence had initially
requested of the Congress?

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I say to my
friend from Virginia, in April of 2007,
the DNI submitted his request to mod-
ernize FISA to Congress, to our com-
mittee, and it included a request for
full liability for all persons, including
Government officials who had allegedly
participated in the President’s Ter-
rorist Surveillance Program.

As my colleague has stated, the com-
mittee passed this bill by a 13-to-2 bi-
partisan vote. It included civil liability
protection for those providers that al-
legedly assisted with the TSP. The pro-
tection was not extended to Govern-
ment officials or to criminal prosecu-
tion. We did not seal off all potential
liability of anyone who may have acted
criminally—that would be up to the
Department of Justice to determine—
or Government officials who are
named, I believe, in seven pending law-
suits.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague for that because the DNI,
Director McConnell, a former admi-
ral—I knew him in the Navy going way
back when I was there. As a matter of
fact, as a point of reference, when I was
Secretary, he was one of the junior of-
ficers who briefed me every morning at
7:30 on intelligence. But he has done an
extraordinary job in presenting in a
very fair and objective way the need
for the revisions to this legislation
which are reflected in the pending bill
before the Senate as submitted by the
committee.

I think the Senator has carefully de-
lineated those portions which we re-
solved, as a committee, were essential
and did not accept in full measure all
his recommendations; am I not correct
in that?

Mr. BOND. That is correct. Now I un-
derstand why Admiral McConnell is
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doing such a good job because he obvi-
ously had very good early training. I
did not know he had been through the
Warner course in intelligence, but that
ties up the loose ends, and now I under-
stand more fully.

Mr. WARNER. Again, Mr. President,
I have to tell you, I was learning at a
very young age and taking on responsi-
bility in that critical period of history.
I learned as much from him, if not
more, than he did from me.

I have another question for my col-
league. What consequences or risks are
there if our private volunteer—I under-
line volunteer—participants by way of
corporations are not given civil liabil-
ity protection from the pending and
ongoing lawsuits and perhaps others?

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, that is a
very serious question because if those
lawsuits should continue, either di-
rectly against carriers alleged to have
participated or substitution or indem-
nification, No. 1, the identities of the
providers could be revealed which
would compromise our intelligence
sources and methods. No. 2, the pro-
viders would be far less willing to co-
operate with legitimate requests for as-
sistance in the future, thus crippling
our intelligence collection. Why is
this? Quite frankly, because this would
have a huge damage to their business
reputations. They have already been
accused falsely of all sorts of things
that have raised questions that are re-
flected in damage to the value of the
shareholders of the company and po-
tentially bring great risk to the em-
ployees of those corporations and their
facilities. These lawsuits would occur
not only in the United States but even
more likely they would occur overseas,
and there could be real personal danger
if the companies are confirmed as as-
sisting the Government’s fight against
terrorism. Their facilities, their per-
sonnel could be at risk of terrorist tar-
geting or other vigilante actions.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague. I think it is very impor-
tant that we portray the risks that are
associated with these endeavors taking
place in the court system now. Again,
I draw the attention of all colleagues
to the thorough work done by this
committee on which I am privileged to
serve and the bipartisan manner in
which we resolved these issues.

A question to my colleague: We heard
some Members advocate substitution—
in other words, a substituted solution—
rather than a civil liability protection.
Perhaps the Senator can address ex-
actly what that substitution is and
how, in his judgment, this would not be
a means by which to resolve this very
serious problem.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, as I indi-
cated, the dangers to the providers
would be as great under substitution as
if they were sued directly. While the
providers might not be parties to the
litigation, under the amendment of-
fered by Senators SPECTER and
WHITEHOUSE, discovery would be al-
lowed to proceed against the providers,
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and this puts them at the same risk of
disclosure as allowing the litigation to
proceed directly against them. That is
one of the most sensitive intelligence
programs in our history. The intel-
ligence community has done a thor-
ough bipartisan review of the pro-
viders’ conduct, and we in the com-
mittee feel we cannot risk our intel-
ligence sources and methods by allow-
ing litigation to continue and by allow-
ing the potential of significant damage
to those companies and their share-
holders who may be widows and or-
phans and certainly members whose
pensions may be invested in shares of
those companies.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague. I would also add that
there will be further chapters in the
history of this country, and I cannot
try to look that far into the future as
to what those chapters may be when
we, as a successor government to the
one we now have in terms of our Presi-
dent, will be faced with another chal-
lenge and look to volunteers—volun-
teers—to solve this problem. This is
going to be a landmark precedent for
future Presidents as we address prob-
lems which could be assisted by the
participation of the corporate world
here in our United States.

A further question of my colleague.
We have also heard some Members say
the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance
Court should decide whether the pro-
viders acted in good faith. Wouldn’t
this duplicate the bipartisan work of
the Intelligence Committee?

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, that is why
we have an Intelligence Committee.
The Intelligence Committee concluded
on a bipartisan basis that they acted in
good faith. There is no need for the
FISC to duplicate the work. The FISC
was set up to issue orders on individual
targets for domestic collection. We ex-
panded their responsibilities. The court
is not set up and was not set up for pro-
tected en banc litigation. The amend-
ment offered by Senator FEINSTEIN
would allow parties to litigate the
good-faith providers.

I see my time has expired. I believe
the Senator from Virginia has sought
time, and I see one of my colleagues on
the other side has sought time, so I
will yield to them for their comments,
and I ask unanimous consent that I be
recognized at the end of the remarks of
these two colleagues.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
MCcCASKILL). Is there objection?

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, no
objection.

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

Mr. WARNER. I would just ask if it
would be possible—and I see my distin-
guished colleague on the floor seeking
recognition—may I have but a few min-
utes to conclude my remarks here with
my good friend and the ranking mem-
ber of the committee?

Madam President, last year, when
the important legislation passed by the
Senate Intelligence Committee came

(Mrs.
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to the floor, I spoke about several ele-
ments in this bill. Specifically, I spoke
about how the Intelligence Committee
bill ensures that the intelligence gap
that was closed by the Protect America
Act in August remains sealed. I spoke
about the important balance the Intel-
ligence Committee bill strikes between
protecting civil liberties and ensuring
that our hard-working and dedicated
intelligence professionals have the
tools they need to protect this Na-
tion—a point I cannot too strongly em-
phasize. I also highlighted one of the
most important provisions of the bill:
retroactive liability protection for car-
riers alleged to have assisted the Gov-
ernment with the terrorist surveillance
program. I said in December that,
based on the documents and testimony
provided to our committee, I strongly
believed the carriers that have partici-
pated in the program relied—I repeat,
relied—upon our Government—that is,
the executive branch of the Govern-
ment of the United States—that their
actions were legal and in the best in-
terests of the security of America. Fur-
ther, I stated that, in my opinion,
these companies deserve and must be
protected from costly and damaging
litigation in our court system.

During the Senate’s Christmas re-
cess, I had additional time to further
study this issue, as I have day after
day, and gather additional informa-
tion. That time to reflect and study
and to deepen my knowledge on this
issue has only reinforced my view that
the carrier liability protections in the
Intelligence Committee’s bill are not
only necessary but vital for the protec-
tion of our future national security.

One item in particular has played a
key role in my thinking about this
issue. It was a thoughtful opinion piece
written by three gentlemen I know
very well, former public servants, and I
wish to say a few words about that, and
then I will conclude my remarks.

Three individuals stepped forward to
give their perspectives on this critical
issue. The first was Benjamin Civiletti,
U.S. Attorney General under President
Jimmy Carter; the second was Dick
Thornburgh, U.S. Attorney General
under President George Herbert Walker
Bush; and thirdly, Judge William Web-
ster, known very well by almost all of
us here in the Chamber, former Direc-
tor of the CIA and former Director of
the Federal Bureau of Investigation.
The article these fine public servants
authored, titled ‘“‘Surveillance Sanity,”
appeared in the October 31, 2007, edi-
tion of the Wall Street Journal.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the RECORD
a copy of that article following my re-
marks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. WARNER. I wish to share some
of the thoughts in that article with my
colleagues.

First, regarding the Intelligence
Committee’s carefully crafted and lim-
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ited liability protections, the three
public servants said:

We agree with the committee. Dragging
phone companies through protracted litiga-
tion would not only be unfair, but it would
deter other companies and private citizens
from responding in terrorist emergencies
whenever there may be uncertainty or legal
risk.

Our committee has heard testimony
that without such protections, some
companies believe they can no longer
cooperate and assist our Government
because they would risk hundreds of
millions of dollars of their share-
holders’ money in protracted lawsuits.
They have a fiduciary responsibility,
those companies, to their shareholders.
That is intrinsic in all of our corporate
structures.

Second, the boards of directors of
these companies have a fundamental
obligation to those shareholders. On
this issue, the three public servants
wrote:

The government alone cannot protect us
from the threats we face today. We must
have the help of all of our citizens. There
will be times when the lives of thousands of
Americans will depend on whether corpora-
tions such as airlines and banks are willing
to lend assistance. If we do not treat them
fairly when they respond to assurances from
the highest levels of the government that
their help is legal and essential for saving
lives, then we will be radically reducing our
society’s capacity to defend itself.

Moreover, I believe that companies
which assisted the Government will
not be treated fairly by the provision
being offered by my Judiciary Com-
mittee colleagues to substitute the
Government in currently pending law-
suits.

I strongly believe the substitution
proposal is not an acceptable alter-
native to the Intelligence Committee’s
bill.

Additionally, if lawsuits are allowed
to proceed, companies will still be
forced to participate and provide evi-
dence. The continuing damage in terms
of business reputation and stock valu-
ation even if the Government ulti-
mately prevails, will surely be ex-
tremely harmful to the companies.

Further, the Government being sub-
stituted as the defendant in a trial
opens up evidentiary problems regard-
ing sources and methods which, if ex-
posed, would hinder the ability of the
intelligence community to intercept
terrorist communications and those of
our other enemies.

Finally, the last point I would like to
raise relates to the right of individuals
to file suit. Let me be clear—individ-
uals who believe that the Government
violated their civil liberties can pursue
legal action against the Government—
the Intelligence Committee’s bill does
nothing to limit that legal recourse.

This issue is underscored by the final
quote I would like to share with you by
Messrs. Civiletti, Thornburg, and Web-
ster:

Whether the government has acted prop-
erly is a different question from whether a
private person has acted properly in respond-
ing to the government’s call for help. From
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its earliest days, the common law recognized
that when a public official calls on a citizen
to help protect the community in an emer-
gency, the person has a duty to help and
should be immune from being hauled into
court unless it was clear beyond doubt that
the public official was acting illegally. Be-
cause a private person cannot have all the
information necessary to assess the pro-
priety of the government’s actions, he must
be able to rely on officials assurances about
need and legality. Immunity is designed to
avoid the burden of protracted litigation, be-
cause the prospect of such litigation itself is
enough to deter citizens from providing
critically needed assistance.

Madam President—I agree with these
distinguished gentlemen.

Bottom line, companies who partici-
pate in this program do so voluntarily
to help America preserve its freedom
and security. And that security will en-
sure for the very safety—both individ-
ually and collectively—of its citizens.

In closing, I would like to state that
I have long supported the idea of ‘“‘an
all-volunteer force’ for our military
and I believe ‘“‘an all-volunteer force”
of citizens and businesses who do their
part to protect our great Nation from
harm is equally important.

Without this retroactive liability
provision, I believe companies will no
longer voluntarily participate. This
will result in a degradation of Amer-
ica’s ability to protect its citizens.

It is for these reasons that I urge my
colleagues to support the Rockefeller-
Bond substitute amendment to grant
the men and women of the intelligence
community the tools they need to pro-
tect our country.

EXHIBIT 1
[From The Wall Street Journal, Oct. 31, 2007]
SURVEILLANCE SANITY

(By Benjamin Civiletti, Dick Thornburgh

and William Webster)

Following the terrorist attacks of Sept. 11,
2001, President Bush authorized the National
Security Agency to target al Qaeda commu-
nications into and out of the country. Mr.
Bush concluded that this was essential for
protecting the country, that using the For-
eign Intelligence Surveillance Act would not
permit the necessary speed and agility, and
that he had the constitutional power to au-
thorize such surveillance without court or-
ders to defend the country.

Since the program became public in 2006,
Congress has been asserting appropriate
oversight. Few of those who learned the de-
tails of the program have criticized its ne-
cessity. Instead, critics argued that if the
president found FISA inadequate, he should
have gone to Congress and gotten the
changes necessary to allow the program to
proceed under court orders. That process is
now underway. The administration has
brought the program under FISA, and the
Senate Intelligence Committee recently re-
ported out a bill with a strong bipartisan
majority of 13-2, that would make the
changes to FISA needed for the program to
continue. This bill is now being considered
by the Senate Judiciary Committee.

Public disclosure of the NSA program also
brought a flood of class-action lawsuits seek-
ing to impose massive liability on phone
companies for allegedly answering the gov-
ernment’s call for help. The Intelligence
Committee has reviewed the program and
has concluded that the companies deserve
targeted protection from these suits. The
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protection would extend only to activities
undertaken after 9/11 until the beginning of
2007, authorized by the president to defend
the country from further terrorist attack,
and pursuant to written assurances from the
government that the activities were both au-
thorized by the president and legal.

We agree with the committee. Dragging
phone companies through protracted litiga-
tion would not only be unfair, but it would
deter other companies and private citizens
from responding in terrorist emergencies
whenever there may be uncertainty or legal
risk.

The government alone cannot protect us
from the threats we face today. We must
have the help of all our citizens. There will
be times when the lives of thousands of
Americans will depend on whether corpora-
tions such as airlines or banks are willing to
lend assistance. If we do not treat companies
fairly when they respond to assurances from
the highest levels of the government that
their help is legal and essential for saving
lives, then we will be radically reducing our
society’s capacity to defend itself.

This concern is particularly acute for our
nation’s telecommunications companies.
America’s front line of defense against ter-
rorist attack is communications intel-
ligence. When Americans put their loved
ones on planes, send their children to school,
or ride through tunnels and over bridges,
they are counting on the ‘‘early warning”
system of communications intelligence for
their safety. Communications technology
has become so complex that our country
needs the voluntary cooperation of the com-
panies. Without it, our intelligence efforts
will be gravely damaged.

Whether the government has acted prop-
erly is a different question from whether a
private person has acted properly in respond-
ing to the government’s call for help. From
its earliest days, the common law recognized
that when a public official calls on a citizen
to help protect the community in an emer-
gency, the person has a duty to help and
should be immune from being hauled into
court unless it was clear beyond doubt that
the public official was acting illegally. Be-
cause a private person cannot have all the
information necessary to assess the pro-
priety of the government’s actions, he must
be able to rely on official assurances about
need and legality. Immunity is designed to
avoid the burden of protracted litigation, be-
cause the prospect of such litigation itself is
enough to deter citizens from providing
critically needed assistance.

As the Intelligence Committee found, the
companies clearly acted in ‘‘good faith.”” The
situation is one in which immunity has tra-
ditionally been applied, and thus protection
from this litigation is justified.

First, the circumstances clearly showed
that there was a bona fide threat to ‘‘na-
tional security.” We had suffered the most
devastating attacks in our history, and Con-
gress had declared the attacks ‘‘continue to
pose an unusual and extraordinary threat”
to the country. It would have been entirely
reasonable for the companies to credit gov-
ernment representations that the nation
faced grave and immediate threat and that
their help was needed to protect American
lives.

Second, the bill’s protections only apply if
assistance was given in response to the presi-
dent’s personal authorization, communicated
in writing along with assurances of legality.
That is more than is required by FISA,
which contains a safe-harbor authorizing as-
sistance based solely on a certification by
the attorney general, his designee, or a host
of more junior law enforcement officials that
no warrant is required.

Third, the ultimate legal issue—whether
the president was acting within his constitu-

January 30, 2008

tional powers—is not the kind of question a
private party can definitively determine.
The companies were not in a position to say
that the government was definitely wrong.

Prior to FISA’s 1978 enactment, numerous
federal courts took it for granted that the
president has constitutional power to con-
duct warrantless surveillance to protect the
nation’s security. In 2002, the FISA Court of
Review, while not dealing directly with the
NSA program, stated that FISA could not
limit the president’s constitutional powers.
Given this, it cannot be said that the compa-
nies acted in bad faith in relying on the gov-
ernment’s assurances of legality.

For hundreds of years our legal system has
operated under the premise that, in a public
emergency, we want private citizens to re-
spond to the government’s call for help un-
less the citizen knows for sure that the gov-
ernment is acting illegally. If Congress does
not act now, it would be basically saying
that private citizens should only help when
they are absolutely certain that all the gov-
ernment’s actions are legal. Given the
threats we face in today’s world, this would
be a perilous policy.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I
yield the floor at this time.

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

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, are
we in morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are.

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that I be al-
lowed to speak for such time as I may
consume.

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

————
STIMULUS PACKAGE

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, we
will have a piece of legislation come to
the floor, we believe tonight—and per-
haps tomorrow morning—that deals
with the economic stimulus package,
as it is called, to try to stimulate the
economy. We are either in a recession
or near a recession.

The Federal Reserve Board today
took additional action to cut interest
rates by another half of 1 percent. That
follows the three-quarters of 1 percent
cut recently by the Fed, within the last
week and a half. So the Federal Re-
serve Board is using monetary policy
tools to jump-start the economy, and
the thought was that the fiscal policy
side coming from the Congress and the
President would require—or rec-
ommend, at least—some kind of stim-
ulus package. So there is a stimulus
package being developed that would
provide payments—rebates of sorts—to
American taxpayers. The discussion in
the U.S. House is $600 per taxpayer.
The Senate bill that has been proposed
is $500 or $1,000 per couple.

One can make a number of observa-
tions about this, wondering about the
advantage and the importance of a fis-
cal policy that has a stimulus package.
I think it is probably necessary for psy-
chological reasons, if not for economic
reasons. It is about 1 percent of the
GDP that is being proposed. We have a
$13-plus trillion economy, and I don’t
know how about 1 percent of that—$130
billion, $150 billion—for a stimulus
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package is going to stimulate the econ-
omy so much, but I think it is probably
psychologically important that we do
something here, so I expect to support
it.

There are a couple of things I intend
to recommend. And I don’t know how
many amendments we will be moving
on this bill, and I don’t know what the
circumstances might be. I know the
bill will be brought to the floor with an
unending appetite for amendments, so I
understand and expect that we will
have to limit some amendments. I
want to suggest, however, two amend-
ments that I think have some merit
and that ought to be considered.

The first one ought to be really easy,
in my judgment. The first one is a mes-
sage we should put on every check that
goes out. If we are sending checks to
American taxpayers, we ought to have
on this check this statement, in my
judgment: ‘““‘Support our economy—buy
American.”

Now, why is that the case? Well, be-
cause of the trade deficit we have in
this country. You will see the hem-
orrhaging of red ink as a result of our
trade deficits year after year. They
have grown unbelievably. We now have
roughly an $800 billion trade deficit in
a year. We have so much in consumer
goods that are being purchased from
overseas, with cheap labor overseas,
and being brought to the big box retail-
ers in our country and purchased by
American consumers. So the propo-
sition of sending a rebate to American
taxpayers, $500 or $600 per taxpayer,
the purpose of which is to have them
spend that and to boost consumer
spending and, therefore, boost the
economy—it does not do much to boost
our economy if, in fact, we are pro-
viding a rebate, a check to taxpayers,
and they spend it on imported goods. In
my judgment, that is supporting for-
eign labor, not American labor.

This is American money spent in a
way that is designed to boost the econ-
omy, and so it seems to me it ought to
be sent with a check that reminds
Americans: Support our economy—buy
American. We are going to send, what,
probably 150 million checks out in the
coming months with the stimulus
package? Why not have 150 million
messages just to remind people, to the
extent they can, that it is very impor-
tant to buy American, because we are
trying to stimulate the American econ-
omy, not the Chinese economy, not the
Japanese economy, and not the Euro-
pean economy. We are trying to stimu-
late the American economy. So it
would be very helpful if they pay a bit
of attention to the notion of what this
money is about: Support our econ-
omy—buy American.

I hope there isn’t one person in this
Chamber who would object to that. It
won’t cost anything. This would add no
cost to the check that is to be printed,
and it seems to me an important and
timely message to American con-
sumers. To the extent they can and to
the extent they will, they should be re-
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minded that spending these funds in
support of the product of American
workers is what invests in and expands
opportunity in the American economy.
That is an amendment which I think
should be added. I hope it will be added
by unanimous consent, absent a man-
agers’ package. It is something that
should be easy to do, and I would sus-
pect no one would object to the mes-
sage: Support our economy—buy Amer-
ican.

Second, I wanted to make a point
about another amendment that I think
should be included. I think this is more
problematic at this point, but it is a
piece of legislation I will introduce as
well.

Part of the economic difficulty in our
country is the substantial runup in the
price of oil and gasoline. It is inter-
esting to me that even as we have seen
the price of oil go up, up, up, we see
that the Energy Department continues
to put oil underground; that is, we re-
ceive royalties from certain oil wells,
and they take those royalties in kind—
that is, they take the royalties in the
form of barrels of oil and they stick it
underground in the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve.

Well, the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve is now about 97 percent full. Even
though it is 97 percent full and the
price of oil has gone to $80, $90, and
then $100, we are still taking oil and
putting it underground. What that does
is it takes oil out of supply and puts
upward pressure on prices. It seems to
me we ought to at least take a holiday
during this calendar year, as long as oil
is above $100 barrel. Why would you go
into the market to purchase very high-
cost oil and take it off the market and
stick it underground? That puts up-
ward pressure on gas prices, and it
makes no sense for the Government to
be doing that given the fact the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve is now 97 per-
cent filled.

So I hope—and I have encouraged the
Energy Secretary to do this, but he has
resisted. So my hope will be that either
now or at some point in the future on
some appropriate occasion, the Con-
gress will decide to tell him: Do not be
buying oil at these prices, taking it off
the market and putting it under-
ground. By ‘‘buying it,”” I mean taking
it as royalty in kind. That makes no
sense to do that. You talk about stimu-
lating the economy, the way to stimu-
late the economy is to help bring some
of these energy costs down.

Now about 8.5 million barrels have
gone underground in the last 6 months.
Some will say: Well, that is a pretty
small part of the amount of oil we have
and the amount of oil we use. Well, we
held a joint hearing between the En-
ergy Committee and the Homeland
Government Affairs Subcommittee on
the issue of energy markets, and par-
ticularly oil markets. At that hearing
we heard from Dr. Phillip Verleger,
who is an investigative researcher and
energy expert. He pointed out that
even a seemingly small decision with
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this issue of putting oil back into the
SPRO at a time when we are short can
have significant consequences. He says
the DOE is taking what is highly
sought after, light sweet crude that is
needed right now, and putting that un-
derground in the petroleum reserve. He
pointed out the volume of light sweet
crude that they want to put into the
Strategic Petroleum Reserve under-
ground has only been three-tenths of a
percent of the total global supply
available, but it was adding as much as
10 percent to the price of light sweet
crude.

Yet the Department of Energy insists
and maintains that putting this roy-
alty-in-kind oil underground has no
consequence at all on the price of oil.
Clearly it does. That is at odds with
testimony we received before our com-
mittees. Clearly it has an impact on
the price of gasoline. Filling the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve when we have
market record-high oil prices, as I said,
puts upward pressure on the price of oil
because even small volumes of oil off
the market can have a dramatic price
impact. That is especially true with
what is called light sweet crude.

In recent days we saw President Bush
visiting Saudi Arabia to ask the OPEC
countries, particularly the Saudis, to
increase production to help ease oil
prices in our country. Well, the fact is,
the OPEC cartel is going to meet this
Friday to discuss whether any change
to production is warranted. Their deci-
sion will impact the price of gasoline
in this country this spring.

But there is another decision that
will impact it. That is the decision by
the Department of Energy to continue
taking royalty-in-kind oil off the mar-
ket and sticking it underground. This
is exactly the wrong thing to do at the
wrong time.

I have always been in favor of a Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve. But with
prices where they are, and an economy
that is sluggish, it makes no sense to
continue to do this. I believe what we
ought to do is pass some legislation. If
I were writing the stimulus bill, I
would include this provision in the
stimulus bill.

Those are two ideas that I think
should be considered. The first I would
hope would be considered by unani-
mous consent. I can’t believe anybody
would object to putting on a check
that goes out to 150 million people:
Support Our Economy. Buy American.
I do not think anybody believes that
we want to provide a bunch of money
and hope they will spend it on goods
made in China. That hardly expands
opportunities and the economy in this
country. I am not saying they have to
spend it on American-made goods, but
what I am saying is, we ought to re-
mind them, to the extent we can, what
we are trying to do here, and what this
stimulus rebate check is all about.

(The remarks of Mr. DORGAN per-
taining to the submission of S. Res. 437
are located in today’s RECORD under
““Submission of Concurrent and Senate
Resolutions.”)
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. BOND. Madam President, I be-
lieve my distinguished colleague from
Alabama has some comments and ques-
tions he wishes to raise, so I ask that
he be recognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

FISA

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I
thank my colleague, Senator BOND, the
vice chairman of the Intelligence Com-
mittee. He has been working for a full
year virtually on trying to accomplish
what we need to accomplish now.

I may not be able to follow the de-
bate, but it seems to me that now we
are beginning to hear that somehow de-
spite your determined efforts and those
of Senator MCCONNELL and our side of
the aisle the Republicans are being ac-
cused of holding up this legislation.

Can you give us your perspective on
that? I am sure it is different from
what I have heard on the floor earlier
on.

Mr. BOND. Madam President, to re-
spond to my colleague, it would be a
pleasure. Let’s go through the record.

In April of 2007, the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence, or the DNI, sub-
mitted a request to update FISA, the
Foreign Intelligence Surveillance, law
to Congress. The draft legislation that
he sent to Congress was not a political
or partisan piece of legislation, it was
absolutely essential because tech-
nology has changed and the old FISA
law was prohibiting our agencies from
having the ability to go up on a foreign
target without getting an order of the
FISA Court, which totally gridlocked
that court.

But what he sent up was the result of
a year of negotiations and coordination
among civil servants in the Depart-
ment of Justice and our intelligence
agencies that will actually have to im-
plement the system the legislation will
cover. So the people who are running it
set up the recommendation.

Soon after that, there was a court
order issued that resulted in these sig-
nificant gaps. That ruling brought im-
portant parts of the system we use to
monitor terrorists overseas to a halt.
It created dangerous gaps in our ability
to collect. The need to pass a perma-
nent legislative fix for FISA suddenly
became much more urgent, and the
DNI came before the Intelligence Com-
mittee in May of 2007 to explain why it
was needed and to say how urgent it
was.

Mr. SESSIONS. Indeed, didn’t he say
it couldn’t have come at a worse time
to have us be denied this kind of intel-
ligence capability?

Mr. BOND. That is correct. As the
DNI explained to Congress in a closed-
door briefing for all Senators in July of
2007, the FISC ruling came at a time of
heightened concern in our intelligence
agencies that terrorist attacks against
the homelands of our allies might be in
the works.
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The DNI explained in that briefing in
no uncertain terms the urgent need to
update FISA and close the intelligence
gaps caused by the ruling so that our
intelligence agencies would have the
tools they need to detect terrorist
plots against our homeland or our
troops and allies overseas.

Mr. SESSIONS. To follow up on that,
you are familiar with the NSA and
have seen it. Would you dispute his de-
cision based on what you know? Didn’t
you also conclude, as I did, that he was
exactly right; this was absolutely crit-
ical to our national defense and secu-
rity?

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, yes. I
learned at the time why it was so es-
sential, and I would say there is a let-
ter from the DNI, a classified letter,
which is available in our Intelligence
Committee offices or in S-407 for Sen-
ators to read that says what the intel-
ligence community was able to accom-
plish after the Protect America Act
was passed on August 3, 4, and 5 of last
year, which would not have been pos-
sible had we not changed the FISA law.
So there are clear examples set forth in
a classified letter that I invite all my
colleagues to review. I would be happy
to have them review it.

Mr. SESSIONS. When we heard what
he said, we got busy. You were one of
the leaders. We worked through and
passed the legislation in August, just
this past August, that basically af-
firmed this program and kept it going.
But can you tell us now why we didn’t
make it permanent at the time?

Mr. BOND. First, I am not a big fan
of sunsets. If the Intelligence Com-
mittee does its job—and with Chairman
ROCKEFELLER leading and my role in it,
I can assure you that we are looking at
all of these laws, all of these practices,
and authorizing legislation of the intel-
ligence community to see if it is work-
ing, to see if it is working within prop-
er bonds. But I believe that. And I be-
lieve the Attorney General was correct
when he said we should not sunset
these laws because there are no sunsets
on our enemies’ fatwas.

That came from our Attorney Gen-
eral. But we did agree to a 6-month
sunset because Senate Democrats as-
sured me that 6 months was long
enough to take a systematic look at
the law and come up with a strong, per-
manent solution. They believed we
needed additional protections that had
not existed in the original FISA law. It
did not include one of the key elements
that the DNI requested in his original
April 2007 request. We had to pass a
shortened version because of the
timeline. But given that we had that
sunset, our Intelligence Committee
worked very hard, after the passage of
the PAA, until we were able to pass on
a bipartisan basis, by 13 to 2, a strong
bill that adds significant new protec-
tions for Americans and which permits
the DNI to conduct the program as he
thinks it needs to be conducted to as-
sure that our country is safe.

Mr. SESSIONS. How did we get here
and why do we need another 15-day ex-

January 30, 2008

tension? Why can’t we get this thing
done?

Mr. BOND. That is kind of an obvious
question that my colleague has asked.
The following month, the Judiciary
Committee of the Senate put out a bill
on a straight party-line vote, a par-
tisan substitute which was drafted
without getting the effective input of
the intelligence community, the De-
partment of Justice. And the DNI said
it absolutely would not work, so he
couldn’t support it. So a month after
that, on December 17, the distinguished
majority leader brought the bill to the
Senate floor, thought it very timely to
get it done in December, since we have
a February 1 expiration date. But sev-
eral members of the majority party
filibustered the bill or actually they
phoned in their objections, their fili-
busters, from campaign stops. And it
could not go forward. Then the Senate
didn’t get around to taking up FISA
again until over a month later, on Jan-
uary 23.

We only returned to FISA after tak-
ing up the Indian health legislation. I
don’t diminish the importance of that
measure, but it might have waited
until after we finished FISA.

Mr. SESSIONS. It seems to me that
our Democratic leadership has had leg-
islation from the Director of National
Intelligence since April. We have re-
fined it, particularly your committee,
the Intelligence Committee, has moved
it forward on the floor. And we have
just wasted a lot of time when we need
to be making this permanent.

Mr. BOND. Unfortunately, my col-
league from Alabama is right. I know
we both don’t want to engage in finger-
pointing, but some of my colleagues
have been making statements about
our efforts on the bill, which leave me
no choice but to correct the record. I
invite any of my colleagues who have a
different view to come discuss it with
me. It is critical that we move forward.

We have a 15-day extension. At the
end of 15 days, this body goes on a
week’s recess. There is no reason we
cannot pass this bill, conference with
the House, and pass it by February 15
so American citizens will have the ad-
ditional protections this bill includes,
and our carriers will have the liability
they must have to continue to partici-
pate in the program.

I thank my colleague from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank Senator
BOND and Senator ROCKEFELLER and
the Intelligence Committee. I serve as
a member of the Judiciary Committee.
I strongly opposed the bill that came
out of our committee. I believed your
bill, the Intelligence Committee bill,
which passed 13 to 2 in a bipartisan
fashion out of the Intelligence Com-
mittee, was superior to the one that
passed Judiciary on a narrow party-
line vote. I also grasped during that de-
bate that one of the real differences
was the Intelligence Committee mem-
bers knew what was at stake. That had
been your responsibility, to ensure
that our intelligence community was
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able to function effectively. You knew
how the system worked and we didn’t.
We allowed theoretical ideas and
maybe partisan politics to interfere
with a simple project which was to
identify what we needed to do to fix
the broken intelligence system and to
do so consistent with the Constitution
and liberty.

You all worked on that and reached
an agreement on it. We continued to
have nitpicking, complaints, ideas. Ev-
erybody has a different idea how they
would like to see it done. I guess that
is lawyers. Maybe that is the Judiciary
Committee lawyers as opposed to Intel-
ligence Committee members.

The way I would boil this issue down
for the American people is this: We are
not asking in this legislation that any-
thing be done to diminish the great lib-
erties we as Americans have come to
cherish. Actually, all it is doing is fa-
cilitating historic concepts of intel-
ligence surveillance that we have al-
ways done. Fundamentally, there is no
dispute that American intelligence of-
ficers abroad can intercept such com-
munications as they are able to inter-
cept without any Federal court war-
rant or anything else of that nature be-
cause the Federal court does not have
jurisdiction, one reason, in Europe or
the Middle East or Pakistan or any
other country. They just don’t have ju-
risdiction there. So we have always
known that our intelligence agencies
are capable, authorized, and legally
able to do this.

In the United States, however, if
somebody taps your phone—and we
have had so much confusion about
this—if a Government agency were to
tap someone’s phone, they are entitled
to listen not only to the calls that are
placed away from that phone to some-
one else, they are also entitled to lis-
ten to phone calls that come into that
phone number. That is part of the legal
authorization to surveil inside the
United States.

So the first thing you have to do is
have legal authorization to surveil.
Once you do, on that phone, then you
can listen to the calls that come in.
What we do as a matter of practicality
is we mitigate if a phone call comes in
on a matter unrelated to the criminal
activity that is being surveilled in the
United States. That is the way it is.

So what I want to say is, don’t think
this is somehow a retrenchment of his-
toric American protections. What we
are saying is, if you have a legal au-
thorization to intercept a telephone
system in Afghanistan—and we do, our
people have a right to intercept a
phone conversation—it seems to me
you also have a right, just as you do if
you have a warrant involving a U.S.
citizen, to listen to the phone calls
they place into the United States. And
if it is not relevant to any kind of ter-
rorist activity, then you would miti-
gate against it. But if you follow what
I am saying, once you have the author-
ity, as we do, to intercept a cell phone
number somewhere, something like
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that, if you have this activity and you
intercept that and you can surveil that
number, then you are able to surveil
who they call.

If they are calling into the United
States to set up a terrorist organiza-
tion to carry out a plot, then that is
the kind of call you want to intercept,
for heaven’s sake. I just don’t think we
have a big issue. I am proud of the
committee. They have added protec-
tions, eliminated ideas that could lead
to some abuse somewhere, but you
have written a bill that is worthwhile.

Let me say about the people at the
National Security Agency and our FBI
and our other agencies that are out
doing this kind of work, they follow
the laws we give them. Don’t think,
like you see on television, on ‘24 and
some of these things that people just
go around and violate the law on a reg-
ular basis. I was a Federal prosecutor
for 15 years. People don’t put their ca-
reers on the line, throw away their ca-
reers, violating the law.

So we have to have a law that allows
them to lawfully do their work and not
deny them the right or a legitimate
power to protect America because we
are putting ourselves at risk, and we
should not do it. So I am frustrated,
forgive me, that we are so timid about
allowing the full historical surveil-
lance capabilities our Nation is used to
having at this time when we have
unique threats from terrorists who
have proven they have the ability to
inflict thousands of deaths on Ameri-
cans.

Our good people are working their
hearts out. Let’s don’t make it more
difficult for them. Let’s affirm what
they are doing. We will continue to
monitor it so it is never abused.

I thank the chairman and the Intel-
ligence Committee for their bipartisan
work to serve our country by producing
a bill we all can be proud of.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PRYOR). The Senator from Missouri.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I extend
my most sincere thanks to my col-
league from Alabama, who is a very
valuable member of the Judiciary Com-
mittee. He does not let the fact that he
was a lawyer and a prosecutor interfere
with the exercise of good judgment. I
congratulate him on his very percep-
tive comments. I thank him for partici-
pating with me.

I also would agree with him. He made
the strong point that sensitive intel-
ligence matters should be handled in
the Intelligence Committee. Our intel-
ligence community leaders have said it
is very difficult to present matters to a
committee when they have to deal in
closed session on so many things. Even
the things that may in themselves not
be classified are often related to classi-
fied materials. So I hope maybe we can
take a look at committee jurisdiction
in the future.

I will take a few minutes to discuss
why it is so important the Senate pass
the bipartisan Rockefeller-Bond sub-
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stitute amendment without adding un-
necessary or harmful amendments that
have not been vetted by the intel-
ligence community.

There are some colleagues who may
believe we can just keep adding amend-
ments without causing any problem for
our intelligence collectors. But the
fact is, the legislation is intended, first
and foremost, to keep the intelligence
gaps that existed prior to the passage
of the Protect America Act, or PAA,
closed. If we do not check with the ex-
perts in the intelligence community
about whether their proposals will en-
able the intelligence community to
keep the gaps closed, and if we do not
heed their advice, the legislation can
have—and often has—unintended con-
sequences that impede vital intel-
ligence collection.

An example of why this is so impor-
tant: There was a substitute amend-
ment included in the Rockefeller-Bond
bill that provides additional protec-
tions for Americans traveling overseas.
Originally, this amendment was offered
by the Senator from Oregon—a valued
member of our committee. His intent—
which I share, and the intelligence
community shares—is to provide over-
seas Americans with the same level of
court review and approval as Ameri-
cans in the United States receive. We
believe that is very important.

The amendment passed in the com-
mittee despite my vote in opposition
because of the drafting that the amend-
ment had not been vetted by the intel-
ligence community. It turned out it
would have been unworkable, causing
unintended consequences, including
impeding important intelligence col-
lection on legitimate targets, if it was
passed as it was.

But the chairman and I worked with
Senators WYDEN and WHITEHOUSE over
the past few months so we could make
this functional—a  well-intentioned
amendment, a very valuable addition
to this bill. We fixed that provision,
and it is in the managers’ amendment
that Chairman ROCKEFELLER and I
have. So we will have a workable bill,
one that the DNI supports, and one we
can be very proud of, because it does
extend additional protections to Amer-
ican citizens and U.S. persons abroad.

But when we had to fix this issue,
what we thought was a simple amend-
ment took 24 pages of language to
make sure we did not have unintended
consequences—in an amendment that
was originally only 3 pages long. I raise
this not to criticize the authors of the
amendment but to thank them for
their cooperation.

But the basic principle is a principle
of medicine, and we can apply it to the
intelligence legislation: First, do no
harm. I am concerned about the unwill-
ingness of some colleagues who have
proposed legislation to call the office
of the DNI or NSA to make sure their
amendments would do no harm. If
amendments cause the intelligence
gaps to reopen, the legislation will be
worthless, probably will not pass, and
will not be signed into law.



S478

An example of how well a bipartisan
FISA reform bill can function is the
Protect America Act. I have said before
that the PAA did exactly what it was
intended to do: it closed the intel-
ligence gaps that threatened the secu-
rity of our Nation and our troops. It
did so in a truncated fashion, but it
worked for 6 months.

Now, there are some Members who
criticize the PAA and call it flawed.
But let there be no doubt, the PAA has
been a great success. It did not open
any new powers that had not existed
before the technology changed and
brought applications of new Ilimita-
tions on our collectors.

Next, I want to call attention to a
letter received by the Senate Select
Committee on Intelligence on January
25 from the DNI. Director McConnell
wrote that the authorities provided by
Congress, through the Protect America
Act, passed in August of last year, have
““allowed the Intelligence Community
to collect vital foreign intelligence in-
formation, and made the Nation safer
by enabling the IC to close gaps in our
foreign intelligence collection.”

Let me repeat that: It has enabled
the intelligence community to close
gaps in our foreign intelligence collec-
tion.

More specifically, Director McCon-
nell said the PAA has enabled the in-
telligence community to obtain infor-
mation related to disruption of planned
terrorist attacks against Americans,
efforts by an individual to become a
suicide operative, instructions to a for-
eign terrorist associate about entering
the United States, efforts by terrorists
to obtain guns and ammunition, ter-
rorist facilitator plans to travel to Eu-
rope, information on money transfers;
plans for future terrorist attacks, and
movements of key extremist groups to
evade arrest—among others.

While I cannot say anything more
publicly about these examples, I can
say these are examples of how the PAA
disrupted ongoing and planned attacks
against our interests, our allies, and
our citizens. The Director did send the
committee a classified letter laying
out the details of these disruptions. He
also gave examples of how collection—
that had faltered because of a FISA
Court decision in the spring—was re-
newed under the PAA. As a result, key
intelligence against terrorists was col-
lected.

I have reviewed the letter. I think
any of our colleagues interested in this
subject should go to the Senate Intel-
ligence Committee offices or to S-407
to read the classified letter for them-
selves to see how the PAA has helped
save American lives.

Director McConnell has told us some
targets might not have been pursued
without the PAA because of the admin-
istrative, analytic, and legal burden of
seeking FISA orders. Keep in mind,
these orders would have been FISA or-
ders to collect information on for-
eigners, not Americans.

It is clear from my reading of Direc-
tor McConnell’s letter that most of the
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successes he identified would not have
occurred had it not been for the PAA.

While the PAA has been key to gath-
ering unique and vital intelligence in-
formation, Director McConnell does
not support its extension. The reason
he does not support the renewal—one
that has been critical to enabling the
intelligence community he leads to do
its job—is because it does not include
retroactive civil liability protection. In
his letter, and on numerous occasions—
and in every substantive discussion I
have had with him—the Director has
said that we cannot gather this kind of
information in sensitive intelligence
areas without the cooperation of pri-
vate parties.

Despite the success of the intel-
ligence community’s ability to collect
intelligence under the PAA, Director
McConnell does not support its exten-
sion without this retroactive civil li-
ability provision because he believes
the voluntary cooperation of private
parties is necessary to the success of
the program. I have stated previously
in answers to questions of my col-
leagues precisely why it would work.
By implication, it seems he is con-
cerned, wisely, I believe, that carriers
will no longer cooperate with the Gov-
ernment if they fear being dragged into
expensive lawsuits.

Again, for all these reasons, we must
pass and get the bill out of here—I hope
at least by early next week—and pass a
conference report before February 15.
The Rockefeller-Bond substitute is
that bill.

A lot of questions have been asked
about when we are going to move for-
ward. We have exchanged papers back
and forth. Chairman ROCKEFELLER’S
staff and my staff have negotiated ex-
tensively. We need to get the concur-
rence of the leaders on both sides. I
hope we are close to getting a workable
framework. This is such a critical piece
of legislation. I do not want to hold it
up any longer.

I know my colleagues have been
waiting for votes. Nobody has been
more anxious than Chairman ROCKE-
FELLER and I. We understand how im-
portant this issue is. We hope to give
this body some real action on moving
the bill forward sooner rather than
later. We will need the leaders, who
will make the decisions. We will need
the cooperation of all colleagues on
both sides. Let’s hope we can come to
a successful resolution.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

———

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, there will
be no rollcall votes tonight. We will see
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what we can do tomorrow to come to
some conclusion on the stimulus pack-
age, at least get on the road to how we
are going to have some votes. And we
will have some votes; it is just a ques-
tion of when we will have them.

On FISA, we thought we had it
worked out a few minutes ago, but it
came ‘‘unworked.” So we are going to
continue to see what we can do. I have
told Senator MCCONNELL we are doing
our very best to wrap that up so we can
have agreement. But an agreement is
two sided. It is not just us. We think
we have a way to complete that so we
can finish our work on it, but it is a
work in progress. I thought we had it
done a few minutes ago, but it didn’t
work out that way. So we will see what
we can do tomorrow on these issues,
but there will be no votes tonight.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
CANTWELL.) Without objection, it is so
ordered.

———
ECONOMIC STIMULUS

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, the
psalmist prayed:

Do not cast me off when I am old. Do not
forsake me when my strength fails.

That is really the question before us
as we get to the economic stimulus
bill, which is the bill that is going to
send out rebate checks to Americans:
Will the Senate cast off 20 million sen-
iors? Will the Senate forsake 20 million
of the neediest Americans?

A vote for the Finance Committee
substitute is a vote for 20 million
American senior citizens who have
worked hard all their lives, who have
paid taxes for a lifetime. They con-
tribute to the economy today. But the
underlying House-passed bill would not
give them a rebate check.

The House-passed bill says no to 20
million American seniors. The House
bill gives checks only to the more af-
fluent seniors whose incomes are high
enough that they pay taxes now. The
House-passed bill would not give a
stimulus check to seniors who are
scraping by on Social Security income
alone and have no tax liability. To
state it differently, the House-passed
bill says no to the most neediest sen-
iors, not only 20 million American sen-
iors, but the House bill says no to the
20 million American seniors who hap-
pen to be the most needy. These 20 mil-
lion seniors have given a lifetime of
labor. They have given a lifetime of
service, and they have paid a lifetime
of taxes. The House-passed bill would
not give them a stimulus check.

Think of a grandmother who needs
money for food, medicine. America’s
economy is slowing down. Times are
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getting tough for her. Prices for food,
gasoline, and home heating oil have
skyrocketed right before our eyes. She
has a harder time making ends meet.
For many of our Nation’s senior citi-
zens, their only source of funds for
these necessities is a once-a-month en-
velope from Social Security. Any So-
cial Security beneficiary will tell that
you she has not seen the amount of her
check increased enough to cover to-
day’s rising costs. I am sure the bene-
fits may be going up a little bit, but
they clearly do not cover the increase
in rising costs. Again, the Finance
Committee package says yes to those
20 million American seniors who we be-
lieve should be included. They should
also get a rebate check. The House-
passed bill says no to those 20 million
American seniors. It says to seniors
who happen to be the most needy, no,
we are not going to give you a rebate
check. That is the basic reason why I
believe the Senate Finance Committee
package passed today is by far the bet-
ter alternative.

Just think, when Congress acts on an
economic stimulus package this week,
tomorrow, whenever it is, we should in-
sist on that tax rebate for the 20 mil-
lion low-income seniors who can use
that money right now. A rebate for
seniors is no feel-good measure. Obvi-
ously, it is the right thing to do. Re-
bates for 20 million more seniors will
help the economic stimulus package
work better. Why is that? Because sen-
iors are among America’s most likely
to spend a refund right away and pump
cash back into the economy.

This chart basically demonstrates
that. According to the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, Americans over age 65 are
responsible for over 14 percent of all
consumer spending. People over 65
spend 92 percent of the their yearly in-
comes. That is represented by the hori-
zontal bar in blue, a little bit of purple
over on the right. So people over 65
spend 92 percent of their yearly in-
come. People over age 75 spend 98 per-
cent of their incomes. That is higher
than any other demographic group over
the age of 25.

Seniors spend the money they re-
ceive. They have to, in most cases,
spend the money they receive. It is the
right thing to do, to give senior citi-
zens access to that rebate check. Why
exclude them? Why cut seniors out as
the House does? That is not right. In
addition, seniors spend the money they
receive. Seniors over age 65 spend 92
percent of the money they receive, and
seniors over 75 years of age spend 98
percent of the income they receive. So
seniors will spend that rebate check
right away. That will make the rebate
check all the more effective in helping
the economy.

The Senate needs to do the right
thing by America’s seniors and by the
American economy. We should extend
the tax rebate to 20 million American
senior citizens living on Social Secu-
rity. The Finance Committee sub-
stitute will help 20 million seniors who
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were left out of the House bill. The Fi-
nance Committee amendment will pro-
vide seniors with a rebate check of $500
and $1,000, if they are married.

What is more, the Finance Com-
mittee amendment helps a quarter of a
million disabled veterans with rebate
checks. So far I have talked only about
senior citizens. The House-passed bill
does not give rebate checks to disabled
American veterans. The House bill does
not provide low-income disabled vet-
erans rebate checks. That is, the House
bill does not give rebate checks to a
quarter of a million, and that is be-
cause they do not provide low-income
disabled vets with rebate checks.

The House discriminates against
lower income seniors, 20 million Amer-
ican seniors. It discriminates against
lower income disabled vets. It says no
to a quarter of a million disabled vet-
erans. We in the Finance Committee
say, no, we should say yes to seniors.
We should say yes also to disabled vet-
erans who will get the same rebate
check as an upper income disabled vet.

What is more, the Finance Com-
mittee amendment helps people who
have lost their jobs. Don’t you think
that is the right thing to do, help peo-
ple who have lost their jobs, particu-
larly as we are either in a recession or
close to a recession? The Finance Com-
mittee amendment provides an addi-
tional 13 weeks of unemployment in-
surance, and high unemployment
States will qualify for an extra 13
weeks. The House bill does not provide
an extension for unemployment insur-
ance. It says no. It says, no, I am sorry,
too bad. If you have lost your job and
your 26 weeks is already up, which is
the case for a higher proportion of
America’s unemployed today than at
any other time in recent history, the
House says, no, sorry. Even though you
need the money, even though you
would have clearly spent the rebate
check, they say, no. The House bill
doesn’t provide that extension.

There are almost a million more un-
employed Americans than there were
unemployed a year ago. The Congres-
sional Budget Office found that unem-
ployment insurance has a great bang
for the buck. That is, people who are
unemployed who receive their unem-
ployment insurance spend it. In fact,
economy.com, a company which ana-
lyzes these things—their person testi-
fied today or yesterday before the
Budget Committee—found that each
dollar spent on extended unemploy-
ment insurance benefits would gen-
erate $1.64 in increased economic activ-
ity. That is a good one. In straight eco-
nomic terms, for every $1 spent, $1.64 is
the result in increased economic activ-
ity.

The bipartisan stimulus bill enacted
after 9/11 included an unemployment
insurance extension. President Bush
signed that extension. Why don’t we do
it now? We all know what dire straits
the economy is in. The Federal Reserve
system cut the Fed funds rate another
half percent. When you add it up in the
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last 4 or 5 months, 1 percent plus three-
quarters plus another half, what does
that amount to? That is a 2Va-percent-
age points reduction in the last several
months. They are worried. But those
rate cuts take time to work their way
through the economy. An economic
stimulus package has an effect right
away. That is why we believe we should
have components in the economic
stimulus package which improve upon
the House bill and give 20 million sen-
iors rebate checks and a quarter of a
million disabled vets rebate checks and
also extended unemployment benefits.

The Finance Committee amendment
helps American businesses that need
help. The Finance Committee amend-
ment would extend what is called the
carryback period for net operating
losses from 2 years to 5 years. Why is
that important? Generally, a cyclical
business has some profitable years fol-
lowed by loss years. During loss peri-
ods, the company will carry back the
net operating losses for the lost years
to the prior profitable years. They will
file a quick refund claim. The quick re-
fund claim acts as a cash infusion and
allows the company to survive the loss
period. The House bill doesn’t take
care of that. The housing industry
would greatly benefit from an in-
creased carryback period.

This whole economic downturn was
sparked by a so-called subprime prob-
lem, the housing problem, a glut of
houses. And the expanded period would
allow builders to avoid selling land and
houses at distressed prices.

Additionally, it would enable Iless
costly financing, improving business
conditions for an eventual return of
the housing market. The expanded pe-
riod would give the housing industry
cash to meet payroll. That is not a bad
thing to do when we are in an economic
downturn. That would stop additional
job losses. The National Association of
Manufacturers has written us in the
committee in support of the Finance
Committee’s net operating loss pro-
posal because they know it is the right
thing to do to help maintain jobs.

These are all good reasons to vote for
the Finance Committee substitute. It
would help disabled veterans. It would
help unemployed Americans. It would
help businesses struggling with the
business cycle. It would help 20, I think
the figure is 20 million American senior
citizens. I start where I began. I repeat
this point because it is so important.
The biggest difference between the Fi-
nance Committee substitute and the
underlying House bill is 20 million sen-
iors. A vote for the Finance Committee
substitute is a vote for those seniors.
Keep this in mind: 20 million, right
here. That is the number of seniors to
whom we would give rebate checks be-
cause it is the right thing to do, to add
20 million to the House-passed bill,
which does not give rebate checks,
which is clearly the wrong thing to do.

Senators should not cast off seniors.
Senators should not forsake them.
Rather, let us recognize their lifetimes
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of labor, recognize their key role in
stimulating the economy. Look at our
senior citizens. They are the real salt,
the rock of America. Our mothers and
fathers and grandfathers, most of them
passed through the Depression era.
Some are a little old for the Depression
era, but they have values that are so
important for our country. They are
the people who paid taxes all their
lives. They worked all their lives. They
provided service to so many of us and
our families and to other neighbors in
the community. Let us recognize their
key role in stimulating the economy,
and let us pass the Finance Committee
substitute for those 20 million Amer-
ican seniors.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

———

IN MEMORY OF SISTER DOROTHY
MARIE HENNESSEY

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, on
January 25, all who work and struggle
for social and economic justice, who
dedicate themselves to peace and end-
ing war, lost a wonderful friend in Sis-
ter Dorothy Marie Hennessey. The
world lost a true Christian soul who, in
her own quiet, humble way, fought re-
lentlessly for peace and social justice.

Sister Dorothy lived 94 years, 67 of
them as a member of the Sisters of St.
Frances. She was the eldest of 15 broth-
ers and sisters who grew up on a farm
near Oneida, IA, taught by their par-
ents that the Golden Rule was not an
abstraction but a way of life. She fond-
ly always remembered that her family
“always fed and housed the tramps who
came to [their] farm.”

Sister Dorothy Kkept her theology
simple and straightforward. She said:

I've learned in 75 years in the convent that
God is a compassionate God who loves all of
us, but who also loves the poor and the peo-
ple who are oppressed.

But Sister Dorothy also believed, in
the words of President Kennedy, that
“God’s work on Earth must truly be
our own.”’” She was the opposite of a
cloistered nun. She was an activist.
She stepped forward boldly, if humbly,
to make the world a better and fairer
and more just place.

She taught in Catholic schools in the
Dubuque area for 28 years and another
4 years in Portland, OR. But in the
1960s, her social consciousness came
alive. She was deeply disturbed by the
tragedy unfolding in Vietnam. And she
was shocked to learn from her brother,
also a priest—Father Ron Hennessey, a
longtime missionary in Latin Amer-
ica—about the atrocities committed by
dictators and their death squads in
Central America.
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Father Ron was, as we know—and he
was a friend of mine, and I knew him
well—also a friend of Archbishop Oscar
Romero of El Salvador, and he wit-
nessed the Salvadoran military firing
on mourners after the archbishop’s as-
sassination.

Sister Dorothy became a leader in a
newly formed human rights group in
Dubuque and spent the rest of her life
engaging in principled acts of dissent
and protest, at times putting her own
life at risk.

For example, in 1984, she went to
Nicaragua with the group Witness for
Peace, acting as human shields to pro-
tect northern border villages from at-
tacks by the CIA-backed Contras.

In 1986, at the age of 73, she joined
more than 1,000 activists in the Great
Peace March for Global Nuclear Disar-
mament, traveling 3,500 miles from Los
Angeles to Washington, DC—at the age
of 73.

Beginning in 1997, she participated in
annual protests at the School of the
Americas at Fort Benning, GA, where
graduates had been implicated in
human rights abuses all over Latin
America, Central America, including
the murder of six Jesuit priests in El
Salvador.

Sister Dorothy was arrested three
times for crossing the line onto the
Army base. On the third occasion, at
the age of 88, she was one of 3,600 pro-
testers who were arrested. Twenty-six
of them were selected by lottery to be
prosecuted in Federal court, including
Sister Dorothy and her sibling, Sister
Gwen, also a Franciscan Nun.

Sister Dorothy was sentenced by a
Federal judge to 6 months of detention
in her convent, but she refused this le-
niency. She insisted on receiving the
same treatment as her other 25 co-
defendants. So her sentence was
changed to 6 months at the Federal
Prison Camp in Illinois. As a Des
Moines Register columnist noted, ‘‘She
was allowed to take her hearing aids,
but not her Bible.”

After a month and a half, she was
transferred to a correctional facility in
Dubuque, supposedly for health rea-
sons. But Sister Dorothy knew better.
The real reason was the Federal Gov-
ernment’s sheer embarrassment at in-
carcerating an 88-year-old nun because
she dared to stand up for justice.

During her time in prison, Sister
Dorothy was interviewed by a reporter
with the Public Broadcasting System.
She said:

I feel that it’s our duty. We can’t protest
everything, but we can pick out some of the
worst things to protest, and that’s what I've
tried to do.

So into her eighties, nineties, Sister
Dorothy continued to find new ways to
serve people and to help change the
world for the good. From 1996 to 2000,
she worked as a daily volunteer at
Clare House, a residence in Cedar Rap-
ids for people with AIDS. She cooked
and cleaned for the patients. She spoke
out loudly and clearly, also, for the
rights of gays and lesbians.
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On a personal note, I will always be
grateful to Sister Dorothy for her
many years of friendship and counsel.
It has been one of the privileges of my
life to know so many members of that
wonderful, wonderful Hennessey fam-
ily—Father Ron, all the years he
risked his life in Central America, and
both Sister Dorothy and Sister Gwen,
and another sister. There is Sister Mir-
iam, who was tragically killed in a car
incident some years ago. What a won-
derful family.

Sister Dorothy worked for a while as
a senior intern in my Dubuque office. I
say ‘‘for a while’’—actually, for 8
years. She was a great mentor and in-
spiration to all of my staff.

So I will always cherish my friend-
ship not only with Sister Dorothy but
also with Sister Gwen, Sister Miriam,
Father Ron, and so many other mem-
bers whom I have known of the entire
Hennessey family.

Madam President, as you can clearly
see, Sister Dorothy was a remarkable
person. I am reminded of the old say-
ing: We make a living by what we
make; but we make a life by what we
give. Throughout her amazing life, Sis-
ter Dorothy was the ultimate giver.
She gave her adult life to the church
and to the Sisters of St. Frances. She
gave more than three decades of dedi-
cated service to her students. She gave
her service on boards and in countless
volunteer organizations. And, as I have
pointed out, she gave of herself in dis-
sent and protest many times against
oppression and to end war.

She gave us her moral passion. She
gave us her fine Christian example. She
gave us her courage and decency, her
love and friendship. She gave it all she
had to make sure the world was a bet-
ter place, that we all—all—had that
prickling conscience that things were
not right when poor people suffered,
when war became the norm, when there
were so many abuses of human rights
and oppression against the disenfran-
chised and the poor in this country and
in other places around the globe.

So after a rich lifetime of service,
Sister Dorothy has been called home.
She left the world a better place. I am
deeply grateful to have had her as a
friend. To all of the Franciscan nuns,
to her family, of course, my deepest
condolences from me and all of my
family on her passing, but also our
deepest thanks for sharing such a won-
derful, magnificent person with us dur-
ing her lifetime.

We will remember her and hopefully
honor Sister Dorothy by continuing to
do what we can to make sure that our
Government works more for social jus-
tice and economic justice, that we turn
away from the instruments of war and
the funding for war and making war
sort of the norm, and that we reach out
in understanding and peace to the rest
of the world. She would have not only
asked nothing less, she would have de-
manded nothing less of us.
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So we say goodbye to Sister Dorothy
and, again, honor her memory by con-
tinuing to do what we can in our life-
times to continue in her great work.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that an article that appeared
today in the Des Moines Register by
Rekha Basu regarding Sister Dorothy
be printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Des Moines Register, Jan. 30, 2008]

BASU: DUBUQUE NUN TAUGHT Us To STAND UP
FOR BELIEFS

(By Rekha Basu)

At 88, Sister Dorothy Marie Hennessey of
Dubuque was arrested for trespassing on a
U.S. military base. She’d been protesting a
school reputed to train Latin American mili-
tary members to repress democracy advo-
cates. Noting her advanced age, the judge of-
fered her the option of staying under house
arrest in her convent.

“‘I appreciate your thoughtfulness,” replied
the diminutive nun. “But I am not an in-
valid. I'd like to have the same sentence the
others have.”

So Sister Hennessey began her six-month
prison term (the maximum sentence), along
with 25 others, at the Federal Correctional
Institution in Pekin, I11. She was allowed to
take her hearing aids, but not her Bible.

The woman dubbed ‘‘the radical nun,” the
activist who in her 70s walked across the
country to protest the Cold War, died last
week at age 94—and the planet is poorer for
it. We lost a passionate champion of peace
and justice who, even while protesting war
and injustice, maintained an unflagging
sense of optimism.

““I consider it a spiritual commitment be-
cause I've learned in my almost 70 years in
the convent that God is a compassionate God
who loves all of us,” she once said, ‘“‘but who
also loves the poor and the people who are
oppressed.”’

Though she was a giant in every way but
physically, Sister Hennessey’s name wasn’t a
household one in Iowa. It should be. She
earned a place in both the Iowa Women’s Ar-
chives and Wikipedia, was written about in
the New York Times and was interviewed on
PBS. And with her biological sister Gwen,
also a Franciscan nun, she was awarded the
Pacem in Terris Award from the Davenport
Catholic Diocese in 2002, earning a place
among such luminaries as Daniel Berrigan,
Cesar Chavez, Desmond Tutu, Martin Luther
King Jr. and Mother Teresa. The award is
named after a Papal encyclical by Pope John
XXIII that calls upon people of goodwill to
bring peace among nations. It recognized the
sisters for ‘‘living out the Gospel through
their work on behalf of the poor and for
peace.”

The oldest of 15 children, Sister Hennessey
was born in 1913 in Manchester and raised on
a farm. She spent 75 years at St. Francis in
Dubuque and taught in various Iowa commu-
nities and in Portland, Ore.

It was her brother, the late Ron Hennessey,
a longtime missionary in Latin America,
who first inspired her social activism. His
letters from Guatemala and El Salvador in
the 1980s told of terrorism and killings of
Mayan Indians in his parish by Guatemalan
death squads. Brutal wars in Central Amer-
ica were being waged using American guns
and money.

A friend of Archbishop Oscar Romero of El
Salvador, Father Hennessey wrote of wit-
nessing the Salvadoran military firing on
mourners in the cathedral after Romero’s as-
sassination.
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Sister Hennessey centered her protests on
the Army’s School of the Americas in Fort
Benning, Ga., because it trained Latin Amer-
ican soldiers and police. The school said it
gave them a professional education. Pro-
testers said it taught torture. Graduates
from the school were later implicated in the
1989 murders of six Jesuit priests and two
women in El Salvador. The protest that sent
Sister Hennessey to prison involved a mock
funeral procession. The school was closed a
month later, but it reopened under a dif-
ferent name.

In an interview from prison in 2001 on PBS
‘“‘Religion and Ethics,” Sister Hennessey told
host Bob Abernethy, ‘I feel that it’s our
duty. We can’t protest everything, but we
can pick out some of the worst things to pro-
test, and that’s what I've tried to do.”

Fortunately, her sister remains to carry on
the family legacy.

Sister Hennessey taught many things, in-
cluding courage, compassion and the impor-
tance of independent thought and creative
action.

She taught that aging gracefully can be
compatible with living meaningfully, and
even dangerously. But most important, she
taught that we don’t have to stand by in
frustration when wrongs are perpetrated,
even by our government; that the world is
best served when we stand up for what’s
right. And that you do whatever you can
from wherever you are.

In her case, it was the Lord’s work.

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I
yield the floor and 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. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, what is
the pending business before the Sen-
ate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is in morning business.

The

———

FARM BILL

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I rise
today to urge my colleagues in the
Democratic leadership to move forward
with the 2007 farm bill. Last July, the
House of Representatives passed the
2007 farm bill by a vote of 231 to 191.
Last December, the Senate followed
suit by passing its version of the 2007
farm bill by a vote of 79 to 14. Certainly
there are controversial provisions in
each bill that must be addressed as we
move forward. However, the bipartisan
support for these bills is overwhelming.
In fact, with 79 votes, this Senate-
passed farm bill received more votes
than any farm bill in the past 30 years.

Unfortunately, little progress has
been made since that time. The respec-
tive chairs of the House and Senate Ag-
riculture Committees need to focus on
naming conferees and working together
to reconcile their differences. Right
now, my understanding is both chairs
have been meeting with the adminis-
tration, both saying they are making
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no headway. It seems to me that ulti-
mately we need to work in a bipartisan
manner to resolve the differences be-
tween the House and the Senate
versions of the farm bill, and that be-
gins by naming conferees to a farm bill
conference committee. We only have 6
weeks left to name conferees, reconcile
the Senate and House-passed farm
bills, and deliver a farm bill that meets
the needs of America’s producers and
can be signed into law by the Presi-
dent.

Additionally, in March, the Congres-
sional Budget Office will issue a new
baseline for agricultural programs. On
account of high prices and a successful
agricultural industry, the CBO will
likely predict that few farm payments
will be made in the coming years. The
result is that Congress will have even
fewer dollars to write the new farm
bill, which will further magnify our
current budgetary issues associated
with this farm bill.

Our farmers and ranchers are already
making their planting decisions for
this spring. Many are wondering what
regulatory regime will impact their op-
erations. Will it be the 2007 farm bill—
now the 2008 farm bill—which Congress
and the Agriculture Committees have
been debating for the past 12 months?
Will it be the 2002 farm bill which has
served our producers well but expires
in 45 days or will it be the 1949 and 1938
farm bills, which are the last farm bills
with permanent authorizations?

In recent days, some have threatened
to let the 2002 farm bill expire and re-
vert to a permanent farm bill policy
which was drafted almost 60 years ago.
The two laws that would govern most
farm programs passed in either 1938 or
1949 are what we refer to as permanent
law. If Congress fails to approve new
legislation that would set aside those
permanent laws, and if Congress also
fails to extend the current farm bill,
then these two old laws once again be-
come operational.

Now, among other things, permanent
legislation would require USDA to es-
tablish acreage allotments and mar-
keting quotas for price-supported crops
and for producers to vote whether to
approve quotas. Some agricultural pro-
ducers actually might benefit from the
permanent farm bill, while other pro-
ducers in our conservation programs
would dramatically suffer. If you are a
wheat grower, the loan rate for wheat
would be $8.32. That is something a lot
of wheat growers would probably like
to see. Corn loan rates would be $4.12,
and, of course, there would be no coun-
tercyclical or direct payments that we
have in the farm bill that we are oper-
ating under today, and no support pro-
gram for soybeans under the perma-
nent farm law we would revert to—the
1938-1949 laws I referred to—if, in fact,
we don’t take action to either extend
the current farm bill or get the new
one passed.

Milk purchases by the Commodity
Credit Corporation would be estab-
lished at $28.20 per hundredweight, far
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more expensive than provisions in the
2002 and 2007 farm bills. Most conserva-
tion programs would also expire on
March 15 of this year, 2008, including
the CRP. If conservation programs ex-
pire, no new acres could be signed up
by producers.

I call on the leadership—the Demo-
crat leaders are the ones who get this
process rolling by naming conferees
and allowing the process to move for-
ward, but I think that both sides,
frankly, need to put aside any bick-
ering and fingerpointing that is going
on and move forward with a farm bill
process that will enable us to get a bill,
a signable bill on the President’s desk
before March 15 when the current farm
bill expires.

Moving forward on the farm bill de-
bate requires a few critical steps. First,
as I said before, there has to be an an-
nouncement and naming of farm bill
conferees, and that should happen im-
mediately. Conferees need to begin
meeting to iron out policy differences
between both bills and to come to an
agreement on funding. As the conferees
do that, and the committee works,
then they can negotiate in good faith
with USDA in an attempt to reach an
agreement on a bill the President could
sign. Congress then could pass the bill,
get a conference report, move it
through the House, move it through
the Senate, and get it on to the Presi-
dent for his consideration.

Our agricultural producers, our con-
servation organizations, our school nu-
trition groups, our renewable energy
sector are all waiting patiently for
Congress to work its will with this
farm bill. The time for action is now.
We simply cannot afford further delay.

Probably the most frequently asked
question when I am back in my home
State of South Dakota as I travel
around the State is: When are we going
to get a farm bill? Are we making any
headway on the farm bill? When is the
conference going to meet on the farm
bill? Agricultural organizations that
come here to Washington to visit pose
that same question, because they have
every reason to believe that based on
the action that was taken by the House
and the Senate last year, this con-
ference committee process would be
underway and we would be well on the
way to getting a new farm bill enacted.
We can’t afford to wait any longer. We
have farmers and ranchers who are de-
pending upon us, who are relying on us
to make good decisions and good judg-
ments and to get a bill passed that will
serve the purposes of promoting agri-
culture, making us globally competi-
tive, and in the years ahead.

I simply urge my colleagues in the
leadership—and again, my assumption
at this point is, of course, that the rea-
son we haven’t gotten conferees named
is for some reason the leadership—the
Democrat leader, perhaps—doesn’t
want to name conferees. I think the
same thing is happening on the House
side. My understanding is House con-
ferees have not been named either.
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This process cannot move forward until
that happens.

Now, I am told too that there is a be-
lief that we have to get this worked
out with the White House or the ad-
ministration before conferees can begin
to meet. That is simply, to me, the re-
verse of how this ought to work. Chron-
ologically, Congress has to act before
we can put a bill on the President’s
desk for his consideration and ulti-
mately his signature or veto. So Con-
gress has to do its work first before the
administration can do its.

I have some concerns, based upon
comments that have been made by the
administration, about their intentions
with regard to the farm bill. There
have been veto threats hanging over
this bill. I think that would be a big
mistake. I will convey that in no un-
certain terms, and have, to members of
the administration. The administra-
tion is raising a couple of issues about
how the bill is paid for. They don’t like
the way the bill was paid for in the
House, which included a tax increase. I
accept that. I think that would create
big problems here in the Senate as
well. But the financing mechanisms
that were used by the Senate, many of
them are financing mechanisms that
had been proposed by the administra-
tion in previous budgets submitted to
Congress. So it seems to me at least we
can work through that issue. They
would like to see additional reforms in
the area of payment limits. Until we
get the conferees together and start
meeting and working out these dif-
ferences, none of this is going to hap-
pen.

To get this process jump started, we
need to have conferees announced and
named and get the process moving for-
ward again with an eye toward a March
15 deadline that if we don’t meet, we
are going to put our producers in a
very precarious position relative to
their decisions they have to make
about this new planting year and, fur-
thermore, jeopardize a lot of programs
that are in this farm program that are
s0 good, not just for agriculture but for
the rural economy and arguably for our
national economy.

The conservation title in this farm
bill includes programs such as the Con-
servation Reserve Program, the Wet-
land Reserves Program, the Grasslands
Reserve Program, the EQIP program.
Some of the best environmental policy
that we do as a Congress is found in the
farm bill. If we don’t take action by
March 15, that conservation title would
expire and no producers could be en-
rolling in those programs.

The energy title in the farm bill is a
tremendous policy with regard to pro-
moting advanced biofuels, the next
generation of biofuels. We have had
great success in agriculture with corn-
based ethanol.

It has been a wonderful story, a re-
markable story, frankly, of what our
producers can do. We are already at
about 7 billion gallons of ethanol. In
my State of South Dakota alone by the
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end of this year, we will be producing 1
billion gallons. The two largest ethanol
producers in the country are
headquartered in South Dakota.

We have taken the policies that were
put in place in the 2005 farm bill—the
renewable fuel standard and other in-
centives—and used them to grow an in-
dustry that not only is expanding the
economic base in rural areas, but it is
accomplishing a major policy objective
that I think we all share, and that is
reducing our dependence on foreign
sources of energy.

All those energy provisions in this
new farm bill which provide financial,
economic incentives for the develop-
ment, commercialization, and research
into cellulosic ethanol will all be lost if
we cannot get a new farm bill enacted,
and that would be a tremendous loss
not only, again, for agricultural areas
of this country that can benefit eco-
nomically from the production of re-
newable energy, but it would be a tre-
mendous loss as well to our Nation as
we strive to get less dependent on for-
eign energy and become energy inde-
pendent.

For all those reasons, this bill needs
to move forward and needs to move for-
ward now, but it starts simply with the
naming of conferees. As I look at the
calendar, we are already almost to the
end of January. We will have a break
over President’s Day in February.
Pretty soon March will be here. March
15 is the deadline. Typically, when you
have a bill that is 1,000 pages long, such
as the Senate-passed farm bill, it has
to be reconciled with the House bill.
Even though there are many similar-
ities, there are differences between the
two bills that will have to be worked
out. As a consequence, it is going to
take a certain amount of time for the
conferees to sit down and reconcile and
iron out those differences. Then, of
course, the conference report has to go
back to the House and Senate for final
approval and adopted by the House and
Senate, and then we have to get it
down to the other end of Pennsylvania
Avenue for consideration by the Presi-
dent, hopefully a signature on that bill.

We are talking about 6 weeks for all
that to happen. That would be a record
in terms of congressional time when it
comes to processing, deliberating, and
acting on legislation, but it cannot get
started until conferees are named and
both House and Senate conferees agree
to sit down and schedule some meet-
ings so we can move forward with this
process.

I am very concerned about this situa-
tion. As I said, I don’t think there is a
day that goes by when I am back in my
State of South Dakota—and it doesn’t
matter where I am in my State—that I
am not running into somebody who is
impacted by the farm bill. In many
cases, it is producers, farmers, and
ranchers, and they are very anxious be-
cause they are probably most directly
dependent on the policies we put in
place in the farm bill. The conserva-
tion community, those interested in



January 30, 2008

wildlife habitats—Pheasants Forever,
Ducks Unlimited, groups such as that.
We have an extraordinary program in
South Dakota that has benefited the
economy enormously by creating rec-
reational opportunities, hunting oppor-
tunities, and it all comes back to hav-
ing the right kind of habitat and that
comes back to conservation policy that
is in place in this farm bill.

As T said, anybody who is connected
to the renewable energy industry, the
nutrition programs, this farm bill has a
very broad reach in terms of who it im-
pacts. It is not just about farmers and
ranchers, it is about renewable energy,
it is about conservation programs, it is
about nutrition programs.

As a consequence, the ramifications
of our lack of action are very far reach-
ing. I am very hopeful this will happen
and happen soon. But I wanted to come
down here this evening and convey to
my colleagues in the Senate and to the
leaders the importance of this hap-
pening and happening in a very short
order.

I again suggest the leadership ap-
point conferees and the conferees begin
to meet and let’s get this train moving
forward.

I yield the floor, and 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.

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

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

————
FOOD INSECURITY

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, we are
the wealthiest nation in the world. Yet
American children go to bed hungry,
and American seniors choose between
food and medicine, between food and
heating their home. American families
stand in line at food banks stretched
too thin to serve them.

There is a term for what millions of
Americans face every day. It is called
food insecurity. It means children are
not getting the food they need to grow
up healthy in too many cases. It means
mothers and fathers foregoing food for
themselves so they can feed their kids
in too many cases. It means seniors
who are rationing their food to one
meal a day in too many cases.

I stood on this floor as long as a year
ago telling the story of Rhonda Stew-
art who testified in front of the Agri-
culture Committee about food stamps.
Ms. Stewart has a 9-year-old son. She
has a full-time job, she is president of
her local PTA, she is involved in the
Cub Scouts for her son, and she teaches
Sunday school. Yet she is squeezed at
the end of every month because her
food stamps simply do not go far
enough. She gets about $6 a day from
food stamps. The average food stamp in
this country is $1 per person per meal.
She told me that early in the month,
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she makes pork chops for her son be-
cause that is her son’s favorite meal.
They might do that once or twice early
in the month. By the middle of the
month, maybe the second or third
week, she said she takes her son to a
fast food restaurant, once, maybe
twice. But at the end of the month, she
often sits at the kitchen table with her
son as he eats. She sits there not eat-
ing, and her son asks: Mom, is there
something wrong? Are you sick? She
says: I just don’t feel like eating to-
night. She runs out of food month after
month.

Food insecurity, not having enough
food, to put it bluntly, affects one in
six seniors in this country. Our Nation
letting children and seniors go to bed
hungry is as shortsighted as it is heart-
less.

An hour and a half ago, from 6
o’clock until about 7 o’clock, I was in
a call with more than two dozen people
in Ohio who run food banks and food
pantries from all over the State. Let
me tell you some of the things they
told me.

They told me they have pretty much
about the same amount of dollars to
run their food pantries as they had a
year ago or 2 years ago or 3 years ago.
A woman by the name of Tina Ossa in
southwest Ohio, generally a pretty af-
fluent part of the State—Butler Coun-
ty, Claremont County, that area—said
she is running out of food in part be-
cause the cost of frozen chickens—she
used to be able to buy a tractor trailer
load of frozen chickens—has gone up
almost 50 percent. She said a tractor
trailer load of egg noodles has doubled
in cost in the last year or so whether
they are buying it wholesale or buying
it directly from the food manufacturer.

Others told me on this call that the
food banks are always sort of the last
stop, an emergency safety net. The
food stamp benefit is limited to $1 per
meal per person. The cost of energy to
heat their home has gone up. The cost
of going to work has gone up with the
cost of gas at $3 a gallon. And the last
emergency stop for so many people is
to go to a food bank because it is a
safety net. Yet these food pantries are
running out of food.

One food pantry told me typically
this time of year they have 1 million
pounds of food on hand. Now they have
400,000 pounds of food on hand. The
lady, Ms. Ossa from Fairfield, OH, in
Butler County, told me she started
that food bank in 1983. It has never
been close to as difficult a situation as
today. They are getting fewer dona-
tions partly because the Government
has not stepped up and partly because
the people who have given to them—
charity—in the past, who have given
dollars for food, are hurting themselves
and not as likely to contribute or con-
tribute as much.

She said the companies, the super-
markets and food manufacturers, are
more efficient and squeeze any waste
out of their system. Any slightly dam-
aged cans, any Kkind of items they
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might have given to a food bank before
they are not doing so. They are more in
tune to Wall Street and the bottom
line, so they are less likely to give
these charitable contributions.

One person on this call from Cleve-
land said there is a large bank in Cleve-
land where a woman at the bank orga-
nized other employees for a dress-down
Friday. You can wear jeans on Friday
if you give $56 to a local food bank. It
has raised significant dollars for the
food pantry as a result.

The husband of this woman who or-
ganized this drive at this major bank
in Cleveland lost his job. She is now
barely making it. They together are
barely making it. The father-in-law has
moved in because he has had problems,
and she now is going to this food bank.
She is a full-time worker with a good
job in Cleveland, and she is going to
this food bank because she cannot
make it.

There is story after story. The most
amazing story took place in Logan,
OH, in the southeast, probably the
most hard-hit Appalachian part of the
State. It looks a lot like the area of the
Presiding Officer in western Pennsyl-
vania. This is southeastern Ohio.

In Logan, OH, on a cold day in De-
cember 6 weeks ago, people began to
line up at 3:30 in the morning to get
food from this food bank which opened
at 8 o’clock. By 8 o’clock, cars were
snaked all over the city streets in the
town of Liogan, a county of about 30,000
people. At 8 o’clock, they opened the
door. By 1 o’clock in the afternoon,
2,000 people had been to this food bank,
in a county of 30,000; 7 percent of the
residents in this country had gone to
this food bank, and many had driven 20
and 30 minutes to get there because it
is a rural, pretty spread-out county.

I might add, Mr. Dick Stevens who
runs this food bank told me that prob-
ably half of those beneficiaries who vis-
ited that food bank at the United
Methodist Church in Logan, OH, were
employed. Imagine that: You work
hard every day, you play by the rules,
you work as hard as any of us who
dress this way in this institution do,
many harder in some cases, you are
working hard for your family, involved
in your community, and you have to go
to a food pantry to get enough food to
make it through the week. Something
is wrong that we in this body allow
that to happen.

Another person involved in food pan-
tries told me 90 percent of the people
who come into food banks in Warren
County, an affluent county straight
northeast out of Cincinnati, the first
county out of Cincinnati, 90 percent of
food bank recipients are employed. In
some places, it might be 30 percent em-
ployed or 90 percent. The fact is, no-
body who has a full-time job ought to
have to go to food banks, especially
since those food banks, in most cases,
are giving enough for 1 week, not 2 or
3, and they don’t let them come back
as often because they are running out
of food. They have the same amount of
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food or less trying to serve more peo-
ple.

It is pretty clear this is as bad a situ-
ation as we have seen in recent mem-
ory. One of my constituents told me
that he and his wife for years have do-
nated time and money to Cleveland
area food banks and soup Kkitchens.
Over time, as his wages did not go up
and with the higher cost of transpor-
tation, the cost of heating their home
and the cost of food, Tim and his wife
quit donating money but donate their
time to the food banks.

Today, Tim is going to the food bank
for food. Tim said: It took great humil-
ity in that food bank to ask for food.
He said: I used to consider myself mid-
dle class, but the salary and cost of liv-
ing don’t make it anymore. The Emer-
gency Food Assistance Program that
helps fund our Nation’s food banks is
the quickest, most efficient way to get
food into the hands of people as their
last stop emergency measure. But since
2002, because the President has had
other priorities—tax cuts for the
wealthiest Americans, a $3-billion-a-
week war—the President has flat fund-
ed these food banks. Its current level of
$140 million does not come close to tak-
ing care of these problems. Think
about that. We talk a good game about
personal responsibility, we talk about
family values, yet for the basic level of
nutrition, one in six seniors does not
have enough food, and even a higher
percentage of children in this society
do not have enough food, and people
who work full time in this society—for-
get about health care; we know many
of them don’t have health care—do not
have enough food. Yet the President,
because of the $3-billion-a-week war in
Iraq, because he insists, even in his
State of the Union Message, on more
tax cuts, as Senator CASEY, the Pre-
siding Officer, was talking about ear-
lier today, more tax cuts for the rich-
est people in the country, we continue
to spend exactly the same shrinking
dollars for the last 5 years because you
cannot buy nearly as much food on $140
million today as you could 5 years ago.
We worked with other concerned col-
leagues to increase funding for food
banks to $250 million in the farm bill.
There has been bipartisan agreement
there. Unfortunately, the President has
threatened to veto this bill, in part be-
cause of increased spending on nutri-
tion.

We have also seen the President flat-
line funding of the Women, Infants and
Children program, which is about as
pound-foolish and penny-wise as you
can imagine. We are going to spend less
to keep women who are pregnant, low-
income women, healthy, spend less on
nutrition for them, so we will have
more low birth weight babies, more
children not getting what is most im-
portant after they are born—at the
most important time in their lives, in
utero and after they are born—having
the kind of nutrition they need—we are
not going to fund that? What kind of
priority is that?
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It is all a question of priorities. Do
we give tax cuts to the wealthiest peo-
ple in this country or do we take care
of low-income women who are pregnant
and children after they are born? And
are we going to fund this $3 billion-a-
week war in Iraq or are we going to
look at some other priorities to take
care of the 1-in-6 elderly people who
have to choose between food and heat
or food and the medicine they take?
Are we going to continue to do these
tax cuts for the wealthy at the expense
of the middle class, at the expense of
people who can’t always help them-
selves?

Again, most of these people who go
to food banks are people who are em-
ployed. They are working hard and
playing by the rules, and they simply
can’t quite make it because their in-
comes haven’t kept up with the cost of
gasoline in getting to and from work;
the cost of heating, to stay warm in
the winter; and the increasing cost of
food.

The President hasn’t called for emer-
gency measures to aid hungry Ameri-
cans. He has consistently, as I have
said before, tried to cut nutrition pro-
grams that target populations in des-
perate need. Indifference to human suf-
fering is a moral failure, a moral fail-
ure that obscures our Nation’s values
and dampens our Nation’s potential.
Think about that: children in this
country who don’t have adequate food
growing up, pregnant women who don’t
have the right nutrition. Considering
what our other priorities are and how
much we are spending on those other
priorities, it is clearly something we
should be doing in this body and in the
House of Representatives.

In the stimulus package that is about
to pass the Senate, we have an amend-
ment to provide an increase of $100 mil-
lion for emergency food assistance. I
know the Presiding Officer supports
that, and I know most of my colleagues
do. We also fear the Republicans will
filibuster that because they do not
think we should spend money directly
on food programs. Some don’t, some
do. We know the President has threat-
ened to veto anything in the stimulus
package that wasn’t his idea.

There are few things in our country
more important than making sure sen-
iors, people who have worked all their
lives, and children whose parents are
working hard and playing by the rules
and doing their best should be ade-
quately fed and adequately housed. So
I urge that this Congress, in the next
couple days, amend the stimulus pack-
age to include this food assistance.

———

REVISED RULES OF THE
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, pursu-
ant to rule XXVI, paragraph 2, of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, I submit
for publication in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD the revised rules of the Com-
mittee on Finance for the 110th Con-
gress, adopted by the committee on
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January 30, 2008. I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the rules printed in the
RECORD.

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

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
I. RULES OF PROCEDURE
(Adopted January 30, 2008)

Rule 1. Regular Meeting Days.—The regular
meeting day of the committee shall be the
second and fourth Tuesday of each month,
except that if there be no business before the
committee the regular meeting shall be
omitted.

Rule 2. Committee Meetings.—(a) Except as
provided by paragraph 3 of Rule XXVI of the
Standing Rules of the Senate (relating to
special meetings called by a majority of the
committee) and subsection (b) of this rule,
committee meetings, for the conduct of busi-
ness, for the purpose of holding hearings, or
for any other purpose, shall be called by the
chairman after consultation with the rank-
ing minority member. Members will be noti-
fied of committee meetings at least 48 hours
in advance, unless the chairman determines
that an emergency situation requires a
meeting on shorter notice. The notification
will include a written agenda together with
materials prepared by the staff relating to
that agenda. After the agenda for a com-
mittee meeting is published and distributed,
no nongermane items may be brought up
during that meeting unless at least two-
thirds of the members present agree to con-
sider those items.

(b) In the absence of the chairman, meet-
ings of the committee may be called by the
ranking majority member of the committee
who is present, provided authority to call
meetings has been delegated to such member
by the chairman.

Rule 3. Presiding Officer—(a) The chairman
shall preside at all meetings and hearings of
the committee except that in his absence the
ranking majority member who is present at
the meeting shall preside.

(b) Notwithstanding the rule prescribed by
subsection (a) any member of the committee
may preside over the conduct of a hearing.

Rule 4. Quorums.—(a) Except as provided in
subsection (b) one-third of the membership
of the committee, including not less than
one member of the majority party and one
member of the minority party, shall con-
stitute a quorum for the conduct of business.

(b) Notwithstanding the rule prescribed by
subsection (a), one member shall constitute
a quorum for the purpose of conducting a
hearing.

Rule 5. Reporting of Measures or Rec-
ommendations.—No measure or recommenda-
tion shall be reported from the committee
unless a majority of the committee is actu-
ally present and a majority of those present
concur.

Rule 6. Proxy Voting; Polling.—(a) Except as
provided by paragraph 7(a)(3) of Rule XXVI
of the Standing Rules of the Senate (relating
to limitation on use of proxy voting to re-
port a measure or matter), members who are
unable to be present may have their vote re-
corded by proxy.

(b) At the discretion of the committee,
members who are unable to be present and
whose vote has not been cast by proxy may
be polled for the purpose of recording their
vote on any rollcall taken by the committee.

Rule 7. Order of Motions.—When several
motions are before the committee dealing
with related or overlapping matters, the
chairman may specify the order in which the
motions shall be voted upon.

Rule 8. Bringing a Matter to a Vote.—If the
chairman determines that a motion or
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amendment has been adequately debated, he
may call for a vote on such motion or
amendment, and the vote shall then be
taken, unless the committee votes to con-
tinue debate on such motion or amendment,
as the case may be. The vote on a motion to
continue debate on any motion or amend-
ment shall be taken without debate.

Rule 9. Public Announcement of Committee
Votes.—Pursuant to paragraph 7(b) of Rule
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate
(relating to public announcement of votes),
the results of rollcall votes taken by the
committee on any measure (or amendment
thereto) or matter shall be announced pub-
licly not later than the day on which such
measure or matter is ordered reported from
the committee.

Rule 10. Subpoenas.—Witnesses and memo-
randa, documents, and records may be sub-
poenaed by the chairman of the committee
with the agreement of the ranking minority
member or by a majority vote of the com-
mittee. Subpoenas for attendance of wit-
nesses and the production of memoranda,
documents, and records shall be issued by
the chairman, or by any other member of the
committee designated by him.

Rule 11. Nominations.—In considering a
nomination, the Committee may conduct an
investigation or review of the nominee’s ex-
perience, qualifications, and suitability, to
serve in the position to which he or she has
been nominated. To aid in such investigation
or review, each nominee may be required to
submit a sworn detailed statement including
biographical, financial, policy, and other in-
formation which the Committee may re-
quest. The Committee may specify which
items in such statement are to be received
on a confidential basis. Witnesses called to
testify on the nomination may be required to
testify under oath.

Rule 12. Open Committee Hearings.—To the
extent required by paragraph 5 of Rule XXVI
of the Standing Rules of the Senate (relating
to limitations on open hearings), each hear-
ing conducted by the committee shall be
open to the public.

Rule 13. Announcement of Hearings.—The
committee shall undertake consistent with
the provisions of paragraph 4(a) of Rule
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate
(relating to public notice of committee hear-
ings) to issue public announcements of hear-
ings it intends to hold at least one week
prior to the commencement of such hearings.

Rule 14. Witnesses at Hearings.—(a) Each
witness who is scheduled to testify at any
hearing must submit his written testimony
to the staff director not later than noon of
the business day immediately before the last
business day preceding the day on which he
is scheduled to appear. Such written testi-
mony shall be accompanied by a brief sum-
mary of the principal points covered in the
written testimony. Having submitted his
written testimony, the witness shall be al-
lowed not more than ten minutes for oral
presentation of his statement.

(b) Witnesses may not read their entire
written testimony, but must confine their
oral presentation to a summarization of
their arguments.

(c) Witnesses shall observe proper stand-
ards of dignity, decorum and propriety while
presenting their views to the committee.
Any witness who violates this rule shall be
dismissed, and his testimony (both oral and
written) shall not appear in the record of the
hearing.

(d) In scheduling witnesses for hearings,
the staff shall attempt to schedule witnesses
so as to attain a balance of views early in
the hearings. Every member of the com-
mittee may designate witnesses who will ap-
pear before the committee to testify. To the
extent that a witness designated by a mem-
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ber cannot be scheduled to testify during the
time set aside for the hearing, a special time
will be set aside for the witness to testify if
the member designating that witness is
available at that time to chair the hearing.

Rule 15. Audiences.—Persons admitted into
the audience for open hearings of the com-
mittee shall conduct themselves with the
dignity, decorum, courtesy and propriety
traditionally observed by the Senate. Dem-
onstrations of approval or disapproval of any
statement or act by any member or witness
are not allowed. Persons creating confusion
or distractions or otherwise disrupting the
orderly proceeding of the hearing shall be ex-
pelled from the hearing.

Rule 16. Broadcasting of Hearings.—(a)
Broadcasting of open hearings by television
or radio coverage shall be allowed upon ap-
proval by the chairman of a request filed
with the staff director not later than noon of
the day before the day on which such cov-
erage is desired.

(b) If such approval is granted, broad-
casting coverage of the hearing shall be con-
ducted unobtrusively and in accordance with
the standards of dignity, propriety, courtesy
and decorum traditionally observed by the
Senate.

(¢) Equipment necessary for coverage by
television and radio media shall not be in-
stalled in, or removed from, the hearing
room while the committee is in session.

(d) Additional lighting may be installed in
the hearing room by the media in order to
raise the ambient lighting level to the lowest
level necessary to provide adequate tele-
vision coverage of the hearing at the then
current state of the art of television cov-
erage.

(e) The additional lighting authorized by
subsection (d) of this rule shall not be di-
rected into the eyes of any members of the
committee or of any witness, and at the re-
quest of any such member or witness, offend-
ing lighting shall be extinguished.

Rule 17. Subcommittees.—(a) The chairman,
subject to the approval of the committee,
shall appoint legislative subcommittees. The
ranking minority member shall recommend
to the chairman appointment of minority
members to the subcommittees. All legisla-
tion shall be kept on the full committee cal-
endar unless a majority of the members
present and voting agree to refer specific leg-
islation to an appropriate subcommittee.

(b) The chairman may limit the period dur-
ing which House-passed legislation referred
to a subcommittee under paragraph (a) will
remain in that subcommittee. At the end of
that period, the legislation will be restored
to the full committee calendar. The period
referred to in the preceding sentences should
be 6 weeks, but may be extended in the event
that adjournment or a long recess is immi-
nent.

(c) All decisions of the chairman are sub-
ject to approval or modification by a major-
ity vote of the committee.

(d) The full committee may at any time by
majority vote of those members present dis-
charge a subcommittee from further consid-
eration of a specific piece of legislation.

(e) Because the Senate is constitutionally
prohibited from passing revenue legislation
originating in the Senate, subcommittees
may mark up legislation originating in the
Senate and referred to them under Rule 16(a)
to develop specific proposals for full com-
mittee consideration but may not report
such legislation to the full committee. The
preceding sentence does not apply to nonrev-
enue legislation originating in the Senate.

(f) The chairman and ranking minority
members shall serve as nonvoting ex officio
members of the subcommittees on which
they do not serve as voting members.

(g) Any member of the committee may at-
tend hearings held by any subcommittee and
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question witnesses testifying before that

subcommittee.

(h) Subcommittee meeting times shall be
coordinated by the staff director to insure
that—

(1) no subcommittee meeting will be held
when the committee is in executive session,
except by unanimous consent;

(2) no more than one subcommittee will
meet when the full committee is holding
hearings; and

(3) not more than two subcommittees will
meet at the same time.

Notwithstanding paragraphs (2) and (3), a
subcommittee may meet when the full com-
mittee is holding hearings and two sub-
committees may meet at the same time only
upon the approval of the chairman and the
ranking minority member of the committee
and subcommittees involved.

(i) All nominations shall be considered by
the full committee.

(j) The chairman will attempt to schedule
reasonably frequent meetings of the full
committee to permit consideration of legis-
lation reported favorably to the committee
by the subcommittees.

Rule 18. Transcripts of Committee Meetings.—
An accurate record shall be kept of all mark-
ups of the committee, whether they be open
or closed to the public. A transcript, marked
as ‘‘uncorrected,” shall be available for in-
spection by Members of the Senate, or mem-
bers of the committee together with their
staffs, at any time. Not later than 21 busi-
ness days after the meeting occurs, the com-
mittee shall make publicly available
through the Internet—

(a) a video recording;

(b) an audio recording; or

(c) after all members of the committee
have had a reasonable opportunity to correct
their remarks for grammatical errors or to
accurately reflect statements, a corrected
transcript; and such record shall remain
available until the end of the Congress fol-
lowing the date of the meeting.

Notwithstanding the above, in the case of
the record of an executive session of the
committee that is closed to the public pursu-
ant to Rule XXVI of the Standing Rules of
the Senate, the record shall not be published
or made public in any way except by major-
ity vote of the committee after all members
of the committee have had a reasonable op-
portunity to correct their remarks for gram-
matical errors or to accurately reflect state-
ments made.

Rule 19. Amendment of Rules.—The fore-
going rules may be added to, modified,
amended or suspended at any time.

II. EXCERPTS FROM THE STANDING
RULES OF THE SENATE RELATING TO
STANDING COMMITTEES

RULE XXV
STANDING COMMITTEES

1. The following standing committees shall
be appointed at the commencement of each
Congress, and shall continue and have the
power to act until their successors are ap-
pointed, with leave to report by bill or other-
wise on matters within their respective ju-
risdictions:

* Kk %

(i) Committee on Finance, to which com-
mittee shall be referred all proposed legisla-
tion, messages, petitions, memorials, and
other matters relating to the following sub-
jects:

1. Bonded debt of the United States, except
as provided in the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974.

2. Customs, collection districts, and ports
of entry and delivery.

3. Deposit of public moneys.

4. General revenue sharing.

5. Health programs under the Social Secu-
rity Act and health programs financed by a
specific tax or trust fund.
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6. National social security.

7. Reciprocal trade agreements.

8. Revenue measures generally, except as
provided in the Congressional Budget Act of
1974.

9. Revenue measures relating to the insu-
lar possessions.

10. Tariffs and import quotas, and matters
related thereto.

11. Transportation of dutiable goods.

* * %

RULE XXVI

COMMITTEE PROCEDURE
* k%

2. Each committee shall adopt rules (not
inconsistent with the Rules of the Senate)
governing the procedure of such committee.
The rules of each committee shall be pub-
lished in the Congressional Record not later
than March 1 of the first year of each Con-
gress, except that if any such committee is
established on or after February 1 of a year,
the rules of that committee during the year
of establishment shall be published in the
Congressional Record not later than sixty
days after such establishment. Any amend-
ment to the rules of a committee shall not
take effect until the amendment is published
in the Congressional Record.

* * *

5. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision
of the rules, when the Senate is in session,
no committee of the Senate or any sub-
committee thereof may meet, without spe-
cial leave, after the conclusion of the first
two hours after the meeting of the Senate
commenced and in no case after two o’clock
post meridian unless consent therefor has
been obtained from the majority leader and
the minority leader (or in the event of the
absence of either of such leaders, from his
designee). The prohibition contained in the
preceding sentence shall not apply to the
Committee on Appropriations or the Com-
mittee on the Budget. The majority leader or
his designee shall announce to the Senate
whenever consent has been given under this
subparagraph and shall state the time and
place of such meeting. The right to make
such announcement of consent shall have the
same priority as the filing of a cloture mo-
tion.

(b) Each meeting of a committee, or any
subcommittee thereof, including meetings to
conduct hearings, shall be open to the public,
except that a meeting or series of meetings
by a committee or a subcommittee thereof
on the same subject for a period of no more
than fourteen calendar days may be closed to
the public on a motion made and seconded to
g0 into closed session to discuss only wheth-
er the matters enumerated in clauses (1)
through (6) would require the meeting to be
closed, followed immediately by a record
vote in open session by a majority of the
members of the committee or subcommittee
when it is determined that the matters to be
discussed or the testimony to be taken at
such meeting or meetings—

(1) will disclose matters necessary to be
kept secret in the interests of national de-
fense or the confidential conduct of the for-
eign relations of the United States;

(2) will relate solely to matters of com-
mittee staff personnel or internal staff man-
agement or procedure;

(3) will tend to charge an individual with
crime or misconduct, to disgrace or injure
the professional standing of an individual, or
otherwise to expose an individual to public
contempt or obloquy, or will represent a
clearly unwarranted invasion of the privacy
of an individual;

(4) will disclose the identity of any in-
former or law enforcement agent or will dis-
close any information relating to the inves-
tigation or prosecution of a criminal offense

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

that is required to be kept secret in the in-
terests of effective law enforcement;

(5) will disclose information relating to the
trade secrets of financial or commercial in-
formation pertaining specifically to a given
person if—

(A) an Act of Congress requires the infor-
mation to be kept confidential by Govern-
ment officers and employees; or

(B) the information has been obtained by
the Government on a confidential basis,
other than through an application by such
person for a specific Government financial or
other benefit, and is required to be kept se-
cret in order to prevent undue injury to the
competitive position of such person; or

(6) may divulge matters required to be
kept confidential under other provisions of
law or Government regulations.

(c) Whenever any hearing conducted by
any such committee or subcommittee is
open to the public, that hearing may be
broadcast by radio or television, or both,
under such rules as the committee or sub-
committee may adopt.

(d) Whenever disorder arises during a com-
mittee meeting that is open to the public, or
any demonstration of approval or dis-
approval is indulged in by any person in at-
tendance at any such meeting, it shall be the
duty of the Chair to enforce order on his own
initiative and without any point of order
being made by a Senator. When the Chair
finds it necessary to maintain order, he shall
have the power to clear the room, and the
committee may act in closed session for so
long as there is doubt of the assurance of
order.

(e) Each committee shall prepare and keep
a complete transcript or electronic recording
adequate to fully record the proceeding of
each meeting or conference whether or not
such meeting or any part thereof is closed
under this paragraph, unless a majority of
its members vote to forgo such a record.

* * *

———
DRUG SAFETY

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, last
May, Senator BAUCUS and I began in-
vestigating GlaxoSmithKline regarding
their diabetes drug, Avandia.

We began this investigation when Dr.
Steve Nissen at the Cleveland Clinic
published a study in the New England
Journal of Medicine. That study found
a link between Avandia and heart at-
tacks.

Shortly after we began our investiga-
tion, Dr. Scott Gottlieb, a former Dep-
uty Commissioner at the Food and
Drug Administration, wrote an op-ed in
the Wall Street Journal. In that arti-
cle, he insinuated that congressional
investigators had obtained a copy of
the Nissen study before it was pub-
lished. Dr. Gottlieb suggested that this
action called into question the integ-
rity of both congressional investigators
and Dr. Nissen.

Well, congressional investigators did
not get a copy of the Nissen study until
it became public. But you can imagine
my surprise when I learned that one of
GlaxoSmithKline’s own consultants
leaked a copy of the study to
GlaxoSmithKline weeks before it was
published. The man who did this is Dr.
Steven Haffner. He confirmed to my in-
vestigators that he faxed a draft of the
study to GlaxoSmithKline weeks be-
fore it was published.
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The New England Journal of Medi-
cine picked Dr. Haffner to peer review
the study submitted by Dr. Nissen.
That means that Dr. Haffner was sup-
posed to check the study for quality.
He was not supposed to pass it back to
GlaxoSmithKline.

Not only did Dr. Haffner breach his
agreement with the New England Jour-
nal of Medicine to properly peer review
the Nissen study, but he violated prac-
tically every tenet of independence and
integrity held sacred by the major
medical journals.

Dr. Haffner told my investigators
that GlaxoSmithKline did not ask for
an early copy of the Avandia study.
But the question still remains about
what the company did once they had
the study. Maybe GlaxoSmithKline’s
executives returned the study to Dr.
Haffner or maybe they contacted the
New England Journal of Medicine to
report this violation of publishing eth-
ics. I don’t know, but I have sent
GlaxoSmithKline a letter asking how
they behaved after Dr. Haffner leaked
the study to them.

But the most troubling aspect of this
situation is that the integrity of an-
other aspect of the scientific process is
called into question—scientific peer re-
view.

This process ensures that other sci-
entists will judge a study’s quality be-
fore it is made public and becomes used
as a marketing tool.

It is only good quality science that
separates modern pharmaceuticals
from old-fashioned snake oil.

Over the last few years, my inves-
tigations have found that the Food and
Drug Administration has a very cozy
relationship with drug companies. I
have also discovered that drug compa-
nies spend big bucks to influence which
drugs doctors prescribe.

Finally, I have shown that some drug
companies intimidate scientists who
speak up about bad drugs. Now it ap-
pears that even peer-reviewed science
is not completely without its own prob-
lems.

Before I close, I would like to ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD my letter to
GlaxoSmithKline.

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

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, DC, January 30, 2008.
Mr. CHRISTOPHER VIEHBACHER,
President, U.S. Pharmaceuticals, GlaxoSmith-
Kline, Research Triangle Park, NC.

DEAR MR. VIEHBACHER: As the Ranking
Member of the United States Senate Com-
mittee on Finance (Committee), I have an
obligation to the more than 80 million Amer-
icans who receive health care coverage under
Medicare and Medicaid to ensure that tax-
payer and beneficiary dollars are appro-
priately spent on safe and effective drugs and
devices. This includes the responsibility to
conduct oversight of the medical and phar-
maceutical industries that provide products
and services to Medicare and Medicaid bene-
ficiaries.

The purpose of this letter is to determine
what action, if any, GlaxoSmithKline (GSK)
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took after receiving a leaked manuscript of
a study prior to its publication on May 21,
2007 in The New England Journal of Medicine
(NEJM). This study reported a link between
heart attacks and Avandia, a drug GSK sells
to control glucose levels in diabetics.

GSK representatives informed the Com-
mittee last summer that a peer reviewer
leaked the study to them weeks before it was
published. GSK later acknowledged to the
Committee that the peer reviewer was Dr.
Haffner. Dr. Haffner confirmed this fact not-
ing also that he was peer reviewing the study
for NEJM when he faxed the study to GSK.
According to documents filed at the FDA,
GSK has paid Dr. Haffner around $75,000 in
consulting fees and speaking honoraria since
1999.

Dr. Haffner told Committee investigators
that no one at GSK asked him to send them
this study about Avandia. Nonetheless, I am
interested in what GSK did after receiving
the study. Did GSK return the study to Dr.
Haffner? Did GSK contact the NEJM to re-
port this violation of publishing ethics? I
would appreciate a detailed description of
what GSK did after receiving the unpub-
lished study regarding one of their leading
drugs. Accordingly, please respond to the fol-
lowing questions and request for documents:

1. Please provide a list of all GSK employ-
ees who received and/or learned of the results
contained in the leaked copy of the manu-
script prior to publication by NEJM.

2. Please provide copies of all documents,
records, and recordings of telephone mes-
sages regarding the NEJM manuscript that
was leaked to GSK before publication.

3. Please provide the following dates:

a. When did GSK first contact the data
safety monitoring board of the RECORD
trial to begin publication of interim results?

b. When did GSK begin pulling together
the interim data of the RECORD trial?

c. When did GSK submit the interim re-
sults of the RECORD trial to NEJM for pos-
sible publication?

4. Please provide copies of all documents,
records, communications, and recordings of
telephone messages regarding the publica-
tion of the interim results of the RECORD
trial.

5. Please provide copies of any other pre-
publication study drafts that GSK received
about one of its products. Please do not in-
clude these drafts if a GSK employee was an
author on the study. This request covers the
period of January 1, 2000 to the present.

Thank you again for your continued assist-
ance in this matter. I would appreciate re-
ceiving the documents and information re-
quested by no later than February 15, 2008. If
you have any questions, please feel free to
contact Paul Thacker or Emilia DiSanto of
my Committee.

Sincerely,
CHARLES E. GRASSLEY,
Ranking Member.

———

FOREST CONSERVATION IN
INDONESIA

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I want to
take this opportunity to commend In-
donesian President Susilo Bambang
Yudhoyono for his statements on De-
cember 10, 2007, at the Bali Climate
Conference, concerning the Ministry of
Forestry’s ‘““Strategy and Action Plan
for National Comnservation of Orang-
utans.”

The President said ‘‘the survival of
the orangutan is inextricably linked to
the survival of its natural habitat: the
rainforests. . . . [T]o save orangutans,
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we must save the forests. And by sav-
ing, regenerating, and sustainably
managing forests, we are also doing our
part in reducing global greenhouse gas
emissions, while contributing to sus-
tainable economic development of In-
donesia. Successful orangutan con-
servation is the symbol of responsible
management of the earth’s resources.”

President Yudhoyono’s eloquent
words represent an important recogni-
tion by the Indonesian Government
that preserving orangutan habitat is
an environmental imperative, not only
to protect this magnificent species
from extinction but to help reduce car-
bon emissions resulting from the de-
struction of Indonesia’s forests.

A decade ago I included funds in the
Foreign Operations Act to support pro-
grams administered by the U.S. Agency
for International Development to pro-
tect the orangutan. Those initial funds
have evolved into an ongoing program
implemented through grants to non-
governmental organizations and for
training of Indonesian police, and has
begun to show encouraging results. Not
only are the entities involved in this
effort working more cooperatively to-
gether, the Indonesian Government is
taking steps to curb illegal logging
which poses the greatest threat to the
orangutan’s survival.

The orangutan’s fate is far from cer-
tain. Far more needs to be done to pro-
tect the forests of Borneo and Sumatra
where these great apes live. But by rec-
ognizing the opportunities this chal-
lenge presents for Indonesia and the
world, President Yudhoyono has done a
great service to this effort and gives us
hope that the orangutan can be saved.

I ask unanimous to have an article in
the Telegraph about President
Yudhoyono’s announcement of Indo-
nesia’s new Strategy and Action Plan
printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Daily Telegraph, Dec. 28, 2007]
INDONESIA PLANTS TREES TO SAVE
ORANGUTANS
(By Ian Wood)

At the Bali climate summit, Indonesia an-
nounced a new scheme aimed at protecting
its orangutan population.

The plight of the orangutan, driven out be-
cause of deforestation and degradation of its
rainforest home, has become a potent symbol
of the battle to save the forests.

The most recent survey of wild orangutans
estimates that there are about 7000 remain-
ing in Sumatra, and about 55,000 in Borneo.
However the combined pressures of palm oil,
logging and forest fires are having a cata-
strophic effect on many areas.

Indonesian president Susilo Bambang
Yudhoyono said at the launch of the project:
““In the last 35 years about 50,000 orangutans
are estimated to have been lost as their habi-
tats shrank. If this continues, this majestic
creature will likely face extinction by 2050.
The fate of the orangutan is a subject that
goes to the heart of sustainable forests . . .
to save the orangutan we have to save the
forest.”

For anyone with an interest in protecting
Indonesian rainforests these have to be wel-
come words.
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The action plan has taken nearly three
years to develop and has included various
NGO’s and the Indonesian forestry ministry.
The American group The Nature Conser-
vancy has represented the coalition of NGO’s
and has also pledged $1 million to support
the plan. The bold target of the project is to
save huge areas of forest scheduled for con-
version to palm oil.

““One million hectares of planned forest
conversion projects are in orangutan habi-
tat,” said Rill Djohani, director of The Na-
ture Conservancy’s Indonesia program.

‘“‘Setting aside these forests is an impor-
tant step for Indonesia to sustainably man-
age and protect its natural resources. It ben-
efits both local people and wildlife while
making a major contribution towards reduc-
ing global carbon emissions.”

Indonesia has made some progress in en-
forcing forest laws over the last few years
and if this plan can be implemented it would
be a landmark in Indonesian forest protec-
tion.

Dr. Erik Meijaard, a senior scientist with
The Nature Conservancy, said: ‘It could lead
to 9,800 orangutans being saved and prevent
700 million tons of carbon from being re-
leased.”

Although Indonesia has already destroyed
huge swathes of rainforest, it still has over
100 million acres left. Both scientists and In-
donesian officials hope that the emerging
carbon market could provide funds to pro-
tect important areas.

“Forest conservation can provide eco-
nomic benefits for a very long time,” said
Dr. Meijaard. ‘“‘If payments for avoided defor-
estation become an official mechanism in
global climate agreements, then carbon buy-
ers will likely compensate Indonesia for its
forest protection. Protecting the orangutan
will then lead to increased economic devel-
opment in the country. Such a triple-win sit-
uation is not a dream. With some political
will, it can soon be reality.”

The other target of the project is to return
orangutans housed in rehabilitation centres
to the forest by 2015. There are currently
over 1000 orangutan housed in care centres
with more arriving on a regular basis. The
majority are ready to be returned to the wild
now but there are simply not enough suit-
able release sites. If carbon trading could
achieve the aims of this plan, then these
great apes could return to the forests where
they belong.

———

HELSINKI COMMISSION

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak on the work of the Hel-
sinki Commission.

The Helsinki Commission yesterday
held an important hearing on com-
bating anti-Semitism in the OSCE re-
gion. I would like to commend the two
panelists who testified, Professor Gert
Weisskirchen, MP and Dr. Kathrin
Meyer. Professor Weisskirchen serves
as the OSCE’s chair-in-office personal
representative on anti-Semitism, and
Dr. Meyer serves as the advisor on
anti-Semitism issues in the OSCE’s Of-
fice for Democratic Institutions and
human rights. Both of these scholars
have been fighting against anti-Semi-
tism for years, and their good work
should be recognized. Modern anti-
Semitism is an appalling relic of a past
horror; and though it is not yet as ac-
ceptable as in ages past, its resurgence
today is no less troubling.

We forget, sometimes, just how much
the world is indebted to the Jewish
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community. The world’s culture has
been immeasurably enriched by Jewish
writers, scientists, artists, philoso-
phers, and medical pioneers. All those
contributions, however, mattered little
when the shadow of fascism fell across
Europe, and European nations began to
destroy some of their most valuable
sons and daughters.

We may have thought that the hor-
rors of World War Two and the Holo-
caust had finally cauterized the old fes-
tering sore of anti-Semitism. And in-
deed, for some years, that seemed to be
the case. Europe committed itself to
ensuring that never again would its
states do violence against their Jewish
minority, to which it owed so much.
But time is a powerful sedative. Today,
much of the same toxic nationalism is
again on the rise. One of the most trou-
bling aspects to me of the past two dec-
ades has been the reemergence of
virulently nationalist and xenophobic
political parties. These groups have
often drawn on the iconography and
ideology of Axis powers during the Nazi
period, with some going so far as to
hold public rallies and marches. Others
resort to violence, both openly and in
the shadows. These gangs are not ac-
ceptable within European political so-
ciety—not yet—but their emergence is
a sign that once again, all is not well
on the continent. Economic turmoil
has combined with age-old anti-Semi-
tism to offer a tiny sliver of legitimacy
to burgeoning neo-fascist parties. In
some of the newly free states of HEast-
ern Europe, social turmoil has often
provided opportunistic politicians the
chance of blaming national problems
on an ancient scapegoat—the Jews.

But this problem is not limited to
the East. In much of Europe, in the
highest centers of learning and culture,
a new phenomenon serves to buttress
these old prejudices. The Middle East,
where the world’s only Jewish state
faces a sea of hostile terrorists, is par-
ticularly ripe for anti-Semitic propa-
gandists. The world today sees much
anti-Semitism masquerading as criti-
cism of Israel. August world bodies,
dedicated to forging peace, have seen
some of their instruments twisted al-
most beyond recognition. When great
institutions cannot rouse themselves
to end appalling human rights abuses
in virtually every corner of the world,
but instead focus again and again and
again on a tiny nation, liberal and
democratic, alone in a hostile region—
then the instruments of those institu-
tions may well be broken. Anti-Semi-
tism is a scourge from which we are
still not free, not so long as radical agi-
tators and tacit bigotry alike have a
vested interest in blaming the ills of
many on the perceived sins of a few.
Because too often, in Europe, the few
are the Jews.

The active steps to combat anti-Sem-
itism proposed yesterday by Professor
Weisskirchen and Dr. Meyer could
prove exceptionally useful in rolling
back today’s creeping advance of radi-
calism and anti-Semitism. Only
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through vigorous and proactive meas-
ures can we identify the seedlings of
hate and discrimination, and uproot
them, and ensure that never again
would Europe or the world fall prey to
the ancient base ugliness of the mob.

———

RICHARD REID CONVICTION
ANNIVERSARY

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, most of
the victories in the fight against ter-
rorism have been won on foreign shores
with little to no acclaim here at home.
As our Nation continues the long and
often silent campaign against extre-
mism, we should not miss the oppor-
tunity to publicly praise the lifesaving
achievements of our Nation’s intel-
ligence and law enforcement authori-
ties.

On this day b years ago, al-Qaida op-
erative Richard Colvin Reid, also
called Abdul Raheem—but known to
the world simply as the ‘‘shoe bomb-
er’—was sentenced to life in prison.
Reid sought to explode an airplane car-
rying 185 passengers and 12 crew-
members on their voyage across the
Atlantic. Thanks to the vigilance and
bravery of two flight attendants,
Cristina Jones and Hermis Moutardier,
Reid was discovered and detained, sav-
ing flight 63 and all on board.

The U.S. Attorney’s Office in Massa-
chusetts subsequently prosecuted Reid.
His confession led to the first convic-
tion of an al-Qaida terrorist on Amer-
ican soil. To commemorate the occa-
sion, I met yesterday with the case’s
chief prosecutor, Middlesex County dis-
trict attorney Gerry Leone. I took that
opportunity to congratulate him on a
successful conviction, one of the high-
lights of Gerry’s long record of public
service.

Like the terrorists of September 11,
Reid pledged blind fealty to the hate-
filled ideology of Osama bin Laden. In
furtherance of his determined plot,
Reid traveled to more than seven coun-
tries spanning three continents. Law
enforcement authorities were able to
use e-mails sent by Reid to obtain a
vital glimpse into the complex global
network of al-Qaida. These correspond-
ences led authorities to discover al-
Qaida-affiliated terrorist cells in Lon-
don, France, and Turkey.

As we commemorate Reid’s convic-
tion and express our gratitude to those
like Gerry Leone who made it happen,
we must remember that future vic-
tories depend on private citizens, pub-
lic servants, and law enforcement offi-
cers here and abroad working in unison
to keep Americans safe against ter-
rorism.

———

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR TRENT
LOTT

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, across
America, those citizens who have on
occasion chosen—or been required—to
listen to congressional debate have
often heard the Senate described as an
“Institution.” It is a term which has
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been overused and perhaps misused
more than once, but I believe it is quite
appropriately applied in observing that
with Senator Trent Lott’s departure,
we have lost a reservoir of institu-
tional knowledge, knowledge which has
been of enormous value to Members of
every political stripe for many years.

The breadth of Trent Lott’s experi-
ence—on both sides of the aisle, in both
Chambers of Congress, as back bencher,
and as a member of leadership—has
given him an insight into and under-
standing of the legislative process
unique among his peers. We have heard
many colleagues describe the effect of
that experience when combined with
the persuasive personality of the Mis-
sissippi gulf coast: No one counted
votes better, and perhaps more impor-
tant, no one enjoyed it more.

Within our caucus, in committee
rooms, and on the floor, Trent could
rely time and again on the great
friendships and professional respect de-
veloped through years of hard work.
Even more valuable perhaps, he under-
stood the unusual psychology, deci-
sionmaking, and ego unique to Mem-
bers of Congress. We all perceive the
important role these factors play in
our work; few have been able to master
them to their use.

For Trent, however, counting votes
was only the means to a more impor-
tant end—being an effective Senator.
He has long been a strong voice for the
State of Mississippi, but he has also de-
veloped the habit of finding his way to
the center of the legislative storm at
the crucial moment when a final deal
is struck.

On matters of policy, I have worked
both alongside and against Trent—even
coming out ahead once or twice. Those
rare events have revealed him to ac-
cept loss gracefully, negotiate in good
faith, and accept compromise without
conceding principle. These are traits
essential to integrity and stability in
governance, but also traits that
strengthened his hand for the next bat-
tle.

Thus, the experience, the ability, the
“institutional knowledge’ we lose is
very real. I count Senator Lott as more
than a valued colleague; he is also a
valued friend. As a Senator, in my first
term, I have always been able to count
on Trent for sound and thoughtful ad-
vice, which always reflected his sincere
concern for the personal well-being, ca-
reer, and family of all with whom he
served. I always took confidence from
the fact that he unabashedly placed
family at the top of his priorities, and
understood that our public service
should not take place at our families’
expense.

Mr. President, although I am the
youngest Member of the U.S. Senate,
and still serving in my first term, I am
grateful to Senator Lott for his com-
mitment to keeping the Senate strong.
The Framers of our Constitution saw
the Senate as the legislative body that
would maintain an even keel, engage in
meaningful debate, and forge legisla-
tion through the art of compromise
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that addresses the challenges of our
day. Through successes and failings,
Trent has always been true to this pur-
pose. Most important to him, he has
also been true to his constituents, and
to his family. I trust that these prior-
ities will continue to guide him, and
know they will bring him success for
many years to come.
——

SAFETY OF SLAUGHTER
FACILITIES

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, today I
wish to highlight a recent undercover
video produced by the Humane Society
of the United States. This video dis-
plays the appalling methods used by
employees at the California-based Hall-
mark Meat Packing Company during
the processing of cattle, as well as the
unacceptable state of USDA’s oversight
of meat packing operations.

The video documents horrifying
scenes of employees using electrical
prods to shock animals, pulling them
with chains, and carelessly driving
over them with a forklift in an effort
to bring sick or injured cows to their
feet. These cruel actions amount to
nothing less than torture. There was
even a case of using a hose to forcibly
spray water into a cow’s nose to get it
to rise to its feet to avoid the sensation
of drowning.

Currently, the State of California has
laws in place that specifically prohibit
the kinds of activities taking place at
Hallmark. In addition, because of the
health hazards associated with so-
called ‘‘downer’’ cattle, which are
those unable to stand and walk due to
either injury or illness, USDA in 2003
passed a regulation prohibiting the
processing of such animals. According
to USDA’s own reports, there is a much
higher incidence of mad cow disease in
these animals, and they are also much
more susceptible to pathogens like E.
coli and salmonella.

The actions of this slaughterhouse,
and possibly countless others, in viola-
tion of established laws, have put our
most vulnerable and important assets
in danger our—children. The animals
processed by this facility are supplied
to the Westland Meat Company, which
is the second-largest provider of beef to
USDA’s Commodity Procurement
Branch. This arm of USDA distributes
the meat to needy families and also to
more than 100,000 schools across Amer-
ica through the National School Lunch
Program. I shudder when I think of
how many other of the Nation’s 6,200
slaughterhouses could be evading over-
sight and endangering the lives of
countless Americans.

The two daily scheduled USDA in-
spections at the Hallmark facility are
obviously no deterrent to the abhor-
rent practices being performed there.
In fact, the very short and superficial
nature of the inspections serve to en-
courage workers to do anything they
can to bring a sick animal to its feet
just long enough to pass inspection be-
fore being slaughtered.
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In order to ensure the safety of our
Nation’s food supply, ensure animals
are treated humanely and with respect,
and protect our families and children
from possible life-threatening illnesses,
we must act. Atrocities such as those
exposed by the Humane Society must
be swiftly abolished, and effective over-
sight measures put in place imme-
diately.

USDA needs to shore up inspections,
hold slaughterhouses accountable and
uphold food safety standards, and en-
sure that cattle and dairy farmers are
aware that nonambulatory cattle will
not be accepted for processing. It is
also imperative that we, Congress, en-
sure that downer livestock is unable to
enter our food chain, and the best way
to accomplish this task is to codify the
prohibition of downer livestock from
entering our food supply.

I introduced S. 394, the Downed Ani-
mal and Food Safety Protection Act,
to fill a gap in the current USDA and
the Food and Drug Administration reg-
ulations. It calls for the humane
euthanization of nonambulatory live-
stock. The euthanization of non-
ambulatory livestock would remove
this high-risk population from the por-
tion of livestock reserved for our con-
sumption. Due to the presence of other
prion diseases found throughout other
species of livestock, all animals that
fit under the definition of livestock are
included in this bill.

The benefits of my bill are numerous,
for both the public and the industry.
On the face of it, the bill will prevent
needless suffering by humanely
euthanizing nonambulatory animals.
The removal of downed animals from
our food chain will insure that it is
safer and of better quality. The reduc-
tion in the likelihood of disease would
result in safer working conditions for
persons handling livestock. This added
protection against disease would help
the flow of livestock and livestock
products in interstate and foreign com-
merce, making commerce in livestock
more easily attainable.

We must act now and call upon
USDA to make the necessary changes
to ensure that the atrocities dem-
onstrated at this slaughterhouse are
not repeated elsewhere. In addition, I
urge my colleagues to support passage
of the Downed Animal and Food Safety
Protection Act.

———

RETIREMENT OF MARTIN PAONE

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, Marty
began in the House Post Office to help
pay his way through graduate school at
Georgetown. He then worked to the
Senate parking office. Then, in 1979, 29
years ago, Marty began working in the
Senate Democratic Cloakroom. Marty
worked his way up the ranks until
being appointed Secretary for the Mi-
nority in 1995.

It is impossible to overstate Marty’s
importance to everything that we have
done on the floor of the U.S. Senate:
what comes to the floor, what gets off
the floor, what gets amended or not.
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But Marty has not just been indis-
pensable on procedure and tactics.
Marty has also been an invaluable stra-
tegic adviser to me, to the Democratic
leadership and, I say with confidence,
to every Democratic Senator and to
more than a few Republican Senators

There just aren’t many people I could
say that about.

We have relied on him and will miss
him because of his tireless work ethic,
his excellent judgment and his ability
to be the calm in the middle of the
storm. And for anyone who has been in
the middle of a storm around here,
staying calm is no easy task.

Marty has also put in the hours.
Early days and late nights were the
norm. But, he is always been here. For
that, we will always be grateful.

And I would be remiss if I didn’t men-
tion his family and our gratitude to
them for all the time he was here help-
ing us rather than at home with them.

His wife Ruby is part of our Senate
family and has endured Marty’s very
tough job, as have his children: Alex-
ander, Stephanie, and Tommy.

To each of them, I want to say thank
you for putting up with him and our
demands on him.

I also want to mention Marty’s
mother, Evelyn, who is 95 years young.
His mother is very proud of him and all
that he has accomplished. And I want
her to know that we are all very proud
of him as well.

Lastly, I want to acknowledge
Marty’s successors. We are all so
pleased that Liula Davis is our new sec-
retary. Having more than 25 years of
Senate service and many years of
working with Marty, we all know she
will fill these very big shoes and serve
us all well.

Tim Mitchell is replacing Lula as As-
sistant Democratic Secretary. He has
16 years of Senate service and a wealth
of experience and we look forward to
working with him as well in his new
capacity.

And Jacques Purvis will move from
the cloakroom and join Trish Engle as
one of our floor assistants and I con-
gratulate him on that move as well.

———

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

TRIBUTE TO CAROLE ANNE HEART

e Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I wish
to honor one of the most dedicated ad-
vocates for health care treaty rights
for American Indian tribes in my State
and throughout the United States, Car-
ole Anne Heart. Carole Anne was the
executive director for the Aberdeen
Area Tribal Chairmen’s Health Board.
The Aberdeen Area Tribal Chairmen’s
Health Board operates several pro-
grams for native people in a 4-State re-
gion that represents 18 tribes including
the 9 treaty tribes in my home State of
South Dakota. During her tenure with
the Chairmen’s Health Board, pro-
grams such as Healthy Start, Tobacco
Prevention, and Asthma Prevention ex-
panded to serve hundreds of Native
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men, women, and children. With her as-
sistance, the Northern Plains Tribal
Epidemiology Center opened and serves
the tribal nations through its many
projects and partnerships with the In-
dian Health Service and other Federal
agencies.

A Sicangu Lakota and Thanktonwan
Dakota, Carole Anne grew up with the
Lakota culture all around her; as a
young child, she spent much time with
her grandmother and great-grand-
mother, learning the Lakota values.
She went to boarding school in Marty,
SD, and then on to high school at Saint
Francis Indian School on the Rosebud
Sioux Indian Reservation. Her life’s
work included water rights and wom-
en’s rights, and, most recently, health
care advocacy. As the executive direc-
tor to the Aberdeen Area Tribal Chair-
men’s Health Board, she worked to in-
corporate traditional customs into the
contemporary programming so the lan-
guage and the culture would continue.
She led many conferences and work-
shops around the United States on trib-
al health care issues. Carole Anne was
well known for her humor—she would
light up a room with her jokes and
laughter. Oftentimes her sense of
humor interjected itself as she led
some of the most serious discussions on
health care disparities. Her use of the
phrase ‘“‘Don’t get sick after June’” was
in reference to the lack of funding the
Indian Health Service has at that time
of the fiscal year which meant that
services were unavailable to many trib-
al members. While this is a very seri-
ous issue, Carole Anne was able to
make light of the situation and re-
mained focused on bettering health
care for native peoples throughout In-
dian Country.

Her Lakota name was Waste
Wayankapi Win, meaning ‘“When Peo-
ple See You, They See Something
Good.” How fitting a name for someone
who would spread ‘‘good’ throughout
Indian Country. On Friday, January 25,
2008, after a courageous battle with
cancer, Carole Anne Heart made her
journey to the spirit world. I extend
my sympathy to her family and those
close to her. She will be missed greatly
by everyone she touched on her jour-
ney through this world.e

HONORING ESTHER G. KEE

e Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
would like to bring to the attention of
the Senate the work of Mrs. Esther G.
Kee as she retires from the presidency
of the US-Asia Institute. Mrs. Kee
came to Washington, DC, in 1977 to
raise awareness of the unique role
Asian Pacific Americans could play in
facilitating communication and inter-
action between the United States and
the countries and people of East Asia.

Following the first national gath-
ering at the White House in 1978 of
Asian American leaders throughout the
United States, Mrs. Kee and her col-
league, the late Joji Konoshima, were
encouraged by then-President Jimmy
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Carter to work closely with the Honor-
able Richard C. Holbrooke, Assistant
Secretary of State for East Asian and
Pacific Affairs. An advisory council on
East Asia was formed to provide in-
sight to the State Department on
issues impacting the region. From this,
the U.S.-Asia Institute was established
as a nongovernmental organization in
1979 to serve as an independent voice
for the U.S.-Asia relationship. Mrs. Kee
and Mr. Konoshima played a key role
in the historic visit of Chinese Vice
Premier Deng Xiaoping to the United
States, traveling with him to New
York, Houston, and San Francisco, and
represented the U.S. overseas on nu-
merous delegations.

Mrs. Kee has worked steadily and ef-
fectively through the years to build
awareness and foster mutual under-
standing between the United States
and countries of East Asia. This quiet
diplomacy has earned her the respect
of many on Capitol Hill, in various ad-
ministrations and in East Asia diplo-
matic, business, and academic circles.
She has asked for no public recogni-
tion, but as she retires from the orga-
nization she cofounded, we feel it is
time to say thank you for her commit-
ment to the U.S.-Asia relationship.

From small interpersonal exchanges
to facilitating contacts through inter-
national conferences at the U.S. De-
partment of State and on Capitol Hill,
the Institute has strived to strengthen
ties by promoting two-way dialogue be-
tween the United States and countries
of BEast Asia. One cornerstone of the in-
stitute’s engagement was the establish-
ment of congressional staff delegations
to Asia. Since 1985, these official visits
have greatly increased the awareness,
knowledge and understanding of Asian
and U.S. views, providing invaluable
opportunities for U.S. congressional
advisers to gain a firsthand view of the
region, its culture, its governments,
and its people. More than 800 staff
members have traveled to China alone
since 1985 on 70 delegations.

Mrs. Kee leaves an important legacy
of mutual communication and under-
standing, and even in her retirement,
she remains determined the work she
began almost 30 years ago will con-
tinue. The TU.S.-Asia Institute will
carry on Mrs. Kee’s work, promoting
dialog on international issues of com-
mon interest to the United States and
participating Asian nations, whenever
and however possible.

As she retires, we say thank you to
Mrs. Kee for her sage counsel, her vi-
sion, her quiet behind-the-scenes diplo-
macy, and her unwavering commit-
ment to the U.S.-Asia relationship.e

———

RECOGNIZING THE INSTITUTE OF
FINANCIAL LITERACY

® Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, today I
honor a small business whose admi-
rable goal is to educate citizens about
personal finance. The Institute for Fi-
nancial Literacy, headquartered in
Maine’s largest city of Portland, pro-
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vides a valuable and unique resource
for taxpayers and business owners
alike—specifically those who have gone
through bankruptcy—to better under-
stand their economic situation.

Founded in 2002 by Leslie Linfield,
the Institute for Financial Literacy
has grown exponentially in the past 6
years, and now has a team of 50 em-
ployees. The institute employs a mul-
titude of programs and formats to
train clients on various issues related
to the betterment of financial aptitude.
Its Personal Finance Series is a com-
bination of three books that aim to
demonstrate the principles of budg-
eting, credit and debit management,
and investment and retirement plan-
ning. The company’s Web site contains
several instrumental tools, including a
budget worksheet and a financial goal
action plan, free for anyone wishing to
monitor their finances closely. The
Web site includes several papers on
legal matters and money management
strategies by the company’s employees.
Additionally, it offers users the ability
to sign up for the institute’s electronic
newsletter.

Above and beyond the invaluable in-
formation provided on its Web page,
the institute provides critical coun-
seling services to assist those in need
of financial advice. In 2007 alone, the
institute’s employees served over 50,000
individuals throughout the country,
helping them make better and more in-
formed decisions about their personal
financial decisions. Services for people
who have filed for bankruptcy include
both pre- and post-filing FreshStart
counseling and education programs, all
delivered over the Internet, phone, or
in person, to give clients the financial
management skills and principles nec-
essary to succeed in their future en-
deavors. To make its employees’ exper-
tise available to the largest number of
people, the institute is open for 13
hours each weekday with additional
hours on Saturdays.

Furthermore, the institute partners
with nonprofit, educational and gov-
ernmental organizations to integrate
its programs into their existing serv-
ices. These partners include groups
with a notable influence in the realm
of financial responsibility, including
the ““Save For Your Future” campaign
that urges Americans to develop pri-
vate individual pensions to supplement
their Social Security earnings, and the
American Bankruptcy Institute, an or-
ganization dedicated to research and
education on matters related to insol-
vency. Similarly, the Institute for Fi-
nancial Literacy has partnered with
local organizations to create programs
that help Mainers improve their finan-
cial and employment opportunities.

In its short history, the Institute for
Financial Literacy has already bene-
fited tens of thousands of people strug-
gling to recover from bankruptcy. By
developing high-quality, user-friendly
financial literacy programs, its edu-
cational and counseling assistance ren-
ders an enormous boon for those look-
ing to advance in life. I thank Leslie
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Linfield and all of the institute’s em-
ployees for their generous help to those
in need and applaud them for their
dedicated service to producing a more
financially sound populace.®

—————

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mrs. Wanda Neiman, one
of his secretaries.

———

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the presiding
officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the TUnited
States submitting sundry nominations
and withdrawals which were referred to
the appropriate committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

——————

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

At 11:28 a.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the Speaker has signed
the following enrolled bills:

S. 2110. An act to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
427 North Street in Taft, California, as the
“Larry S. Pierce Post Office”.

H.R. 5104. An act to extend the Protect
America Act of 2007 for 15 days.

The enrolled bills were subsequently
signed by the President pro tempore
(Mr. BYRD).

——————

MEASURES PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR

The following bill was read the sec-
ond time, and placed on the calendar:

H.R. 5140. An act to provide economic stim-
ulus through recovery rebates to individuals,
incentives for business investment, and an
increase in conforming and FHA loan limits.

———

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, January 30, 2008, she had
presented to the President of the
United States the following enrolled
bill:

S. 2110. An act to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
427 North Street in Taft, California, as the
“Larry S. Pierce Post Office’.

————

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-4848. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator, Animal and
Plant Health Inspection Service, Department
of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to
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law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Bovine
Spongiform Encephalopathy; Minimal-Risk
Regions; Identification of Ruminants and
Processing and Importation of Commod-
ities” (Docket No. APHIS-2006-0026) received
on January 23, 2008; to the Committee on Ag-
riculture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC-4849. 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 ‘‘Viruses,
Serums, Toxins, and Analogous Products;
Standard Requirements for Live Vaccines”
(Docket No. APHIS-2006-0079) received on
January 7, 2008; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC-4850. 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 ‘‘Addition
of Armenia to the List of Regions Where Af-
rican Swine Fever Exists’” (Docket No.
APHIS-2007-0142) received on January 7, 2008;
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry.

EC-4851. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of the continuation
of the national emergency declared with re-
spect to foreign terrorists who threaten to
disrupt the Middle East peace process; to the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs.

EC-4852. A communication from the Chair-
man and President, Export-Import Bank of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report relative to a transaction in-
volving the export of two Boeing 777-200ER
passenger aircraft to the Kumho Asiana
Group; to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-4853. A communication from the Senior
Vice President, Export-Import Bank of the
United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the 2007 Sub-Saharan Africa Report; to
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

EC-4854. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Secretary for Export Adminis-
tration, Bureau of Industry and Security,
Department of Commerce, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘“‘Revisions to License Exceptions TMP and
BAG: Expansion of Eligible Items’ (RIN0694-
AD72) received on January 7, 2008; to the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs.

EC-4855. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Administrator for Regulatory
Programs, National Marine Fisheries Serv-
ice, Department of Commerce, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘“‘Revisions to the Seabird Avoidance Meas-
ures for the Alaska Fisheries” (RIN0648—
AV38) received on January 7, 2008; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-4856. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Administrator for Regulatory
Programs, National Marine Fisheries Serv-
ice, Department of Commerce, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
2008 Final Harvest Specifications for the
Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands’ (RIN0648—
XD68) received on January 7, 2008; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-4857. A communication from the Assist-
ant Administrator for Legislative and Inter-
governmental Affairs, National Aeronautics
and Space Administration, transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report relative to the Ad-
ministration’s competitive sourcing efforts
during fiscal year 2007; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-4858. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Energy, transmitting , pursuant to

S491

law, a report relative to the Department’s
competitive sourcing activities during fiscal
year 2007; to the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources.

EC-4859. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works),
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report rel-
ative to the flood damage reduction project
at the Santa Barbara Streams in California;
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works.

EC-4860. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works),
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report rel-
ative to a feasibility study that was under-
taken to evaluate flood damage reduction
opportunities for Swope Park Industrial
Area, Blue River Basin, Kansas City, Mis-
souri; to the Committee on Environment and
Public Works.

EC-4861. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works),
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report rel-
ative to the project at Tanque Verde Creek,
Arizona; to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works.

EC-4862. A communication from the Pro-
gram Manager, Centers for Medicare and
Medicaid Services, Department of Health
and Human Services, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Revisit
User Fee Program for Medicare Survey and
Certification Activities” (RIN0938-AP22) re-
ceived on January 23, 2008; to the Committee
on Finance.

EC-4863. A communication from the Chief
of the Publications and Regulations Branch,
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Guidance Nec-
essary to Facilitate Electronic Tax Adminis-
tration” ((RIN1545-BA96)(TD 9375)) received
on January 7, 2008; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

EC-4864. A communication from the Chief
of the Publications and Regulations Branch,
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘“‘ANPRM: Guidance
Regarding Marketing of Refund Anticipation
Loans and Other Products” ((RIN1545—
BH12)(REG-136596-07)) received on January 7,
2008; to the Committee on Finance.

EC-4865. A communication from the Chief
of the Publications and Regulations Branch,
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Revenue Procedure
2008-12” (Rev. Proc. 2008-12) received on Jan-
uary 7, 2008; to the Committee on Finance.

EC-4866. A communication from the Assist-
ant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to the
Case-Zablocki Act, 1 U.S.C. 112b, as amended,
the report of the texts and background state-
ments of international agreements, other
than treaties (List 2008-7-2008-9); to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

EC-4867. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Office of Legislative Affairs,
Department of State, transmitting, pursuant
to law, an annual report relative to assist-
ance given to Eurasia during fiscal year 2007;
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-4868. A communication from the Sec-
retary, Railroad Retirement Board, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to
the Board’s competitive sourcing activities
during fiscal year 2007; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

EC-4869. A communication from the Regu-
lations Coordinator, Administration for
Children and Families, Department of
Health and Human Services, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘“Head Start Program” (RIN0970-AB90) re-
ceived on January 7, 2008; to the Committee
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.
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EC-4870. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the National Advisory Committee’s
Annual Report on Institutional Quality and
Integrity for fiscal year 2007; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

EC-4871. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Financial Management, Government Ac-
countability Office, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the annual report of the Comptrol-
lers’ General Retirement System for fiscal
year 2007; to the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs.

EC-4872. A communication from the Acting
Chief of Staff, Federal Mediation and Concil-
iation Service, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report relative to financial integrity
for fiscal year 2007; to the Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs.

EC-4873. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Administrator, Bureau for Legisla-
tive and Public Affairs, U.S. Agency for
International Development, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the Agency’s financial re-
port for fiscal year 2007; to the Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs.

EC-4874. A communication from the Dep-
uty Director for Administration and Infor-
mation Management, Office of Government
Ethics, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port relative to the competitions initiated
during fiscal year 2007; to the Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs.

EC-4875. A communication from the Comp-
troller General of the United States, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitled
“A Call for Stewardship: Enhancing the Fed-
eral Government’s Ability to Address Key
Fiscal and Other 21st Century Challenges’’;
to the Committee on Homeland Security and
Governmental Affairs.

EC-4876. A communication from the Dep-
uty General Counsel and Designated Report-
ing Official, Office of National Drug Control
Policy, Executive Office of the President,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a vacancy and designation of an acting offi-
cer for the position of Deputy Director for
State, Local and Tribal Affairs, received on
January 7, 2008; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

EC-4877. A communication from the Co-
Chief Privacy Officers, Federal Election
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law,
an annual report relative to activities that
affect privacy; to the Committee on Rules
and Administration.

EC-4878. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs, transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report relative to the De-
partment’s competitive sourcing efforts of
fiscal year 2007; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

EC-4879. A communication from the Liai-
son, Department of Veterans Affairs, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of ac-
tion on a nomination for the position of Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs, received on Janu-
ary 7, 2008; to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.

———

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 Mr. VOINOVICH:

S. 2572. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide for bonus depre-
ciation or an additional minimum tax credit
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in lieu of such bonus depreciation; to the
Committee on Finance.
By Mr. BURR (for himself and Mr.
CRAIG):

S. 2573. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to require a program of mental
health care and rehabilitation for veterans
for service-related post-traumatic stress dis-
order, depression, anxiety disorder, or a re-
lated substance use disorder, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs.

By Mr. REID (for Mrs. CLINTON):

S. 2574. A Dbill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow the use of quali-
fied mortgage revenue bonds for refinancing
mortgages and to provide a temporary in-
crease in the volume cap for such bonds; to
the Committee on Finance.

By Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself, Mr.
CORNYN, Mr. JOHNSON, Ms. MIKULSKI,
Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. SUNUNU, Mr. COLE-
MAN, Mr. BAYH, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. ROB-
ERTS, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr.
STEVENS, Ms. MURKOWSKI, Mr.
CARDIN, and Mr. BINGAMAN):

S. 2575. A Dbill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to remove certain limitations
on the transfer of entitlement to basic edu-
cational assistance under Montgomery GI
Bill, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

By Mr. CRAPO (for himself, Ms. COL-
LINS, Mr. ALLARD, and Mr. TESTER):

S. 2576. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow a credit for quali-
fied expenditures paid or incurred to replace
certain wood stoves; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself,
Mr. REED, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. KERRY, Mr.
SCHUMER, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr.
INOUYE, Mr. LEVIN, and Mrs. BOXER):

S. 2577. A bill to establish background
check procedures for gun shows; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. COLEMAN (for himself, Ms.
KLOBUCHAR, Mr. CORKER, Mr. CARDIN,
Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. AL-
EXANDER, Mr. SALAZAR, Mr. LEAHY,
Mr. CASEY, Ms. MIKULSKI, and Mrs.
CLINTON):

S. 2578. A bill to temporarily delay applica-
tion of proposed changes to Medicaid pay-
ment rules for case management and tar-
geted case management services; to the
Committee on Finance.

By Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr.
INHOFE):

S. 2579. A bill to require the Secretary of
the Treasury to mint coins in recognition
and celebration of the establishment of the
United States Army in 1775, to honor the
American soldier of both today and yester-
day, in wartime and in peace, and to com-
memorate the traditions, history, and herit-
age of the United States Army and its role in
American society, from the colonial period
to today; to the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. BROWN (for himself and Mr.
SMITH):

S. 2580. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to improve the participa-
tion in higher education of, and to increase
opportunities in employment for, residents
of rural areas; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. BYRD (for himself and Mr.
ROCKEFELLER):

S. 2681. A bill to designate as wilderness
additional National Forest System lands in
the Monongahela National Forest in the
State of West Virginia, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources.
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SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. DORGAN:

S. Res. 437. A resolution establishing a spe-
cial committee of the Senate to investigate
the awarding and carrying out of contracts
to conduct activities in Afghanistan and Iraq
and to fight the war on terrorism; to the
Committee on Rules and Administration.

By Mr. BYRD (for himself and Mr.
COCHRAN):

S. Res. 438. A resolution authorizing the
printing with illustrations of a document en-
titled ‘“‘Committee on Appropriations, United
States Senate, 1867-2008’; considered and
agreed to.

———

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 358
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr.
BENNETT) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 358, a bill to prohibit discrimination
on the basis of genetic information
with respect to health insurance and
employment.
S. 400
At the request of Mr. SUNUNU, the
name of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 400, a bill to amend the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security
Act of 1974 and the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to ensure that dependent
students who take a medically nec-
essary leave of absence do not lose
health insurance coverage, and for
other purposes.
S. 414
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the
name of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 414, a bill to amend the Fed-
eral Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act and
the Federal Meat Inspection Act to re-
quire that food that contains product
from a cloned animal be labeled ac-
cordingly, and for other purposes.
S. 439
At the request of Mr. REID, the name
of the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.
WHITEHOUSE) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 439, a bill to amend title 10,
United States Code, to permit certain
retired members of the uniformed serv-
ices who have a service-connected dis-
ability to receive both disability com-
pensation from the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs for their disability and ei-
ther retired pay by reason of their
years of military service or Combat-
Related Special Compensation.
S. 14
At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the
name of the Senator from California
(Mrs. BOXER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 714, a bill to amend the Animal
Welfare Act to ensure that all dogs and
cats used by research facilities are ob-
tained legally.
S. 960
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, her
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
960, a bill to establish the United
States Public Service Academy.
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S. 1070
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
names of the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. ENzI) and the Senator from Geor-
gia (Mr. CHAMBLISS) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1070, a bill to amend the
Social Security Act to enhance the so-
cial security of the Nation by ensuring
adequate public-private infrastructure
and to resolve to prevent, detect, treat,
intervene in, and prosecute elder abuse,
neglect, and exploitation, and for other
purposes.
S. 1328
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the
name of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1328, a bill to amend the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act to elimi-
nate discrimination in the immigra-
tion laws by permitting permanent
partners of United States citizens and
lawful permanent residents to obtain
lawful permanent resident status in
the same manner as spouses of citizens
and lawful permanent residents and to
penalize immigration fraud in connec-
tion with permanent partnerships.
S. 1390
At the request of Mrs. CLINTON, the
name of the Senator from Alaska (Ms.
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1390, a bill to provide for the
issuance of a ‘“‘forever stamp’’ to honor
the sacrifices of the brave men and
women of the armed forces who have
been awarded the Purple Heart.
S. 1747
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the
name of the Senator from Montana
(Mr. TESTER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1747, a bill to regulate the judicial
use of presidential signing statements
in the interpretation of Act of Con-
gress.
S. 1750
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the
name of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1750, a bill to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to
preserve access to community cancer
care by Medicare beneficiaries.
S. 1780
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER,
the name of the Senator from Arkansas
(Mrs. LINCOLN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1780, a bill to require the FCC,
in enforcing its regulations concerning
the broadcast of indecent program-
ming, to maintain a policy that a sin-
gle word or image may be considered
indecent.
S. 1991
At the request of Mr. BUNNING, the
name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
LUGAR) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1991, a bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to conduct a study to
determine the suitability and feasi-
bility of extending the Lewis and Clark
National Historic Trail to include addi-
tional sites associated with the prepa-
ration and return phases of the expedi-
tion, and for other purposes.
S. 2119
At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, the
name of the Senator from New Mexico
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(Mr. DOMENICI) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2119, a bill to require the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to mint coins in
commemoration of veterans who be-
came disabled for life while serving in
the Armed Forces of the United States.
S. 2146

At the request of Mr. CARPER, the
names of the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. ALEXANDER) and the Senator from
Maryland (Mr. CARDIN) were added as
cosponsors of S. 2146, a bill to authorize
the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to accept, as
part of a settlement, diesel emission

reduction Supplemental Environ-
mental Projects, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 2219
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
name of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2219, a bill to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to de-
liver a meaningful benefit and lower
prescription drug prices under the
Medicare Program.
S. 2335
At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the
name of the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2335, a bill to amend the Rob-
ert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and
Emergency Assistance Act to provide
adequate case management services.
S. 2439
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the
name of the Senator from California
(Mrs. BOXER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 2439, a bill to require the National
Incident Based Reporting System, the
Uniform Crime Reporting Program,
and the Law Enforcement National
Data Exchange Program to list cruelty
to animals as a separate offense cat-
egory.
S. 2521
At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the
name of the Senator from Maryland
(Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2521, a bill to provide benefits
to domestic partners of Federal em-
ployees.
S. 2550
At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
2550, a bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to prohibit the Secretary
of Veterans Affairs from collecting cer-
tain debts owed to the United States
by members of the Armed Forces and
veterans who die as a result of an in-
jury incurred or aggravated on active
duty in a combat zone, and for other
purposes.
S. 2566
At the request of Mr. ISAKSON, the
names of the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. ALEXANDER), the Senator from
Kentucky (Mr. BUNNING), the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN), the Sen-
ator from Texas (Mr. CORNYN), the Sen-
ator from South Carolina (Mr.
DEMINT), the Senator from Florida
(Mr. MARTINEZ) and the Senator from
Louisiana (Mr. VITTER) were added as
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cosponsors of S. 2566, a bill to amend
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to
provide a Federal income tax credit for
certain home purchases.
S. 2569

At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the
name of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 25669, a bill to amend the Pub-
lic Health Service Act to authorize the
Director of the National Cancer Insti-
tute to make grants for the discovery
and validation of biomarkers for use in
risk stratification for, and the early
detection and screening of, ovarian
cancer.

AMENDMENT NO. 3930

At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the
names of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. LEAHY) and the Senator from Col-
orado (Mr. SALAZAR) were added as co-
sponsors of amendment No. 3930 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 2248, an
original bill to amend the Foreign In-
telligence Surveillance Act of 1978, to
modernize and streamline the provi-
sions of that Act, and for other pur-
poses.

AMENDMENT NO. 3967

At the request of Mr. COBURN, the
names of the Senator from Arizona
(Mr. McCAIN), the Senator from OKla-
homa (Mr. INHOFE), the Senator from
Idaho (Mr. CRAIG), the Senator from
Louisiana (Mr. VITTER), the Senator
from New Mexico (Mr. DOMENICI), the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. COLE-
MAN), the Senator from South Carolina
(Mr. GRAHAM), the Senator from Ala-
bama (Mr. SHELBY) and the Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. ENzI) were added
as cosponsors of amendment No. 3967
intended to be proposed to S. 2483, a
bill to authorize certain programs and
activities in the Forest Service, the
Department of the Interior, and the
Department of Energy, and for other
purposes.

———

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. BURR (for himself and
Mr. CRAIG):

S. 2573. A bill to amend title 38,
United States Code, to require a pro-
gram of mental health care and reha-
bilitation for veterans for service-re-
lated post-traumatic stress disorder,
depression, anxiety disorder, or a re-
lated substance use disorder, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs.

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I have
sought recognition to comment on leg-
islation I am introducing today that
will hopefully chart a new course for
veterans with mental illness—the Vet-
erans Mental Health Treatment First
Act.

As the title suggests, the bill pro-
poses to advance a commonsense con-
cept: Providing medical treatment for
mental illness as a first priority will
lead to a better quality of life for tens
of thousands of veterans. It is a simple
concept with which few would disagree.
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The problem is that the Government
agency tasked with advancing that
concept—the Department of Veterans
Affairs—lacks the proper focus to actu-
ally deliver. Notice I didn’t say VA
lacked the tools to deliver. It has the
tools—a world-class health care sys-
tem, evidence-based therapies empha-
sizing recovery and rehabilitation,
first-line medications, and the support
of a dedicated group of clinical profes-
sionals. The problem is that, as an
agency, VA doesn’t coordinate the use
of all of its resources—medical treat-
ment, vocational rehabilitation, and
disability compensation—to ensure
what is universally agreed as the de-
sired outcome of those with disabil-
ities: wellness and a return to a pro-
ductive life.

Let me take a few minutes to lay out
some of the facts for my colleagues.
These facts have helped me get a better
grasp of what the problem is, and they
have truly informed my belief that a
new approach to solving the problem
is, in fact, necessary.

Fact No. 1: There has been a steep in-
crease in the number of veterans re-
ceiving disability compensation for
post-traumatic stress disorder.

In a 2005 report, the VA inspector
general issued the following findings:

During fiscal years 1999 through 2004, the
number and percentage of PTSD cases in-
creased significantly. While the total num-
ber of all veterans receiving disability com-
pensation grew by only 12.2 percent, the
number of PTSD cases grew by 79.5 percent,
from 120,265 cases in fiscal year 1999 to 215,871
cases in fiscal year 2004.

Sadly, the trend has not decelerated.
Through September of 2007, 299,672—al-
most 300,000—veterans with PTSD were
on the compensation rolls, a 39-percent
increase since the VA inspector gen-
eral’s findings.

Now, many might argue that it is
only natural that we would see an in-
crease in PTSD compensation given
that we have been in a war on terror
since the year 2001. However, today
there are just under 30,000 veterans of
the global war on terror on the dis-
ability compensation rolls for PTSD.
Thus, the increase in PTSD rate rep-
resents a broad cross-section of the
veterans community.

No matter how far removed they are
from military service, veterans are fil-
ing claims and being granted service-
connected compensation for PTSD, and
these staggering increases are occur-
ring despite a decline—a decline—in
the overall veteran population.

Fact No. 2: Veterans with PTSD-re-
lated compensation appear never to get
better, only to get worse.

I just provided the sobering statistics
about a 120-percent increase in PTSD
disability rolls since 1999. Here is what
the VA inspector general found in its
2005 review of veterans who have been
added to the disability rolls:

Based on our review of PTSD claim files,
we observed that the rating evaluation level
typically increased over time, indicating the
veteran’s PTSD condition had worsened.
Generally, once a PTSD rating was assigned,
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it was increased over time until the veteran
was paid at the 100 percent rate.

This fact is even more disturbing
than the first. It suggests a trend to-
ward not only increasing sickness over
time but also permanent sickness. It
also suggests a certain sense of inevi-
tability among those with lower dis-
ability ratings that the natural pro-
gression is for them to slip into total
100 percent. Then, as time wears on,
total and permanent disability is, in
fact, established.

Mr. President, words have meanings.
My greatest worry is that the message
carried by an undesirable rating may
lessen a veteran’s resolve to seek treat-
ment and to actually get better. They
may feel themselves as beyond recov-
ery, caught in the quicksand of perma-
nent disability. If our current system
encourages this kind of mindset, then
we must change it.

Fact 3: There is evidence that PTSD
is treatable and that VA has the tools
to do it.

This may seem paradoxical, but it is
true. The same agency that possesses
disability claims showing veterans
sliding toward increasing and perma-
nent sickness is, in fact, the same
agency that is recognized as having the
tools necessary to successfully treat
PTSD.

On the question of whether PTSD is
treatable, here is what the Institute of
Medicine found in their 2007 report:

The committee finds that the evidence is
sufficient to conclude the efficacy of expo-
sure therapies in the treatment of PTSD.

The Institute of Medicine also rec-
ommended additional research regard-
ing the efficacy of other forms of PTSD
treatment, but at a minimum, it con-
cluded that the evidence suggests that
at least one form of treatment worked.

What specific assets does the VA
have to help veterans with PTSD?
Well, let me list those assets, and let
me also remind my colleagues that the
VA health care system has been widely
lauded by independent experts as one of
the top health care providers in the
United States.

The VA has 215 readjustment coun-
seling centers, or Vet Centers, which
offer readjustment counseling for
PTSD for afflicted veterans. The VA
has PTSD clinic teams or specialists at
each of its 153 medical centers across
the country. The VA has 8 specialized
PTSD inpatient units, 10 PTSD resi-
dential rehabilitation programs, 9
PTSD domiciliary programs, 7 women’s
trauma recovery programs, 10 day hos-
pital outpatient programs, 10 substance
use PTSD outpatient programs, and 22
women’s stress treatment outpatient
programs. These programs offer a full
spectrum of therapies, including expo-
sure therapies and medications to treat
our veterans for PTSD. In total, VA is
planning to spend more than $3 billion
on health care services this year—
roughly one-tenth of its total medical
care budget.

So how do we explain this paradox?
Why does a look at the compensation
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rolls show us that veterans with men-
tal illness are getting progressively
worse even though the VA health sys-
tem is recognized as having the tools
to make them better?

That question leads me to my fourth
and final fact: There is a poor linkage
between the arm of VA that treats
PTSD—the Veterans Health Adminis-
tration—and the arm of the VA that
awards disability compensation—the
Veterans Benefits Administration.

One of VA’s strategic objectives is to
restore the capabilities of disabled vet-
erans to the greatest extent possible.
Most would agree with that objective,
and most would conclude that restor-
ing capability involves a focus on
treatment and rehabilitation and not a
rush to, in fact, award disability com-
pensation.

The problem is that the VA is incon-
sistent in how it measures whether it
is achieving its objective. On the
health care side, VA measures whether
it is obtaining this objective by meas-
uring meaningful outcome data regard-
ing wellness and disease prevention. On
the disability benefits side, it measures
it by how fast and accurate a disability
claim can in fact be decided.

There is a serious disconnect here.
One side emphasizes health and
wellness, the other emphasizes a rush
to award compensation confirming the
existence of illness. There is no re-
quirement that these two sides work
together. Thus, disability compensa-
tion can be awarded and increased over
the years without a veteran ever re-
ceiving medical treatment.

To me, there is something backward
about how this works. The Veterans
Disability Benefits Commission honed
in on this point in its 2007 report. There
is little interaction between the Vet-
erans Health Administration, which ex-
amines veterans for evaluation of se-
verity of symptoms, and treats vet-
erans with PTSD, and the Veterans
Benefits Administration, which as-
sesses disability ratings and may or
may not require periodic reexamina-
tion.

A further disconnect seen by the Vet-
erans Disability Benefits Commission,
the Senate Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs held a hearing last week at which
the chairman of the Disability Com-
mission, GEN James Terry Scott, testi-
fied. I asked General Scott specifically
to expand on the Commission’s findings
and, more importantly, their rec-
ommendations. General Scott told me
it was not his intent to offend anyone,
but that we have been paying people
with PTSD to go away; not to treat
them, to go away. He went on to say
that disability compensation has pre-
cluded, in the judgment of the Commis-
sion, any effort to make veterans with
PTSD better, the No. 1 objective, I be-
lieve, of our system.

General Scott then made the fol-
lowing statement that represents the
heart of the Commission’s findings on
the link between PTSD compensation
and treatment:
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It is our judgment that one of the principal
goals of the VA and of the Commission, was
that we want to make people better so they
can return to the fullest extent possible, into
ordinary lives without treatment. I do not
see how we are fulfilling our obligation.

These facts lead me, and I hope they
will lead my colleagues as well, to the
inescapable conclusion that the cur-
rent approach to helping our veterans
diagnosed with PTSD simply is not
working. It is abundantly clear that we
need to try something new. Again to
quote the Veterans Disability Benefits
Commission report:

The Commission believes that PTSD is
treatable, that it frequently reoccurs and re-
mits, and that veterans with PTSD would be
better served by a new approach to their
care.

The Veterans
Commission says:

Veterans with PTSD would be better
served by a new approach to their care.

I believe the legislation I am intro-
ducing today is, in fact, that new ap-
proach. Before 1 describe the legisla-
tion and how it works, let me describe
how the present system is working or,
as the evidence suggests, not working.

Let’s say a young marine who is 2
years removed from his service in Iraq
comes to the VA because he is suffering
from PTSD-related flashbacks and can-
not hold down a steady job. As a con-
sequence, he is having trouble paying
his bills. We all would.

That veteran mneeds help imme-
diately. First and foremost, he needs
mental health treatment before his
condition worsens, but he also needs
short-term financial help during his
treatment period. If we cannot address
that, we cannot be assured that the
correct amount of rehabilitation takes
place.

Under the current system, the vet-
eran might first be counseled to file a
disability claim with the Veterans Ben-
efits Administration. And who could
blame him. It is the source of money.
He sees that as the quickest route to
solving his immediate financial crisis.

Although medical care would be
made available at that time, the vet-
eran cannot simply afford to put his
life on hold to get well. We can all as-
sociate with this. After a 6-month wait,
the average time it now takes to proc-
ess a disability claim—average; some
are sooner, more are later, but the av-
erage is 6 months—the veteran might
be rated service connected due to dis-
ability. But by that time, a critical
window of opportunity for wellness
would have come and gone. The vet-
eran’s experience with the VA will
have been one that emphasizes his
sickness and the level of his disability
rather than wellness through an ag-
gressive treatment program.

What would my legislation do? It
would establish a program to refocus
the existing system to one that empha-
sizes and incentivizes wellness. It
would say to a veteran eligible for VA
health care who suffers from service-
related PTSD, depression, anxiety dis-
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order, or related substance use dis-
order, that our focus is to make certain
you are given the best efforts to get
healthy and to feel better.

It would do this by providing—get
this—a wellness stipend, a wellness sti-
pend for up to 1 year to any veteran di-
agnosed with these conditions so long
as the VA diagnosing physician judges
the conditions to be plausibly related
to military service.

All the veteran would have to do is to
agree faithfully to attend the pre-
scribed treatment regime, in other
words, go get the services that are al-
ready provided, and hold off on filing
disability for those illnesses until you
have completed your rehab schedule.
So if the rehab schedule the doctor pre-
scribes is 6 months, we want you to
hold off filing the disability claim for 6
months so we can give you the finan-
cial help you need to get through it, we
can focus you into treatment, and at
the end of the time you and the system
can assess where you are.

That is it. And we will do that for up
to a year. Here is how it works for the
marine whom I spoke about earlier.
Upon diagnosis and treatment with the
conditions of the program, an imme-
diate $2,000 wellness stipend is made to
him. All of a sudden the immediate fi-
nancial crisis could be over; no lengthy
claims process, no 6-month delay in
getting needed financial help.

With this immediate financial infu-
sion, our marine can focus on getting
well and not worrying about how he
pays the next month’s rent. More im-
portantly, every 90 days that he par-
ticipates, every 90 days that they can
say ‘‘he came to rehab,” it translates
into an additional $1,500 of a wellness
stipend, a reward for continued partici-
pation. Finally, at the end of the treat-
ment program, in this case the end of a
yvear, a final $3,000 wellness stipend
would go to the marine. Thus, in the
total of a 1l-year treatment program,
we would pay the maximum wellness
stipend of $11,000.

Think about this. We are actually
taking the most difficult piece, which
is the financial obligation, and we are
setting that aside so we can focus on
what I believe is our obligation: to
make sure that we provide the best
course of rehab, of prevention, of
wellness.

I recognize treatment programs will
vary depending on the medical needs of
the veteran. My legislation gives the
VA complete discretion to develop a re-
covery plan of an appropriate type and
duration. Hence, if our marine only
needs a 4-month program, he would re-
ceive $2,000 of wellness stipend up
front, $1,500 after 90 days, and $3,000 at
the end of the program, for a total of
$6,500.

Hopefully, at the conclusion of the
treatment of our marine, he will then
be healthy, or at least healthy enough
to reenter society and move on to a
productive life. If the opposite is true
and the marine did not get well, his op-
tion to file a disability claim is still
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available in total. We have not de-
prived any veteran of their right to file
disability claims.

What we have asked is: Set it aside,
let’s focus on treatment, let’s make
sure you are not financially strapped,
and at the end of intense treatment,
focus on that treatment, let’s get back
together, and if you are still in a situa-
tion where you are disabled, then we
file the disability claim.

I know some might think this is a
nonconcept, paying people to come in
for what is basically free health care.
But I think it is time for all of us to
recognize what the Veterans Disability
Benefits Commission and the Dole-
Shalala commission have already rec-
ognized: treatment, rehabilitation, and
recovery need to be the primary focus
of our VA health and benefits system.
And, more importantly, they need to
be the focus of our mental health serv-
ices.

Let me quote the Disability Commis-
sion on this very point.

The Commission believes that a new, holis-
tic approach to PTSD should be considered.
This approach should couple PTSD treat-
ment, compensation, and vocational assess-
ment.

The Disability Benefits Commission
felt so strongly about focusing on
treatment for those with mental ill-
ness, particularly PTSD, that it rec-
ommended that we condition the re-
ceipt of compensation on the receipt of
treatment.

I am not proposing that we condition
it as the Commission has proposed to
Congress, but I want my colleagues to
understand, you cannot have multiple
commissions look at this issue and say:
It is broken. It does not focus on the
wellness our veterans need. It needs to
be changed.

Senator Dole and Secretary Shalala’s
commission recommended providing
transition payments for injured service
personnel while they receive treatment
and rehabilitation services, and they
recommended an incentive bonus pay-
ment designed to reward participants
in a rehab program for achieving cer-
tain milestones, that if they actually
accomplished a milestone that was set,
we give them a financial incentive.

Why? Because today’s veteran, in
many cases, has expectations that are
unlike any generation before. Because
of their age, because of the types of in-
juries they are exposed to, what their
expectations are with an artificial
limb—I lose no mobility, I am just as
productive, I can play golf, I can run, I
can play basketball, I can even pass a
physical to stay in the Army. That is
the reality. If we lose them up here, we
have done them an injustice relative to
their expectations for life. I think both
commissions focused on an innovative
approach to wellness, and the Dis-
ability Commission approach goes far-
ther than mine in that it is a negative
incentive as opposed to a positive one,
but the underlying concepts are the
same. The current system is not work-
ing. Let’s try something new.
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I want to make a few points clear.
First, under my legislation, no veteran
would have to give up his or her right
to receive disability compensation.
Veterans can file a claim whenever
they want. If they decide when they
are presented this option right at the
beginning that they want to file a dis-
ability claim and roll the dice on
rehab, they can do that. If they get a
month into rehab and they decide: I do
not think this is working, they can file
a disability claim. They will not get a
financial stipend at the end of 90 days.
They can drop out. They can continue
to access VA benefits. They can con-
tinue to stay in rehab. But they may
feel compelled to go ahead and file a
disability claim. They can do that. The
financial stipend ends, but we still con-
tinue the treatment, we just do not
have an incentive for them to attend.

The wellness stipend, as I said, will
be paid only if the veteran agrees to
stay faithful to the program and holds
off on filing the claims during that
treatment period of up to 1 year.

Second, none of the nearly 300,000
veterans already in receipt of PTSD-re-
lated compensation and the thousands
of others in receipt of compensation for
depression and anxiety disorder would
have to give up their compensation in
order to participate in the treatment
first program. For them, my legisla-
tion would pay a wellness stipend that
is one-third the amount I mentioned
earlier, so long as they agreed not to
file a claim to increase their disability
rating during this treatment period.

Let me draw a distinction. For some-
body who has already filed a disability
claim, regardless of how old they are,
and annually goes to be rerated, if they
delay that rerating, if they go into an
intense rehabilitation program, if, in
fact, one has been identified by a med-
ical professional within the Veterans’
Administration for them to enter into,
if they agree not to be rerated until the
completion of that program, we will ac-
tually include them in the cash sti-
pend, but it will be one-third the
amount of somebody who enters the
system for the first time. So whether
you are a veteran who has never filed a
claim before, a veteran with a claim
pending, a veteran already in receipt of
compensation, the treatment first pro-
gram would be available to all.

Finally, my legislation contains no
requirement that disability compensa-
tion be reevaluated at the end of the
treatment period. If treatment works—
and the Institute of Medicine says it
does—then veterans will have better
lives because of it. That is the only
goal of this legislation. I think we can
all look at it, with what we know about
the health care system, we can prob-
ably find a rationale to say, if we in-
vest now in these veterans, we might
save money on the back end for tax-
payers in actual health care services
that might be provided to somebody
who drops out of the workforce who
doesn’t regard their health as impor-
tant because they have now become
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locked into a monthly disability check
for their livelihood.

But for the ones who could end up
there that we have now gotten into
rehab successfully and increased or
changed the quality of their life, the
likelihood is the back end health care
cost is minimal, if any.

In conclusion, the status quo is not
working. We need a new and bold ap-
proach. My legislation represents a di-
rect challenge to all of us to think out-
side the box, to think about things that
work elsewhere, but we haven’t tried.
Doing so sometimes requires taking
steps that are a little unknown and a
little bit unique. I am sure not only
Members of the Senate but the vet-
erans service organizations and, I am
sure, the veterans themselves will look
at this and say: Where is the cash?

There is no cash. For once, we have a
piece of legislation that is focused on
how to make people better. We are
willing to put our money where our
mouth is because it is that important
to a 19-year-old who comes back from
Iraq who can truly be made well with
the right type of rehab and who may,
because of financial decisions in his
own life, not choose to fully exhaust
the rehabilitation needed to overcome
that mental health challenge. This at
least would give the American people
the assurance that we have done every-
thing possible for that 19-year-old to
get the services he or she would need to
lead a productive and fruitful life.

I ask my colleagues for their support.
It is time to put the treatment of our
veterans with mental health illnesses
first.

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for him-

self, Mr. REED, Mr. MENENDEZ,

Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. KENNEDY,

Mr. KERRY, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr.

WHITEHOUSE, Mr. INOUYE, Mr.
LEVIN, and Mrs. BOXER):

S. 2577. A bill to establish back-

ground check procedures for gun

shows; to the Committee on the Judici-

ary.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
rise to introduce the Gun Show Back-
ground Check Act of 2008. I am proud
to be joined by lead cosponsor Senator
JACK REED from Rhode Island, as well

as Senators FEINSTEIN, KENNEDY,
MENENDEZ, KERRY, SCHUMER,
WHITEHOUSE, INOUYE, LEVIN, and
BOXER.

It was almost 9 years ago, on May 20,
1999, that I stood in this chamber and
urged my colleagues to close the gun
show loophole once and for all.

Barely 1 month earlier, two teen-
agers had shot and killed 12 students
and one teacher at Columbine High
School in Littleton, Colorado. None of
us will ever forget the horror we felt as
we watched students run in fear from a
shooting rampage that took the lives
of 13 innocent people.

Those 13 people never should have
died because those teenagers never
should have had those guns. Some of
the guns were purchased from unli-
censed dealers at gun shows.
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Although the Federal Brady Law re-
quires licensed firearms dealers to con-
duct background checks before selling
guns, a loophole in Federal law allows
unlicensed dealers—who make up 20 to
50 percent of all dealers at gun shows—
to sell guns without conducting back-
ground checks.

Because the Columbine killers’ guns
were bought from unlicensed dealers,
they were sold without a single back-
ground check being done. A friend who
bought them guns said she never would
have done it if she had to go through a
background check.

In the wake of that terrible tragedy,
the Senate responded. We passed my
legislation to close the gun show loop-
hole, with Vice President Al Gore cast-
ing the tiebreaking vote.

Unfortunately, the gun lobby
stripped my legislation in conference,
and 9 years later, the gun show loop-
hole is still open. Nine years after the
horror of Columbine, easy access to
guns is still the law of the land, and
gun violence still plagues our schools,
our streets, and our communities.

Last April, we witnessed the worst
school shooting tragedy in our Nation’s
history. Thirty-two students and pro-
fessors were killed, and 15 more were
wounded at Virginia Tech.

We know now that the Virginia Tech
shooter never should have been per-
mitted to buy the two weapons he used
that day. He should have been on a pro-
hibited list because of his history of
treatment for serious mental illness. In
response, we are working to make sure
that States include these mental
health records in the FBI's background
check database.

However, even if the Virginia Tech
shooter had been stopped from buying
a gun at a gun shop, he still could have
walked down the street to a gun show
to buy a gun from an unlicensed dealer.
All the mental health records in the
world will not stop mentally ill people
or other prohibited purchasers from
buying guns unless all gun dealers—in-
cluding unlicensed dealers at gun
shows—have to consult those records
before selling a gun.

That is why the Virginia Tech Re-
view Panel recommended closing the
gun show loophole to prevent prohib-
ited purchasers from buying guns. That
is why the survivors of the Virginia
Tech massacre and families of the vic-
tims are fighting to close the gun show
loophole.

Today, I ask my colleagues to finish
the job we started almost 9 years ago.
We must close the loophole that allows
convicted felons, fugitives and domes-
tic abusers to buy guns without going
through a background check.

The Lautenberg-Reed bill would close
the gun show loophole by requiring
background checks for all gun sales at
gun shows. Specifically, our bill would
require background checks by licensed
firearms dealers for all gun trans-
actions at gun shows; define a gun
show as an event where 50 or more guns
are offered or exhibited for sale; re-
quire gun show promoters to register
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with the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco,
Firearms and Explosives, ATF, and en-
sure that sellers understand their legal
obligations; require licensed gun deal-
ers to keep records of guns sold at gun
shows to make it easier to trace guns
that are later used in crime.

This bill is a common-sense public
safety measure. It has been endorsed
by the International Association of
Chiefs of Police.

Now, let me be very clear: Our bill
would not hurt law-abiding gun own-
ers. It would simply require a back-
ground check to stop unlicensed sellers
from selling guns to people who are not
allowed to own one. Approximately 92
percent of background checks are com-
pleted within minutes, and 95 percent
are completed within 2 hours.

Those few minutes are worth it.
From the enactment of the Brady Act
in 1993 through 2005, nearly 70 million
background checks have been per-
formed, denying guns to 1.36 million
prohibited purchasers.

I am proud to say that more than
150,000 of those guns have been denied
to convicted domestic abusers as a re-
sult of a law I wrote in 1996.

We can only imagine how many lives
have been saved by preventing felons,
fugitives, and domestic abusers from
getting those guns. Now we have the
opportunity to save even more lives by
requiring that every gun sold at the
thousands of gun shows held across the
U.S. each year goes through a back-
ground check.

It has been almost 9 years since the
Columbine tragedy. We should not wait
another day to close the gun show
loophole.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is a
privilege to join my colleagues in sup-
port of the Gun Show Background
Check Act to reduce gun violence.
Closing this dangerous loophole in cur-
rent Federal gun laws will make gun
show transactions safer for all our peo-
ple.

Americans overwhelmingly favor re-
sponsible gun control laws. They want
effective background checks for fire-
arm purchases at gun shows or any-
where else. Yet, year after year, the
“‘gun show loophole’ allows firearms to
be purchased with no questions asked,
and legislation is urgently needed to
close this flagrant loophole in our cur-
rent gun laws.

Under today’s laws, licensed gun
dealers must be approved, must reg-
ister with the Federal Government,
and must conduct background checks
on gun buyers who come to their
stores. But in most States, almost any-
one can be an unlicensed private seller
of guns. Timothy McVeigh, the OXkla-
homa City bomber, was one such pri-
vate seller at gun shows. These private
sellers have no obligation to conduct
criminal background checks on buyers
or keep any records at all about the
sale. It is no surprise that felons and
other prohibited gun buyers go to gun
shows to buy guns in order to evade
background checks. That is unaccept-
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able. Closing the gun show loophole
and requiring background checks for
purchasers at gun shows is vital for
public safety.

The Gun Show Background Check
Act defines gun shows as any event at
which 50 or more firearms are offered
or exhibited for sale and requires gun
show promoters to register with the
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms,
and Explosives. It requires the pro-
moters to maintain a list of vendors at
all gun shows, and these vendors must
acknowledge receipt of information
about their legal obligations. It also re-
quires that all firearm sales at gun
shows go through a Federal Firearms
Licensee. Private vendors and non-
licensed persons will be required to
complete the sale of weapons using
such a licensee, who will be responsible
for conducting a background check on
the purchaser and maintaining a record
of the transaction. Finally, the bill im-
proves the tracing of firearms by re-
quiring these licensees to submit infor-
mation about firearms sold at gun
shows to the ATF’s National Tracing
Center.

Approximately 50 percent of all gun
sales in the U.S. today are ‘‘private”
sales made by individuals at thousands
of gun shows. No proof of identification
and no criminal background check are
required. Even after the horrific events
of September 11, suspected terrorists
and felons can easily purchase any
quantity of firearms, including mili-
tary style assault weapons, without an
ID or background check at gun shows
in 32 States. Federal law permits gun
owners to sell rifles, shotguns, and
even assault weapons to children, with-
out their parent’s knowledge or per-
mission.

It is not enough to leave this issue
any longer to State action. As John
Rosenthal, founder of the nonprofit or-
ganization, Stop Handgun Violence,
has pointed out, Massachusetts has en-
acted some of the most effective laws
to prevent gun violence in the country,
but Massachusetts is surrounded by
States, which have no such laws and
allow individuals to buy and sell guns
easily. According to ATF data for 2006,
many of the gun crime weapons recov-
ered in Massachusetts had been ob-
tained in other States with little or no
regulation of firearms sales.

Critics claim that mandating back-
ground checks at gun shows will not
reduce crime significantly and will be a
step towards banning private firearms
sales between individuals. Some even
make the preposterous claim that
there is no gun show loophole, and that
gun control advocates are trying to ad-
dress a non-existing problem. Evidence
clearly proves, however, that gun
shows are an important source of the
guns used in crime in the U.S. During
the late 1990s, cases involving gun
shows and flea markets accounted for
30 percent of all trafficked guns in the
U.S. That is no surprise, since there
are over 4,000 gun shows in the U.S.
every year, and no Federal laws to reg-
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ulate them. Statistics also show that
States such as Massachusetts, where
strict gun control legislation has been
enacted, have significantly lower fire-
arm fatality rates than States with lax
gun laws.

In another appalling move, the Bush
administration successfully pushed leg-
islation requiring the FBI to destroy
records of approved gun purchases
within 24 hours of a completed back-
ground check. That action prevents
law enforcement from identifying
whether a person under investigation
for another crime, including terrorism,
has purchased a firearm. In addition, if
federally licensed gun dealers fail to
report stolen or missing guns, they
face only misdemeanor charges, despite
the fact that thousands of guns are sto-
len from gun stores every year. The
rifle used by the DC sniper was ‘‘lost”
by a gun store—the same store that
“lost’ 238 guns in 3 years.

We can’t ensure public safety unless
we stop kowtowing to the gun lobby.
We can’t accept a system that allows
criminals and terrorists to buy guns at
gun shows without detection. The gun
show loophole should have been closed
long ago. I urge my colleagues to enact
this vital legislation to do that. I com-
mend Senator LAUTENBERG and Sen-
ator REED for introducing this bill, and
I look forward to its enactment into
law as soon as possible. Too many lives
are on the line for us to delay any
longer.

By Mr. INOUYE (for himself and
Mr. INHOFE):

S. 2579. A bill to require the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to mint coins in
recognition and celebration of the es-
tablishment of the United States Army
in 1775, to honor the American soldier
of both today and yesterday, in war-
time and in peace, and to commemo-
rate the traditions, history, and herit-
age of the United States Army and its
role in American society, from the co-
lonial period to today; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, since its
founding in 1775, the U.S. Army has
served this country well for over 230
years and has played a decisive role in
protecting and defending freedom
throughout the history of the U.S.,
from the Colonial period to today, in
wartime and in peace; and has consist-
ently answered the call to serve the
American people at home and abroad
since the Revolutionary War. The sac-
rifice of the American soldier, of all
ranks, since the earliest days of the
Republic, has been immense and is de-
serving of the unique recognition be-
stowed by commemorative coinage.

Today I rise to introduce the U.S.
Army Commemorative Coin Act, and
am joined by Senator JAMES INHOFE of
Oklahoma in support of the bill, as well
as the U.S. Army, the National Mu-
seum of the U.S. Army, and the Army
Historical Foundation.

The U.S. Army Commemorative Coin
Act authorizes the Secretary of the
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Treasury to mint 100,000 five dollar
gold coins, 500,000 one dollar silver
coins, and 750,000 half-dollar copper-
nickel clad coins.

These coins will be the first U.S.
coins to honor the Army as an institu-
tion in its entirety. Coin designs will
be emblematic of the traditions, his-
tory and heritage of the U.S. Army,
and its role in American society, from
the Colonial period to today. Design
motifs will specifically honor the
American soldier, both today and yes-
terday, in wartime and in peace; and
commemorate the traditions and herit-
age of the U.S. Army.

A surcharge will be applied to each
coin, in the amount of $35 for each $5
gold coin, $10 for each silver dollar
coin, and $5 for each half-dollar clad
coin. Proceeds from the sales of these
coins will be directed to the Army His-
torical Foundation specifically to be
used to help finance construction of
the National Museum of the U.S. Army
at Fort Belvoir, VA.

The Army, the Nation’s oldest and
largest military service, is the only
service that currently lacks a com-
prehensive, national museum cele-
brating, preserving and displaying its
heritage and honoring its veterans. The
Army also lacks a national memorial
to serve as its national landmark here
in America’s capital city. The museum
will eventually fill both roles.

One of the ways that the museum al-
ready honors Army veterans is through
its “‘Registry of the American Soldier.”
The Registry potentially could contain
millions of names and service histories,
and can already be viewed online. It is
open to all who have worn the Army’s
uniform, and I myself recently became
the first Member of the U.S. Senate to
be listed. This registry will eventually
be permanently displayed at the mu-
seum after its public opening, due in
2014.

In 2000, the Secretary of the Army
designated the Army Historical Foun-
dation as its primary partner in build-
ing the National Museum of the U.S.
Army, and today the Foundation is ac-
tively engaged in executing a major,
$200 million, capital campaign to sup-
port the Museum.

These commemorative coins will do
more than just honor the Army and our
Army veterans. They will also help en-
sure that the extraordinary accom-
plishment and sacrifice of our soldiers
will live on as a legacy for future gen-
erations. This bill authorizes sur-
charges that may generate over $12.2
million for the Army museum. I want
to assure my colleagues that this bill
will not place any burden on the Amer-
ican taxpayer. The profits generated by
the sales of these coins will cover all
costs incurred by the Department of
the Treasury.

Personally, I will never forget the
pride I felt in wearing my uniform dur-
ing the Second World War, and I know
that I share this pride of service with
millions of fellow veterans from all
walks of life across this great country.
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I urge my colleagues to support this
important legislation, which will honor
the U.S. Army while helping to open an
outstanding, world-class National Mu-
seum of the U.S. Army just across the
river from this building.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent 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. 2579

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 ‘United
States Army Commemorative Coin Act of
2008"’.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds that—

(1) the United States Army, founded in
1775, has served this country well for over 230
years;

(2) the United States Army has played a
decisive role in protecting and defending
freedom throughout the history of the
United States, from the Colonial period to
today, in wartime and in peace, and has con-
sistently answered the call to serve the
American people at home and abroad since
the Revolutionary War;

(3) the sacrifice of the American soldier, of
all ranks, since the earliest days of the Re-
public has been immense and is deserving of
the unique recognition bestowed by com-
memorative coinage;

(4) the Army, the Nation’s oldest and larg-
est military service, is the only service
branch that currently does not have a com-
prehensive national museum celebrating,
preserving, and displaying its heritage and
honoring its veterans;

(5) the National Museum of the United
States Army will be—

(A) the Army’s only service-wide, national
museum honoring all soldiers, of all ranks,
in all branches since 1775; and

(B) located at Fort Belvoir, Virginia,
across the Potomac River from the Nation’s
Capitol, a 10-minute drive from Mount
Vernon, the home of the Army’s first Com-
mander-in-Chief, and astride the Civil War’s
decisive Washington-Richmond corridor;

(6) the Army Historical Foundation (in this
Act referred to as the ‘“‘Foundation’), found-
ed in 1983—

(A) is dedicated to preserving the history
and heritage of the American soldier; and

(B) seeks to educate future Americans to
fully appreciate the sacrifices that genera-
tions of American soldiers have made to
safeguard the freedoms of this Nation;

(7) the completion and opening to the pub-
lic of the National Museum of the United
States Army will immeasurably help in ful-
filling that mission;

(8) the Foundation is a nongovernmental,
member-based, and publicly supported non-
profit organization that is dependent on
funds from members, donations, and grants
for support;

(9) the Foundation uses such support to
help create the National Museum of the
United States Army, refurbish historical
Army buildings, acquire and conserve Army
historical art and artifacts, support Army
history educational programs, for research,
and publication of historical materials on
the American soldier, and to provide support
and counsel to private and governmental or-
ganizations committed to the same goals as
the Foundation;

(10) in 2000, the Secretary of the Army des-
ignated the Foundation as its primary part-
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ner in the building of the National Museum
of the United States Army; and

(11) the Foundation is actively engaged in
executing a major capital campaign to sup-
port the National Museum of the United
States Army.

SEC. 3. COIN SPECIFICATIONS.

(a) DENOMINATIONS.—In recognition and
celebration of the founding of the United
States Army in 1775, and notwithstanding
any other provision of law, the Secretary of
the Treasury (in this Act referred to as the
“Secretary’) shall mint and issue the fol-
lowing coins:

(1) $5 GOLD COINS.—Not more than 100,000 $5
coins, which shall—

(A) weigh 8.359 grams;

(B) have a diameter of 0.850 inches; and

(C) contain 90 percent gold and 10 percent
alloy.

(2) $1 SILVER COINS.—Not more than 500,000
$1 coins, which shall—

(A) weigh 26.73 grams;

(B) have a diameter of 1.500 inches; and

(C) contain 90 percent silver and 10 percent
copper.

(3) HALF DOLLAR CLAD COINS.—Not more
than 750,000 half dollar coins, which shall—

(A) weigh 11.34 grams;

(B) have a diameter of 1.205 inches; and

(C) be minted to the specifications for half
dollar coins, contained in section 5112(b) of
title 31, United States Code.

(b) LEGAL TENDER.—The coins minted
under this Act shall be legal tender, as pro-
vided in section 5103 of title 31, United States
Code.

(c) NUMISMATIC ITEMS.—For purposes of
sections 5134 and 5136 of title 31, United
States Code, all coins minted under this Act
shall be considered to be numismatic items.
SEC. 4. DESIGN OF COINS.

(a) DESIGN REQUIREMENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The design of the coins
minted under this Act shall be emblematic
of the traditions, history, and heritage of the
United States Army, and its role in Amer-
ican society from the Colonial period to
today.

(2) DESIGNATIONS AND INSCRIPTIONS.—On
each coin minted under this Act, there shall
be—

(A) a designation of the value of the coin;

(B) an inscription of the year ‘2011°’; and

(C) inscriptions of the words ‘‘Liberty”’,
“In God We Trust’, ‘“United States of Amer-
ica”, and ‘“E Pluribus Unum”’.

(b) SELECTION.—The design for the coins
minted under this Act shall—

(1) contain motifs that specifically honor
the American soldier of both today and yes-
terday, in wartime and in peace, such de-
signs to be consistent with the traditions
and heritage of the United States Army, the
mission and goals of the National Museum of
the United States Army, and the missions
and goals of the Foundation;

(2) be selected by the Secretary, after con-
sultation with the Secretary of the Army,
the Foundation, and the Commission of Fine
Arts; and

(3) be reviewed by the Citizens Coinage Ad-
visory Committee.

SEC. 5. ISSUANCE OF COINS.

(a) QUALITY OF COINS.—Coins minted under
this Act shall be issued in uncirculated and
proof qualities.

(b) MINT FACILITIES.—For each of the 3
coins minted under this Act, at least 1 facil-
ity of the United States Mint shall be used
to strike proof quality coins, while at least 1
other such facility shall be used to strike the
uncirculated quality coins.

(c) PERIOD FOR ISSUANCE.—The Secretary
may issue coins minted under this Act only
during the 1-year period beginning on Janu-
ary 1, 2011.
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SEC. 6. SALE OF COINS.

(a) SALE PRICE.—The coins issued under
this Act shall be sold by the Secretary at a
price equal to the sum of—

(1) the face value of the coins;

(2) the surcharge provided in section 7(a)
with respect to such coins; and

(3) the cost of designing and issuing the
coins (including labor, materials, dies, use of

machinery, overhead expenses, marketing,
and shipping).
(b) BULK SALES.—The Secretary shall

make bulk sales of the coins issued under
this Act at a reasonable discount.

(¢) PREPAID ORDERS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall ac-
cept prepaid orders for the coins minted
under this Act before the issuance of such
coins.

(2) DISCOUNT.—Sale prices with respect to
prepaid orders under paragraph (1) shall be
at a reasonable discount.

SEC. 7. SURCHARGES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—AIl sales of coins minted
under this Act shall include a surcharge as
follows:

(1) A surcharge of $35 per coin for the $5
coin.

(2) A surcharge of $10 per coin for the $1
coin.

(3) A surcharge of $6 per coin for the half
dollar coin.

(b) DISTRIBUTION.—Subject to section
5134(f) of title 31, United States Code, all sur-
charges received by the Secretary from the
sale of coins issued under this Act shall be
promptly paid by the Secretary to the Foun-
dation to help finance the National Museum
of the United States Army.

(c) AUDITS.—The Foundation shall be sub-
ject to the audit requirements of section
5134(f)(2) of title 31, United States Code, with
regard to the amounts received by the Foun-
dation under subsection (b).

(d) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding  sub-
section (a), no surcharge may be included
with respect to the issuance under this Act
of any coin during a calendar year if, as of
the time of such issuance, the issuance of
such coin would result in the number of com-
memorative coin programs issued during
such year to exceed the annual 2-commemo-
rative coin program issuance limitation
under section 5112(m)(1) of title 31, United
States Code (as in effect on the date of en-
actment of this Act). The Secretary of the
Treasury may issue guidance to carry out
this subsection.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, today I
rise to express my support for an effort
that I believe is long overdue. I am
honored today to join Senator INOUYE
as a co-sponsor of the U.S. Army Com-
memorative Coin Act of 2008. As co-
chair of the Senate Army Caucus and a
former soldier, I am proud to pay trib-
ute to the U.S. Army, which has duti-
fully served our Nation for over 230
years.

The Army is the only service branch
that currently does not have a com-
prehensive museum honoring its mem-
bers and veterans. The Commemorative
Coin Act will help raise the revenue
needed to build a museum dedicated to
the men and women who have for so
long protected the sovereignty and
freedom of our country. The museum
will serve to commemorate the enor-
mous sacrifice of our soldiers, and will
be a symbol of the Army’s dedication
to the fight for freedom.

Since the days of the Continental
Army of the Revolution, to the highly
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mobile and technological force of
today, the U.S. Army has been the bul-
wark against which tyranny and op-
pression have consistently failed. It is
time we permanently memorialize the
sacrifice that the U.S. Army has given
to the cause of liberty around the
world.

I urge the Congress to quickly grant
its approval to the U.S. Army Com-
memorative Coin Act of 2008.

By Mr. BYRD (for himself and
Mr. ROCKEFELLER)

S. 2581. A bill to designate as wilder-
ness additional National Forest Sys-
tem lands in the Monongahela National
Forest in the State of West Virginia,
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, today I am
pleased to join with my friend and col-
league from West Virginia, Senator
JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER, to introduce
legislation entitled the Wild
Monongahela: A National Legacy for
West Virginia’s Special Places. Our
legislation would designate additional
wilderness areas in the Monongahela
National Forest, located in eastern
West Virginia. A bipartisan companion
measure was introduced yesterday in
the U.S. House of Representatives.

I have long supported efforts to pro-
vide permanent protections for our
most treasured lands. Along with Sen-
ator KENNEDY and Senator INOUYE, I
voted for the original Wilderness Act in
1964. We can proudly say that the nine
million acres of lands protected by the
Wilderness Act has now grown to over
106 million acres in 44 States.

One of the most important sectors
for economic development in West Vir-
ginia is environmental tourism. Our
“Wild and Wonderful” slogan aptly de-
scribes the beautiful vistas, flower cov-
ered valleys, free flowing streams and
rivers, and impressive sandstone for-
mations, that can be found in the
Monongahela National Forest. Inclu-
sion of these sites in and nearby feder-
ally protected wilderness areas puts
them ‘“‘on the map’ for those seeking
an adventure in nature. Attracting
these visitors is one of the keys to fu-
ture economic growth in West Virginia.

Since the Forest Service released its
new Forest Management plan for the
Monongahela National Forest in Sep-
tember 2006, I have heard from many
West Virginians wishing to express
their strong opinions on proposals that
call for new wilderness areas. I was
particularly touched by a Christian
youth group that visited my office.
These young people spoke in personal
terms of how a hike in these wild areas
brought them closer to God.

Currently, the Monongahela National
Forest has five protected wilderness
areas, including Otter Creek, Dolly
Sods, Laurel Fork North and South,
and Cranberry. These areas comprise
about 78,000 acres of land, approxi-
mately eight percent of the
Monongahela’s 919,000 acres.
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Our legislation would designate seven
additional areas for wilderness protec-
tion out of the 18 roadless areas evalu-
ated by the Forest Service. Three of
these are expansions of existing wilder-
ness areas. These are the Cranberry ex-
pansion, Dolly Sods expansion, and the
Otter Creek expansion. We propose four
new areas for wilderness protection—
Big Draft, Cheat Mountain, Roaring
Plains West, and Spice Run. In all, our
legislation would protect an additional
47,000 acres of wilderness. This would
bring the total acreage of wilderness in
the Monongahela National Forest to
approximately 125,000 acres, or just
under 14 percent of the total forest.

Our legislation would add a signifi-
cant amount of land to those areas pro-
tected as wilderness. However, the vast
majority of the Monongahela National
Forest will continue to be available for
the multiple uses envisioned when the
National Forest System was first cre-
ated. These include timber harvesting
operations, wildlife and fish manage-
ment, and recreation.

It is my hope that after much
thought and reflection all West Vir-
ginians will see this proposal as a
straightforward effort to reach a bipar-
tisan compromise that has a true
chance to become reality. The result
will be that future generations of West
Virginians and all Americans will be
able to enjoy the benefits of God’s cre-
ation.

I wish to thank my fellow members
of the West Virginia delegation, espe-
cially Chairman RAHALL, for their hard
work on this measure. Senator ROCKE-
FELLER and I look forward to working
with Chairman BINGAMAN and Ranking
Member DOMENICI of the Senate Energy
and Natural Resources Committee to
ensure that this measure is passed and
signed into law this year.

————

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 437—ESTAB-
LISHING A SPECIAL COMMITTEE
OF THE SENATE TO INVES-
TIGATE THE AWARDING AND
CARRYING OUT OF CONTRACTS
TO CONDUCT ACTIVITIES IN AF-
GHANISTAN AND IRAQ AND TO
FIGHT THE WAR ON TERRORISM

Mr. DORGAN submitted the fol-
lowing resolution; which was referred
to the Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration:

S. RES. 437

Whereas the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan
have exerted very large demands on the
Treasury of the United States and required
tremendous sacrifice by the members of the
Armed Forces of the United States;

Whereas Congress has a constitutional re-
sponsibility to ensure comprehensive over-
sight of the expenditure of United States
Government funds;

Whereas waste and corporate abuse of
United States Government resources are par-
ticularly unacceptable and reprehensible
during times of war;

Whereas the magnitude of the funds in-
volved in the reconstruction of Afghanistan
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and Iraq and the war on terrorism, together
with the speed with which these funds have
been committed, presents a challenge to the
effective performance of the traditional
oversight function of Congress and the audit-
ing functions of the executive branch;

Whereas the Senate Special Committee to
Investigate the National Defense Program,
popularly know as the Truman Committee,
which was established during World War II,
offers a constructive precedent for bipartisan
oversight of wartime contracting that can
also be extended to wartime and postwar re-
construction activities;

Whereas the Truman Committee is cred-
ited with an extremely successful investiga-
tive effort, performance of a significant pub-
lic education role, and achievement of fiscal
savings measured in the billions of dollars;
and

Whereas the public has a right to expect
that taxpayer resources will be carefully dis-
bursed and honestly spent: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved,

SECTION 1. SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON WAR AND
RECONSTRUCTION CONTRACTING.

There is established a special committee of
the Senate to be known as the Special Com-
mittee on War and Reconstruction Con-
tracting (hereafter in this resolution re-
ferred to as the ‘“‘Special Committee’’).

SEC. 2. PURPOSE AND DUTIES.

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the Special
Committee is to investigate the awarding
and performance of contracts to conduct
military, security, and reconstruction ac-
tivities in Afghanistan and Iraq and to sup-
port the prosecution of the war on terrorism.

(b) DUTIES.—The Special Committee shall
examine the contracting actions described in
subsection (a) and report on such actions, in
accordance with this section, regarding—

(1) bidding, contracting, accounting, and
auditing standards for Federal Government
contracts;

(2) methods of contracting, including sole-
source contracts and limited competition or
noncompetitive contracts;

(3) subcontracting under large, comprehen-
sive contracts;

(4) oversight procedures;

(5) consequences of cost-plus and fixed
price contracting;

(6) allegations of wasteful and fraudulent
practices;

(7) accountability of contractors and Gov-
ernment officials involved in procurement
and contracting;

(8) penalties for violations of law and
abuses in the awarding and performance of
Government contracts; and

(9) lessons learned from the contracting
process used in Iraq and Afghanistan and in
connection with the war on terrorism with
respect to the structure, coordination, man-
agement policies, and procedures of the Fed-
eral Government.

(c) INVESTIGATION OF WASTEFUL AND
FRAUDULENT PRACTICES.—The investigation
by the Special Committee of allegations of
wasteful and fraudulent practices under sub-
section (b)(6) shall include investigation of
allegations regarding any contract or spend-
ing entered into, supervised by, or otherwise
involving the Coalition Provisional Author-
ity, regardless of whether or not such con-
tract or spending involved appropriated
funds of the United States.

(d) EVIDENCE CONSIDERED.—In carrying out
its duties, the Special Committee shall as-
certain and evaluate the evidence developed
by all relevant governmental agencies re-
garding the facts and circumstances relevant
to contracts described in subsection (a) and
any contract or spending covered by sub-
section (c).
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SEC. 3. COMPOSITION OF SPECIAL COMMITTEE.

(a) MEMBERSHIP.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Special Committee
shall consist of 7 members of the Senate of
whom—

(A) 4 members shall be appointed by the
President pro tempore of the Senate, in con-
sultation with the majority leader of the
Senate; and

(B) 3 members shall be appointed by the
minority leader of the Senate.

(2) DATE.—The appointments of the mem-
bers of the Special Committee shall be made
not later than 90 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act.

(b) VACANCIES.—Any vacancy in the Spe-
cial Committee shall not affect its powers,
but shall be filled in the same manner as the
original appointment.

(c) SERVICE.—Service of a Senator as a
member, chairman, or ranking member of
the Special Committee shall not be taken
into account for the purposes of paragraph
(4) of rule XXV of the Standing Rules of the
Senate.

(d) CHAIRMAN AND RANKING MEMBER.—The
chairman of the Special Committee shall be
designated by the majority leader of the Sen-
ate, and the ranking member of the Special
Committee shall be designated by the minor-
ity leader of the Senate.

(e) QUORUM.—

(1) REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.—A ma-
jority of the members of the Special Com-
mittee shall constitute a quorum for the pur-
pose of reporting a matter or recommenda-
tion to the Senate.

(2) TESTIMONY.—One member of the Special
Committee shall constitute a quorum for the
purpose of taking testimony.

(3) OTHER BUSINESS.—A majority of the
members of the Special Committee, or %5 of
the members of the Special Committee if at
least one member of the minority party is
present, shall constitute a quorum for the
purpose of conducting any other business of
the Special Committee.

SEC. 4. RULES AND PROCEDURES.

(a) GOVERNANCE UNDER STANDING RULES OF
SENATE.—Except as otherwise specifically
provided in this resolution, the investiga-
tion, study, and hearings conducted by the
Special Committee shall be governed by the
Standing Rules of the Senate.

(b) ADDITIONAL RULES AND PROCEDURES.—
The Special Committee may adopt addi-
tional rules or procedures if the chairman
and ranking member agree that such addi-
tional rules or procedures are necessary to
enable the Special Committee to conduct the
investigation, study, and hearings author-
ized by this resolution. Any such additional
rules and procedures—

(1) shall not be inconsistent with this reso-
lution or the Standing Rules of the Senate;
and

(2) shall become effective upon publication
in the Congressional Record.

SEC. 5. AUTHORITY OF SPECIAL COMMITTEE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Special Committee
may exercise all of the powers and respon-
sibilities of a committee under rule XXVI of
the Standing Rules of the Senate.

(b) HEARINGS.—The Special Committee or,
at its direction, any subcommittee or mem-
ber of the Special Committee, may, for the
purpose of carrying out this resolution—

(1) hold such hearings, sit and act at such
times and places, take such testimony, re-
ceive such evidence, and administer such
oaths as the Special Committee or such sub-
committee or member considers advisable;
and

(2) require, by subpoena or otherwise, the
attendance and testimony of such witnesses
and the production of such books, records,
correspondence, memoranda, papers, docu-
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ments, tapes, and materials as the Special
Committee considers advisable.

(c) ISSUANCE AND ENFORCEMENT OF SUB-
POENAS.—

(1) ISSUANCE.—Subpoenas issued under sub-
section (b) shall bear the signature of the
Chairman of the Special Committee and
shall be served by any person or class of per-
sons designated by the Chairman for that
purpose.

(2) ENFORCEMENT.—In the case of contu-
macy or failure to obey a subpoena issued
under subsection (a), the United States dis-
trict court for the judicial district in which
the subpoenaed person resides, is served, or
may be found may issue an order requiring
such person to appear at any designated
place to testify or to produce documentary
or other evidence. Any failure to obey the
order of the court may be punished by the
court as a contempt of that court.

(d) MEETINGS.—The Special Committee
may sit and act at any time or place during
sessions, recesses, and adjournment periods
of the Senate.

SEC. 6. REPORTS.

(a) INITIAL REPORT.—The Special Com-
mittee shall submit to the Senate a report
on the investigation conducted pursuant to
section 2 not later than 270 days after the ap-
pointment of the Special Committee mem-
bers.

(b) UPDATED REPORT.—The Special Com-
mittee shall submit an updated report on
such investigation not later than 180 days
after the submittal of the report under sub-
section (a).

(c) ADDITIONAL REPORTS.—The Special
Committee may submit any additional re-
port or reports that the Special Committee
considers appropriate.

(d) FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.—The
reports under this section shall include find-
ings and recommendations of the Special
Committee regarding the matters considered
under section 2.

(e) DISPOSITION OF REPORTS.—Any report
made by the Special Committee when the
Senate is not in session shall be submitted to
the Clerk of the Senate. Any report made by
the Special Committee shall be referred to
the committee or committees that have ju-
risdiction over the subject matter of the re-
port.

SEC. 7. ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.

(a) STAFF.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Special Committee
may employ in accordance with paragraph
(2) a staff composed of such clerical, inves-
tigatory, legal, technical, and other per-
sonnel as the Special Committee, or the
chairman or the ranking member, considers
necessary or appropriate.

(2) APPOINTMENT OF STAFF.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Special Committee
shall appoint a staff for the majority, a staff
for the minority, and a nondesignated staff.

(B) MAJORITY STAFF.—The majority staff
shall be appointed, and may be removed, by
the chairman and shall work under the gen-
eral supervision and direction of the chair-
man.

(C) MINORITY STAFF.—The minority staff
shall be appointed, and may be removed, by
the ranking member of the Special Com-
mittee, and shall work under the general su-
pervision and direction of such member.

(D) NONDESIGNATED STAFF.—Nondesignated
staff shall be appointed, and may be re-
moved, jointly by the chairman and the
ranking member, and shall work under the
joint general supervision and direction of the
chairman and ranking member.

(b) COMPENSATION.—

(1) MAJORITY STAFF.—The chairman shall
fix the compensation of all personnel of the
majority staff of the Special Committee.
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(2) MINORITY STAFF.—The ranking member
shall fix the compensation of all personnel of
the minority staff of the Special Committee.

(3) NONDESIGNATED STAFF.—The chairman
and ranking member shall jointly fix the
compensation of all nondesignated staff of
the Special Committee, within the budget
approved for such purposes for the Special
Committee.

(¢) REIMBURSEMENT OF EXPENSES.—The
Special Committee may reimburse the mem-
bers of its staff for travel, subsistence, and
other necessary expenses incurred by such
staff members in the performance of their
functions for the Special Committee.

(d) PAYMENT OF EXPENSES.—There shall be
paid out of the applicable accounts of the
Senate such sums as may be necessary for
the expenses of the Special Committee. Such
payments shall be made on vouchers signed
by the chairman of the Special Committee
and approved in the manner directed by the
Committee on Rules and Administration of
the Senate. Amounts made available under
this subsection shall be expended in accord-
ance with regulations prescribed by the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration of the
Senate.

SEC. 8. EFFECTIVE DATE; TERMINATION.

(a) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This resolution shall
take effect on November 5, 2008.

(b) TERMINATION.—The Special Committee
shall terminate two years after the date of
the adoption of this resolution.

SEC. 9. SENSE OF SENATE ON CERTAIN CLAIMS
REGARDING THE COALITION PROVI-
SIONAL AUTHORITY.

It is the sense of the Senate that any claim
of fraud, waste, or abuse under the False
Claims Act that involves any contract or
spending by the Coalition Provisional Au-
thority should be considered a claim against
the United States Government.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I am
going to be introducing legislation—I
have previously introduced this—that
deals with the construction in the Con-
gress of what is called a Truman Com-
mittee.

In fact, President Truman was from
the home State of the Presiding Officer
and the ranking member of the Intel-
ligence Committee on the floor. So the
two Senators from Missouri, of course,
I know harbor great pride in Harry
Truman.

One of the interesting things about
Truman’s tenure here in Washington,
DC was not just his service in the Sen-
ate and not just him being President,
but one of the sources of pride was his
stewardship of something called the
Truman Committee.

At a time when a President of his
own party was in power in the White
House, he and the Congress created a
committee here in the Senate to take a
look at waste, fraud, and abuse in con-
tracting, particularly in the military.
It cost him $15,000 to start it. Hsti-
mates are they saved $15 billion—in
dollars from that time. Think of that:
$15,000 to start the committee and
saved $15 billion.

Now I know there are some who will
disagree, but I happen to think it is
long past time for us to be far more ag-
gressive to find out what is happening
to all this money. I will give you a cou-
ple of examples. One I have used a lot—
I shall not today—by bringing a towel
to the floor of the Senate, but I have
held up a towel that Henry Bunting
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brought. He was a buyer for Kellogg,
Brown, and Root, a subsidiary of Halli-
burton. He was a buyer stationed in
Kuwait. One of the things he was to do
was buy hand towels for American sol-
diers. So he filed out the order for hand
towels. His supervisor saw it and said:
No, we are not going to buy those hand
towels; we are going to buy hand tow-
els with the initials of our company
embroidered on the hand towels, KBR.

He said: Well, that will almost triple
the cost. He was told: That does not
matter; this is a cost-plus contract.
The American taxpayer is going to
pick up that tab.

So they ordered the towels that cost
four or five times more. It did not mat-
ter; the taxpayers pick up the tab.
That little towel is a very small re-
minder of what has been going on and
how much the taxpayer has been
fleeced. There is so much more.

Why do we need to track these
things? Well, Paul Mullinax is a good
reason. I called Paul Mullinax one Sun-
day. He was a truck driver in Florida.
Here is what Paul Mullinax did. This is
a good example of contracting in
FEMA.

Paul Mullinax drives a refrigerated
18-wheeler. He was in Florida. He got a
call from FEMA when Hurricane
Katrina hit. They needed ice down in
the Gulf of Mexico. So Paul Mullinax,
God bless him, drove up, and he picked
up some ice in New York for a FEMA
contract; picked up a load of ice in his
refrigerated truck. They said: Take it
to Carthage, MO. This is ice that is
destined for the Gulf of Mexico for the
relief of the Katrina victims.

He drove his truck from New York to
Carthage, MO; got there, they said: No,
you are not supposed to be in Carthage,
MO; you are supposed to be in Mont-
gomery, AL. So he turned his truck
south and east and went to Mont-
gomery, AL. When he got there, he said
there were over 100 18-wheel trucks.
They had him park. He sat there for
about 12 days with his refrigerated unit
running on his truck. After about 12 or
so days they sent him to Gloucester,
MA, to offload his ice. This is ice des-
tined for victims of Katrina. He picked
it up in New York, went to Carthage,
went to Alabama, and then they said:
Offload it in a warehouse in Massachu-
setts, 15,000 bucks for that truckload of
ice.

There were another 100 18-wheelers
sitting where he was sitting. Should
somebody ask questions and say: Who
on Earth is responsible for this? The
answer is yes. Waste, fraud, and abuse
in contracting is epidemic. It is unbe-
lievable.

Connected to the Katrina issue, this
is a photograph, of course, of 8,420
brandnew, never-used FEMA trailers
clogging an unused airport. The ques-
tion is: Who made that decision and
why? Were there any consequences as a
result of this decision? I do not know.

This is money wrapped in Saran
Wrap. Hundred dollar bills. This guy,
by the way, told me—this is in a base-
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ment in Baghdad. This guy told me
that they wrapped this money in Saran
Wrap and occasionally threw it around
like a football because it is about the
size of a football—I have never wrapped
hundred dollar bills. I have never seen
that many hundred dollar bills. But if
you wrap hundred dollar bills in Saran
Wrap, I guess that is what it looks like.
He said they actually threw them
around like footballs in that room in
Baghdad. The reason these were
wrapped in Saran Wrap, with some rub-
ber bands around them, is because this
guy was in charge of distributing the
money. He said we were paying con-
tractors and subcontractors in Iraq,
and our motto was: We pay in cash; you
bring a bag.

This payment happened to be a $2
million payment. We pay in cash, so
bring a bag. He said it was just like the
Wild West.

Question: Who is watching over all of
this? Who is tracing it all? There is, I
think, substantial evidence, with the
release just 2 days ago of the Special
Inspector General for Iraq, and another
report, if you go through all of those
reports, not just with Iraq, go through
the reports on Katrina, and so many
other similar examples, there is, I
think, substantial evidence to lead one
to conclude this is the greatest waste,
fraud, and abuse in the history of this
country.

Harry Truman, at a time when there
was substantial concern about that,
was able to get a select or special com-
mittee created here in the Congress, bi-
partisan; cost $15,000 to create, they
saved $15 billion. Pretty successful. It
ought to happen again. I am going to
introduce legislation today, once
again. We have voted on it several
times previously. I propose that we
once again create a Truman Com-
mittee, a bipartisan committee to in-
vestigate waste, fraud, and abuse, and
on behalf of the American taxpayer
say: This cannot continue. This has to
stop.

I am going to make a longer presen-
tation at some point, but I wanted to
simply indicate that there is so much
that needs to be done on this issue, and
my hope is that at last, at long, long
last, this Senate will adopt a select
committee or a special committee
similar to the Truman Committee.

If ever the American taxpayer de-
served good Government, it is now,
with something like this in which we
can begin to unravel who got what and
how we stop this from happening again.

———

SENATE RESOLUTION 438—AU-
THORIZING THE PRINTING WITH
ILLUSTRATIONS OF A DOCU-
MENT ENTITLED ‘“COMMITTEE
ON APPROPRIATIONS, TUNITED
STATES SENATE, 1867-2008

Mr. BYRD (for himself and Mr. COCH-
RAN) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was considered and agreed
to:
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S. RES. 438

Resolved, That there be printed with illus-
trations as a Senate document a compilation
of materials entitled ‘‘Committee on Appro-
priations, United States Senate, 1867-2008,
and that there be printed one thousand five
hundred additional copies of such document
for the use of the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

———
AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND
PROPOSED
SA 3972. Mr. COBURN submitted an

amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 2483, to authorize certain pro-
grams and activities in the Forest Service,
the Department of the Interior, and the De-
partment of Energy, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

———

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS

SA 3972. Mr. COBURN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 2483, to authorize cer-
tain programs and activities in the
Forest Service, the Department of the
Interior, and the Department of En-
ergy, and for other purposes; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end, add the following:

TITLE IX—MISCELLANEOUS
SEC. 901. REQUIREMENT OF APPROVAL OF CER-
TAIN CITIZENS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsections (b)
and (c), the Department of the Interior, the
Department of Energy, and the Forest Serv-
ice, acting individually or in coordination,
shall not assume control of any parcel of
land located in a State unless the citizens of
each political subdivision of the State in
which a portion of the parcel of land is lo-
cated approve the assumption of control by a
referendum.

(b) NATIONAL EMERGENCIES.—The require-
ment described in subsection (a) shall not
apply in the case of a national emergency, as
determined by the President.

(c) PRIVATE LANDOWNERS.—The require-
ment described in subsection (a) shall not
apply in the case of a voluntary transaction
between a private landowner and the Federal
Government of a parcel of land.

(d) DURATION OF APPROVAL.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—With respect to a parcel of
land described in subsection (a), the approval
of the citizens of each political subdivision
in which a portion of the parcel of land is lo-
cated terminates on the date that is 10 years
after the date on which the citizens of each
political subdivision approve the control of
the parcel of land by the Department of the
Interior, the Department of Energy, or the
Forest Service under that subsection.

(2) RENEWAL OF APPROVAL.—With respect
to a parcel of land described in subsection
(a), the Department of the Interior, the De-
partment of Energy, or the Forest Service,
as applicable, may renew, by referendum, the
approval of the citizens of each political sub-
division in which a portion of the parcel of
land is located.

—————

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL
RESOURCES

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Committee on

Energy and Natural Resources be au-

thorized to meet during the session of
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the Senate in order to conduct a busi-
ness meeting on Wednesday, January
30, 2008, at 11:30 a.m., in room SD366 of
the Dirksen Senate Office Building. At
this mark-up, the Committee will con-
sider pending bills on its shortlist of
agenda items.

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

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC

WORKS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Environment and Public Works be au-
thorized to meet during the session of
the Senate on Wednesday, January 30,
2008 at 10 a.m., in Room 406 of the Dirk-
sen Senate Office Building in order to
hold a hearing entitled, ‘“‘Examining
Threats and Protections for the Polar
Bear.”

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

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Finance be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on Wednes-
day, January 30, 2008, at 10 a.m., in
room 215 of the Dirksen Senate Office
Building, in order to conduct a hearing
entitled ‘‘Private Fee for Service Plans
in Medicare Advantage: A Closer
Look.”

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

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Finance be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on Wednes-
day, January 30, 2008, at 2:30 p.m., in
room 215 of the Dirksen Senate Office
Building, in order to consider an origi-
nal bill entitled, ‘“The Economic Stim-
ulus Act of 2008’; and to consider
changes to the Rules of Procedure of
the Committee on Finance.

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

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Foreign Relations be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
on Wednesday, January 30, 2008, at 11
a.m. in order to hold a nomination
hearing.

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

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Foreign Relations be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
on Wednesday, January 30, 2008, at 3:30
p.m. in order to hold an intelligence
briefing on Afghanistan.

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

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate, in order to conduct a hearing enti-
tled ‘‘Oversight of the U.S. Department
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of Justice’” on Wednesday, January 30,
2008 at 10 a.m. in room SH-216 of the
Hart Senate Office Building.

Witness list

The Honorable Michael B. Mukasey,
Attorney General of the United States,
Department of Justice, Washington,
DC.

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

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS AND
ENTREPRENEURSHIP

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Small Business and Entrepreneurship
be authorized to meet during the ses-
sion of the Senate in order to conduct
a hearing entitled ‘‘Holding the Small
Business Administration Accountable:
Women’s Contracting and Lender Over-
sight,” on Wednesday, January 30, 2008,
beginning at 10 a.m., in room 428A of
the Russell Senate Office Building.

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

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

AUTHORIZING PRINTING WITH IL-
LUSTRATIONS OF “COMMITTEE
ON APPROPRIATIONS, UNITED
STATES SENATE, 1867-2008

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of S. Res. 438, submitted earlier
today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the resolution by
title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 438) authorizing the
printing with illustrations of a document en-
titled ‘‘Committee on Appropriations, United
States Senate, 1867-2008.”’

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the resolution
be agreed to and the motion to recon-
sider be laid upon the table; that any
statements be printed in the RECORD.

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

The resolution (S. Res.
agreed to, as follows:

S. RES. 438

Resolved, That there be printed with illus-
trations as a Senate document a compilation
of materials entitled ‘“‘Committee on Appro-
priations, United States Senate, 1867-2008°,
and that there be printed one thousand five
hundred additional copies of such document
for the use of the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

438) was

———

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY,
JANUARY 31, 2008

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business, it adjourn
until 11 a.m. tomorrow, Thursday, Jan-
uary 31, and that following the prayer
and pledge, the Journal of proceedings
be approved to date, the morning hour
be deemed expired, the time for the
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leaders be reserved for their use later
in the day, and that the majority lead-
er be recognized.

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

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 11 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, if there
is no further business to come before
the Senate, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate stand adjourned under
the previous order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 7:34 p.m., adjourned until Thursday,
January 31, 2008, at 11 a.m.
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NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

ROBERT J. CALLAHAN, OF VIRGINIA, A CAREER MEM-
BER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MIN-
ISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR-
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES
OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF NICARAGUA.

HEATHER M. HODGES, OF OHIO, A CAREER MEMBER OF
THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MINISTER-
COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
TO THE REPUBLIC OF ECUADOR.

BARBARA J. STEPHENSON, OF FLORIDA, A CAREER
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR-
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES
OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF PANAMA.

WILLIAM EDWARD TODD, OF VIRGINIA, A CAREER MEM-
BER OF THE SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE, TO BE AMBAS-
SADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO BRUNEI
DARUSSALAM.
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

ELISEBETH C. COOK, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN ASSIST-
ANT ATTORNEY GENERAL, VICE RACHEL BRAND.

WITHDRAWALS

Executive message transmitted by
the President to the Senate on January
30, 2008 withdrawing from further Sen-
ate consideration the following nomi-
nations:

ANDREW J. MCKENNA, JR., OF ILLINOIS, TO BE A MEM-
BER OF THE NATIONAL SECURITY EDUCATION BOARD
FOR A TERM OF FOUR YEARS, VICE ROBERT N.
SHAMANSKY, TERM EXPIRED, WHICH WAS SENT TO THE
SENATE ON JANUARY 9, 2007.

DENNIS W. CARLTON, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE A MEMBER OF
THE COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS, VICE KATHERINE
BAICKER, RESIGNED, WHICH WAS SENT TO THE SENATE
ON AUGUST 2, 2007.
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Title IV of Senate Resolution 4,
agreed to by the Senate on February 4,
1977, calls for establishment of a sys-
tem for a computerized schedule of all
meetings and hearings of Senate com-
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit-
tees, and committees of conference.
This title requires all such committees
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest—designated by the Rules Com-
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose
of the meetings, when scheduled, and
any cancellations or changes in the
meetings as they occur.

As an additional procedure along
with the computerization of this infor-
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily
Digest will prepare this information for
printing in the Extensions of Remarks
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
on Monday and Wednesday of each
week.

Meetings scheduled for Thursday,
January 31, 2008 may be found in the
Daily Digest of today’s RECORD.

MEETINGS SCHEDULED

FEBRUARY 1

9:30 a.m.
Joint Economic Committee
To hold hearings to examine the current
economic outlook.
SD-106

FEBRUARY 5

9:30 a.m.
Veterans’ Affairs
To continue oversight hearings to exam-
ine veterans disability compensation.
SR-418
10 a.m.
Budget
To hold hearings to examine the Presi-
dent’s proposed budget for fiscal year
2009.
SD-608
Finance
To hold hearings to examine the Presi-
dent’s proposed budget for fiscal year

2009.
SD-215
Intelligence
To hold hearings to examine the world
threat.
SH-216
2:30 p.m.
Intelligence

To hold closed hearings to examine the
world threat.
SH-219

FEBRUARY 6

9:30 a.m.
Armed Services

To hold hearings to examine the defense
authorization request for fiscal year
2009, the future years defense program,
and for operations in Iraq and Afghani-

stan.
SD-106

10 a.m.
Budget
To hold hearings to examine the Presi-
dent’s Fiscal Year 2009 budget and rev-
enue proposals.
SD-608
Energy and Natural Resources
To hold hearings to examine the Presi-
dent’s proposed budget estimates for
fiscal year 2009 for the Department of
Energy.
SD-366
Environment and Public Works
To hold hearings to examine perspectives
on the Surface Transportation Com-
mission report.
SD-406
Finance
To hold hearings to examine the Presi-
dent’s proposed budget for fiscal year
2009.
SD-215
2:30 p.m.
Intelligence
Closed business meeting to consider
pending calendar business.
SH-219

FEBRUARY 7

10 a.m.
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
To hold hearings to examine the nomina-
tions of Robert A. Sturgell, of Mary-
land, to be Administrator of the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration, and
Simon Charles Gros, of New Jersey, to
be an Assistant Secretary, both of the
Department of Transportation.
SR-253
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions
To hold hearings to examine weathering
the economic storm, focusing on help-
ing working families in troubling
times.
SD-430
Judiciary
To hold hearings to examine the Found-
ing Fathers papers, focusing on ensur-
ing public access to our national treas-
ures.
SD-226
2:30 p.m.
Armed Services
Readiness and Management Support Sub-
committee
To hold hearings to examine business
transformation and financial manage-
ment at the Department of Defense.
SR-222
Intelligence
To hold closed hearings to examine cer-
tain intelligence matters.
SH-219
Commission on Security and Cooperation
in Europe
To continue hearings to examine anti-
Semitism in the Organization for Secu-

rity and Co-operation in Europe
(OSCE) region.
SD-406
FEBRUARY 12
10 a.m.
Judiciary

To hold hearings to examine the nomina-
tions of James Randal Hall, to be
United States District Judge for the
Southern District of Georgia, Richard
H. Honaker, to be United States Dis-

trict Judge for the District of Wyo-
ming, Gustavus Adolphus Puryear IV,
to be United States District Judge for
the Middle District of Tennessee, and
Brian Stacy Miller, to be United States
District Judge for the Eastern District
of Arkansas.
SD-226
2 p.m.
Judiciary
Crime and Drugs Subcommittee
To hold hearings to examine federal co-
caine sentencing laws, focusing on re-
forming the 100-to-1 crack/powder dis-
parity.
SD-226

FEBRUARY 13

9:30 a.m.
Veterans’ Affairs
To hold hearings to examine the Presi-
dent’s proposed budget request for fis-
cal year 2009 for veterans programs.
SR-418
9:45 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
To hold hearings to examine the Presi-
dent’s budget request for fiscal year
2009 for the Department of the Interior.
SD-366
10 a.m.
Judiciary
To hold hearings to examine the state se-
crets privilege, focusing on protecting
national security while preserving ac-
countability.
SD-226

FEBRUARY 14

9:30 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources
To hold hearings to examine the Presi-
dent’s proposed budget estimates for
fiscal year 2009 for the Department of
Agriculture Forest Service.
SD-366
10 a.m.
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
To hold hearings to examine one year to
digital television transition, focusing
on consumers, broadcasters, and con-
verter boxes.
SR-253

FEBRUARY 27

2:30 p.m.
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Space, Aeronautics, and Related Agencies
Subcommittee
To hold hearings to examine the Presi-
dent’s proposed budget request for fis-
cal year 2009 for the National Space

and Aeronautics Administration
(NASA).
SR-253
FEBRUARY 28
9:30 a.m.

Armed Services
To hold hearings to examine the defense
authorization request for fiscal year
2009, for the Department of the Navy,
and the future years defense program;
with the possibility of a closed session
in SR-222 immediately following the

open session.
SH-216

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.
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Dazily Digest

Senate

Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages $459-5503

Measures Introduced: Ten bills and two resolu-
tions were introduced, as follows: S. 2572-2581, and
S. Res. 437-438. Page S492

Measures Passed:

Printing Authority: Senate agreed to S. Res. 438,
authorizing the printing with illustrations of a docu-
ment entitled “Committee on Appropriations,
United States Senate, 1867—2008". Page S502

Nominations Received: Senate received the fol-
lowing nominations: Robert J. Callahan, of Virginia,
to be Ambassador to the Republic of Nicaragua.
Heather M. Hodges, of Ohio, to be Ambassador to
the Republic of Ecuador. Barbara J. Stephenson, of
Florida, to be Ambassador to the Republic of Pan-
ama. William Edward Todd, of Virginia, to be Am-
bassador to Brunei Darussalam. Elisebeth C. Cook, of
Virginia, to be an Assistant Attorney General.

Page S503

Nominations Withdrawn: Senate received notifica-
tion of withdrawal of the following nominations:

Andrew J. McKenna, Jr., of Illinois, to be a Mem-
ber of the National Security Education Board for a
term of four years, which was sent to the Senate on
January 9, 2007.

Dennis W. Carlton, of Illinois, to be a Member
of the Council of Economic Advisers, which was sent

to the Senate on August 2, 2007. Page S503
Messages from the House: Page S491

Measures Placed on the Calendar:
Pages S463-64, S491

Enrolled Bills Presented:

Executive Communications:

Page S491
Pages S491-92
Additional Cosponsors: Pages S492-93

Statements on Introduced Bills/Resolutions:

Pages S493-S502
Additional Statements: Pages S489-91
Amendments Submitted: Page S502
Authorities for Committees to Meet:
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Page S502

Adjournment: Senate convened at 10 a.m. and ad-
journed at 7:34 p.m., until 11 a.m. on Thursday,
January 31, 2008. (For Senate’s program, see the re-
marks of the Acting Majority Leader in today’s
Record on pages S502-03.)

Committee Meetings

(Committees not listed did not meet)

ECONOMIC STIMULUS PACKAGE

Committee on the Budget: Committee concluded a hear-
ing to examine the economic stimulus options, fo-
cusing on budget policy for a strong economy over
the short- and long-term future, after receiving testi-
mony from Alan S. Blinder, Princeton University
Department of Economics Center for Economic Pol-
icy Studies, Princeton, New Jersey; Mark Zandi,
Moody’s Economy.com, Inc., West Chester, Pennsyl-
vania; and Daniel Mitchell, Cato Institute, Wash-
ington, D.C.

BUSINESS MEETING

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: Committee
ordered favorably reported the following:

S. 86, to designate segments of Fossil Creek, a
tributary to the Verde River in the State of Arizona,
as wild and scenic rivers, with an amendment in the
nature of a substitute;

S. 127, to amend the Great Sand Dunes National
Park and Preserve Act of 2000 to explain the pur-
pose and provide for the administration of the Baca
National Wildlife Refuge, with an amendment;

S. 128, to amend the Cache La Poudre River Cor-
ridor Act to designate a new management entity,
make certain technical and conforming amendments,
enhance private property protections, with an
amendment in the nature of a substitute;

S. 189, to decrease the matching funds require-
ments and authorize additional appropriations for
Keweenaw National Historical Park in the State of
Michigan;

S. 327, to authorize the Secretary of the Interior
to conduct a special resource study of sites associated
with the life of Cesar Estrada Chavez and the farm
labor movement;
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S. 1039, to extend the authorization for the Coast-
al Heritage Trail in the State of New Jersey, with
an amendment in the nature of a substitute;

S. 1143, to designate the Jupiter Inlet Lighthouse
and the surrounding Federal land in the State of
Florida as an Outstanding Natural Area and as a
unit of the National Landscape System, with an
amendment in the nature of a substitute;

S. 1247, to amend the Weir Farm National His-
toric Site Establishment Act of 1990 to limit the de-
velopment of any property acquired by the Secretary
of the Interior for the development of visitor and ad-
ministrative facilities for the Weir Farm National
Historic Site, with an amendment in the nature of
a substitute;

S. 1304, to amend the National Trails System Act
to designate the Arizona National Scenic Trail, with
an amendment in the nature of a substitute;

S. 1329, to extend the Acadia National Park Ad-
visory Commission, to provide improved visitor serv-
ices at the park, with an amendment in the nature
of a substitute;

S. 1341, to provide for the exchange of certain
Bureau of Land Management land in Pima County,
Arizona, with an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute;

S. 1365, to amend the Omnibus Parks and Public
Lands Management Act of 1996 to authorize the
Secretary of the Interior to enter into cooperative
agreements with any of the management partners of
the Boston Harbor Islands National Recreation Area,
with an amendment in the nature of a substitute;

S. 1377, to direct the Secretary of the Interior to
convey to the City of Henderson, Nevada, certain
Federal land located in the City;

S. 1433, to amend the Alaska National Interest
Lands Conservation Act to provide competitive sta-
tus to certain Federal employees in the State of Alas-
ka, with an amendment;

S. 1476, to authorize the Secretary of the Interior
to conduct a special resources study of the Tule Lake
Segregation Center in Modoc County, California, to
determine suitability and feasibility of establishing a
unit of the National Park System, with an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute;

S. 1522, to amend the Bonneville Power Adminis-
tration portions of the Fisheries Restoration and Irri-
gation Mitigation Act of 2000 to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal years 2008 through 2014, with
amendments;

S. 1634, to implement further the Act approving
the Covenant to Establish a Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana Islands in Political Union with
the United States of America;

S. 1740, to amend the Act of February 22, 1889,
and the Act of July 2, 1862, to provide for the man-
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agement of public land trust funds in the State of
North Dakota;

S. 1802, to adjust the boundaries of the Frank
Church River of No Return Wilderness in the State
of Idaho, with an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute;

S. 1921, to amend the American Battlefield Pro-
tection Act of 1996 to extend the authorization for
that Act, with an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute;

S. 1939, to provide for the conveyance of certain
land in the Santa Fe National Forest, New Mexico,
with amendments;

S. 1940, to reauthorize the Rio Puerco Watershed
Management Program, with an amendment;

S. 1941, to direct the Secretary of the Interior to
study the suitability and feasibility of designating
the Wolf House, located in Norfolk, Arkansas, as a
unit of the National Park System, with an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute;

S. 1961, to expand the boundaries of the Little
River Canyon National Preserve in the State of Ala-
bama, with an amendment;

S. 1969, to authorize the Secretary of the Interior
to conduct a special resource study to determine the
suitability and feasibility of designating Estate
Grange and other sites related to Alexander Hamil-
ton’s life on the island of St. Croix in the United
States Virgin Islands as a unit of the National Park
System, with amendments;

S. 1991, to authorize the Secretary of the Interior
to conduct a study to determine the suitability and
feasibility of extending the Lewis and Clark National
Historic Trail to include additional sites associated
with the preparation and return phases of the expe-
dition, with amendments;

S. 2034, to amend the Oregon Wilderness Act of
1984 to designate the Copper Salmon Wilderness
and to amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act to
designate segments of the North and South Forks of
the Elk River in the State of Oregon as wild or sce-
nic rivers, with an amendment in the nature of a
substitute;

S. 2098, to establish the Northern Plains Heritage
Area in the State of North Dakota, with an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute;

S. 2220, to amend the Outdoor Recreation Act of
1963 to authorize certain appropriations, with an
amendment in the nature of a substitute;

H.R. 30, to amend the Reclamation Wastewater
and Groundwater Study and Facilities Act to author-
ize the Secretary of the Interior to participate in the
Eastern Municipal Water District Recycled Water
System Pressurization and Expansion Project;

H.R. 299, to adjust the boundary of Lowell Na-
tional Historical Park;
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H.R. 759, to redesignate the Ellis Island Library
on the third floor of the Ellis Island Immigration
Museum, located on Ellis Island in New York Har-
bor, as the “Bob Hope Memorial Library”;

H.R. 807, to direct the Secretary of the Interior
to conduct a special resource study to determine the
feasibility and suitability of establishing a memorial
to the Space Shuttle Columbia in the State of Texas
and for its inclusion as a unit of the National Park
System;

H.R. 815, to provide for the conveyance of certain
land in Clark County, Nevada, for use by the Ne-
vada National Guard, with an amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute;

H.R. 830, to authorize the exchange of certain in-
terests in land in Denali National Park in the State
of Alaska;

H.R. 1021, to direct the Secretary of the Interior
to conduct a special resources study regarding the
suitability and feasibility of designating certain his-
toric buildings and areas in Taunton, Massachusetts,
as a unit of the National Park System;

H.R. 1025, to authorize the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to conduct a study to determine the feasibility
of implementing a water supply and conservation
project to improve water supply reliability, increase
the capacity of water storage, and improve water
management efficiency in the Republican River
Basin between Harlan County Lake in Nebraska and
Milford Lake in Kansas;

H.R. 1191, to authorize the National Park Service
to pay for services rendered by subcontractors under
a General Services Administration Indefinite Deliver
Indefinite Quantity Contract issued for work to be
completed at the Grand Canyon National Park;

H.R. 1239, to amend the National Underground
Railroad Network to Freedom Act of 1998 to au-
thorize additional funding to carry out the Act;

H.R. 1462, to authorize the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to participate in the implementation of the
Platte River Recovery Implementation Program for
Endangered Species in the Central and Lower Platte
River Basin and to modify the Pathfinder Dam and
Reservoir, with amendments;

H.R. 1526, to amend the Reclamation Waste-
water and Groundwater Study and Facilities Act to
authorize the Bay Area Regional Water Recycling
Program; and

H.R. 1662, to authorize the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to seek limited reimbursement for site security
activities.

POLAR BEAR THREATS AND PROTECTIONS

Committee on Environment and Public Works: Com-
mittee concluded a hearing to examine the threats
and protections for the polar bear, focusing on the
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status of and legal protections for the polar bear, in-
cluding the Endangered Species Act, and the status
of listing the species under that Act, after receiving
testimony from H. Dale Hall, Director, United
States Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of the
Interior; Margaret Williams, World Wildlife Fund,
Anchorage, Alaska; Andrew E. Wetzler, Natural Re-
sources Defense Council, Worthington, Ohio;
Brendan P. Kelly, University of Alaska, Juneau; J.
Scott Armstrong, University of Pennsylvania Whar-
ton School, Philadelphia; and Richard Glenn, Bar-
row, Alaska.

MEDICARE ADVANTAGE PROGRAM

Committee on Finance: Committee concluded a hearing
to examine private fee-for-service plans in the Medi-
care Advantage program, after receiving testimony
from Mark E. Miller, Executive Director, Medicare
Payment Advisory Commission (MEDPAC); Elyse
Politi, New River Valley Agency on Aging, Pulaski,
Virginia; Albert Fisk, Everett Clinic, Everett, Wash-
ington; David R. Fillman, American Federation of
State, County, and Municipal Employees (AFSCME),
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania; and Daryl Weaver, Na-
tional Rural Health Association, Yazoo City, Mis-
sissippi.
BUSINESS MEETING
Committee on Finance: Committee ordered favorably
reported an original bill entitled, “The Economic
Stimulus Act of 2008”.

Also, committee rules of procedures for the 110th
Congress were amended.

NOMINATIONS

Committee on Foreign Relations: Committee concluded
a hearing to examine the nominations of James K.
Glassman, of Connecticut, to be Under Secretary for
Public Diplomacy with the rank of Ambassador,
Goli Ameri, of Oregon, to be Assistant Secretary for
Educational and Cultural Affairs, and David J. Kra-
mer, of Massachusetts, to be Assistant Secretary for
Democracy, Human Rights, and Labor, all of the
Department of State, after the nominees testified and
answered questions in their own behalf.

AFGHANISTAN UPDATE

Committee on Foreign Relations: Committee met in
closed session to receive a briefing to examine the
current conditions and circumstances in Afghanistan
from members of the intelligence community.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE OVERSIGHT

Committee on the Judiciary: Committee concluded an
oversight hearing to examine the Department of Jus-
tice, after receiving testimony from Michael B.
Mukasey, Attorney General, Department of Justice.
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WOMEN’S CONTRACTING AND LENDER
OVERSIGHT

Committee on Small Business and Entreprenenrship: Com-
mittee concluded a hearing to examine the Small
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Business Administration’s accountability, focusing on
the efficacy of women-owned small business con-
tracting and lender oversight, after receiving testi-
mony from Steven C. Preston, Administrator, Small
Business Administration.

House of Representatives

Chamber Action

The House was not in session today. The House
is scheduled to meet at 2 p.m. on Wednesday, Feb-
ruary 6, 2008, pursuant to the provisions of H. Con.
Res. 279.

Committee Meetings

GLOBAL WARMING

Select  Committee on  Energy Independence and Global
Warming: Held a hearing entitled “Learning from a
Laureate: Science, Security and Sustainability.” Testi-
mony was heard from Rajendra K. Pachauri, Chair-
man, Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change,
United Nations.

R —

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR THURSDAY,
JANUARY 31, 2008

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated)

Senate

Committee on  Armed Services: Subcommittee on Per-
sonnel, to hold an oversight hearing to examine military
recruiting, 9:30 a.m., SR—-232A.

Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: to
hold hearings to examine strengthening our economy, fo-
cusing on foreclosure prevention and neighborhood pres-
ervation, 11 a.m., SD-538.

Committee on the Budget: to hold hearings to examine the
long-term outlook and sources of growth in health care
spending, 10 a.m., SD—608.

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: to hold hear-
ings to examine S. 2323, to provide for the conduct of
carbon capture and storage technology research, develop-
ment, and demonstration projects, and S. 2144, to require
the Secretary of Energy to conduct a study of feasibility
relating to the construction and operation of pipelines

and carbon dioxide sequestration facilities,
SD-366.

Committee on Envivonment and Public Works: to hold hear-
ings to examine a report of the National Surface Trans-
portation Policy and Revenue Study Commission, 10
a.m., SD—406.

Full Committee, business meeting to consider S. 2146,
to authorize the Administrator of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency to accept, as part of a settlement, diesel
emission reduction Supplemental Environmental Projects,
10:05 a.m., SD—406.

Committee on Foreign Relations: to hold hearings to exam-
ine Afghanistan, focusing on a plan to turn the tide, 9:30
a.m., SD—419.

Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs:
Subcommittee on Federal Financial Management, Govern-
ment Information, Federal Services, and International Se-
curity, to hold hearings to examine eliminating agency
payment errors, 2:30 p.m., SD—342.

Committee on the Judiciary: business meeting to consider
S. 1638, to adjust the salaries of Federal justices and
judges, S. 352, to provide for media coverage of Federal
court proceedings, S. 2450, to amend the Federal Rules
of Evidence to address the waiver of the attorney-client
privilege and the work product doctrine, S. 2304, to
amend title T of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968 to provide grants for the improved
mental health treatment and services provided to offend-
ers with mental illnesses, and the nominations of Mark
R. Filip, of Illinois, to be Deputy Attorney General,
Ondray T. Harris, of Virginia, to be Director, Commu-
nity Relations Service, and David W. Hagy, of Texas, to
be Director of the National Institute of Justice, Depart-
ment of Justice, 10 a.m., SD-226.

Special Committee on Aging: to hold hearings to examine
elderly voters, focusing on opportunities and challenges
for the 2008 election, 10:30 a.m., SH-216.

10 a.m.,

House

No committee meetings are scheduled.
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Next Meeting of the SENATE Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
11 a.m., Thursday, January 31 2 p.m., Wednesday, February 6
Senate Chamber House Chamber

Program for Thursday: Senate Majority Leader will be  Program for Wednesday: To be announced.
recognized.
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