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House of Representatives

The House was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Tuesday, July 10, 2007, at 2 p.m.

The Senate met at 2 p.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable SHEL-
DON WHITEHOUSE, a Senator from the
State of Rhode Island.

PRAYER

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

Let us pray.

O God of our lives, we confess that we
have often been too distracted by busy-
ness to hear Your words of truth. Keep
us from being pressed by the insignifi-
cant. Instead, help us to take time to
listen to the whisper of Your spirit. As
the tender tug of time reminds us of
our beginning and our end, teach us to
embrace Your truth which transcends
life and death.

On this first day returning from re-
cess, give our Senators strength for all
they will encounter today. May they
feel Your power keeping them from
stumbling and slipping. Remind them
that You are the final judge of their
leadership and the only one they ulti-
mately need to please. Use them for
Your glory.

We pray in Your precious Name.
Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable SHELDON WHITEHOUSE
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.

Senate

MONDAY, JULY 9, 2007

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. BYRD).

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, July 9, 2007.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable SHELDON WHITEHOUSE,
a Senator from the State of Rhode Island, to
perform the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE thereupon as-
sumed the chair as Acting President
pro tempore.

————

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.
———
SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, today, fol-
lowing any time utilized by the two
leaders, the Senate will be in a period
of morning business until 3 o’clock,
with the time equally divided and con-
trolled between the two sides. At 3 p.m.
today, the Senate will proceed to H.R.
15685, the Defense Department author-
ization bill. We all know how impor-
tant this legislation is. The Senate will
carefully and thoughtfully and thor-

oughly debate issues associated with
our military servicemen at home and
abroad. Senator BILL NELSON will be
here to manage the bill for Chairman
LEVIN, who will be in a hearing until
later this afternoon. As I indicated
prior to the recess, this period will be
a very busy legislative period.

Members should be prepared for votes
occurring whenever the Senate is in
session unless I make an announce-
ment to the contrary.

——————

SENATE LEGAL COUNSEL
AUTHORIZATION

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed
to the immediate consideration of S.
Res. 263 submitted earlier today.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report the resolu-
tion by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 263) to authorize tes-
timony and legal representation in the State
of Iowa v. Chester Guinn, Brian David
Terrell, Dixie Jenness Webb, Kathleen
McQuillen, and Elton Lloyd Davis.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this resolu-
tion concerns a request for testimony
and representation in criminal trespass
actions in Iowa District Court for Polk
County in Des Moines, IA. In this ac-
tion, antiwar protestors have been
charged with criminally trespassing in
the Federal building housing Senator
CHUCK GRASSLEY’s Des Moines office on
February 26, 2007, for refusing repeated
requests to leave the premises. Trials
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on charges of trespass are scheduled to
commence on July 9, 2007. Two mem-
bers of the Senator’s staff who had con-
versations with the defendant pro-
testors during the charged events have
been subpoenaed by the prosecution
and the defense. Senator GRASSLEY
would like to cooperate by providing
testimony from these two members of
his staff. This resolution would author-
ize those staff members to testify in
connection with this action, with rep-
resentation by the Senate Legal Coun-
sel.

I ask unanimous consent that the
resolution be agreed to, the preamble
be agreed to, the motion to reconsider
be laid on the table, and any state-
ments relating to this matter be print-
ed in the RECORD.

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

The resolution (S. Res.
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution, with its preamble,
reads as follows:

S. RES. 213

Whereas, in the cases of State of Iowa v.
Chester Guinn (SMAC288541), Brian David
Terrell (SMAC288544), Dixie Jenness Webb
(SMAC288545), Kathleen McQuillen
(SMAC288543), and Elton Lloyd Davis
(SMAC288539), pending in Iowa District Court
for Polk County in Des Moines, Iowa, testi-
mony has been requested from Robert
Renaud and Janice Goode, employees in the
office of Senator Chuck Grassley;

Whereas, pursuant to sections 703(a) and
704(a)(2) of the Ethics in Government Act of
1978, 2 U.S.C. §§288b(a) and 288c(a)(2), the
Senate may direct its counsel to represent
employees of the Senate with respect to any
subpoena, order, or request for testimony re-
lating to their official responsibilities;

Whereas, by the privileges of the Senate of
the United States and Rule XI of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, no evidence under
the control or in the possession of the Senate
may, by the judicial or administrative proc-
ess, be taken from such control or possession
but by permission of the Senate;

Whereas, when it appears that evidence
under the control or in the possession of the
Senate may promote the administration of
justice, the Senate will take such action as
will promote the ends of justice consistent
with the privileges of the Senate: Now,
therefore, be it Resolved that Robert Renaud
and Janice Goode, are authorized to testify
in the cases of State of Iowa v. Chester
Guinn, Brian David Terrell, Dixie Jenness
Webb, Kathleen McQuillen, and Elton Lloyd
Davis, except concerning matters for which a
privilege should be asserted.

SEC. 2. The Senate Legal Counsel is author-
ized to represent Robert Renaud and Janice
Goode in the actions referenced in section
one of this resolution.

263) was

————
MEETING THE SENATE SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, it wasn’t
too many years ago that sessions of the
Senate were much shorter than they
are now. During the summertime, the
months of July and August, people
went home because it was so hot. They
simply couldn’t handle the heat in this
building and this town. But that has
changed now with air-conditioning.
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We still traditionally take August as
our break. We do it for good reason.
There are a lot of things we have to do
to catch up on work at home. Senators
have to travel throughout their States
to catch up on things. The State of Ne-
vada, for example, is the seventh larg-
est State area-wise in the country.
Seventy percent of the people live in
Las Vegas; 20 percent live in Reno. But
the other 10 percent are entitled to rep-
resentation in the Senate, as are the
two metropolitan areas. In addition, we
have important obligations around the
world. August is set aside as a time
when Members travel around the world
to check assets our country has and ob-
ligations through treaties and other
things.

The reason I mention that is we have
a lot of work to do. This is a work pe-
riod of 4 short weeks, and we hope it is
4 short weeks. It wasn’t but a month
ago when Members of this body and the
House were criticizing the Iraqi Par-
liament for taking their summer vaca-
tion because they hadn’t done the work
they were supposed to do. The Amer-
ican people are looking at us—not the
Iraqi Parliament, the American Con-
gress—to make sure we also do our
work. We have a schedule during this 4-
week work period we have to meet. If
we don’t do that, the August recess pe-
riod is going to be shorter. Everyone
should understand that. I know I have
come to the floor earlier in the year
talking about the need for us to do dif-
ferent things, and it has worked out
very well. We have worked only one
weekend. We have spent a few nights
but not too many because Members
have, on most occasions—when it
comes time to finish our work before a
work period ends, we are able to com-
plete the work. I hope that will con-
tinue. We have a lot to do.

I think this could be one of the most,
if not the most, important work peri-
ods of the year. It was reported in the
press today that we, the majority, have
filed 42 cloture motions this year al-
ready. Why? Because everything we
have had to do—motions to proceed,
basically everything—the Republicans
have had us go that route procedurally
to try to invoke cloture to move for-
ward. We have not always been success-
ful, but most of the time we have be-
cause it was simply stalling when it
came right down to it. On many occa-
sions, the Republicans voted with us,
but they still got their 30 hours to slow
things down.

In spite of that, we have been able to
accomplish a lot. We, of course, passed
an increase in the minimum wage for
the first time in 10 years. As a result of
the supplemental appropriations bill
the President gave us, we were forced
into that legislation, not only the min-
imum wage bill but disaster relief
which is 3 years overdue for ranchers
and farmers. We were able to, for the
first time over the President’s objec-
tions, get extra money for homeland
security. We got a billion dollars there.
We were able to finally get money for
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the gulf, $7 billion. The President had
gone there 22 times, but the money had
never been forthcoming. We were able,
in the supplemental appropriations
bill, to force that in. We were also able
this year to pass a budget, a good budg-
et. We think it will set the pattern for
what needs to be done this year.

We have had other accomplishments.
We also have things we have to do.
That is why this work period is so im-
portant. The Defense authorization bill
is one thing. This gives us a chance to
support our troops with a readiness
amendment, which will be the first
amendment up, which requires that ac-
tive-duty troops have at least the same
amount of time at home as the length
of their previous tour overseas. This
will also be our chance to force respon-
sible action in Iraq that the President
up to this point has refused.

We have had, during the week we
have been gone, a number of Repub-
licans of good will who have spoken out
for the need to change policy in Iraq. I
appreciate very much their stepping
forward, as do the American people,
Democrats and Republicans.

Second, we are going to do every-
thing we can during this work period
to reauthorize the State Children’s
Health Insurance Program which pro-
vides health insurance to 6 million
children. SCHIP must be reauthorized
before it expires. I hope we can all
agree to this as important to keep the
children healthy. We are also going to
turn to the Higher Education Access
Act, a bill that will help more Ameri-
cans afford college by addressing the
alarming rise in tuition costs. It could
be and will be the most significant
change in higher education since the
GI Bill of Rights. It is going to change
programs. It is going to take moneys
used to pay people who provide these
loans, who are getting, in the minds of
many, outrageous profits from the
money they give to young people to go
to school, take that and put it into
something that will really educate
children.

Fourth, we are going to tackle appro-
priations bills. The first bill I want to
do is Homeland Security. This bill
strengthens airport, seaport, and water
security, supports our first responders,
and plugs security gaps that have been
ignored for far too long.

Finally, we are going to send the 9/11
and ethics bills to conference. As I said
during the last day we were here, no
longer am I going to come here and
hope that the good will of the Repub-
licans will allow us to go to conference.
We are going to finish these bills. If it
means I have to file cloture to get con-
ferences, that is what we will do. It is
too bad because on the ethics bill, it is
important that we do this. It is so im-
portant that we do ethics and lobbying
reform to address the culture of cor-
ruption. This legislation passed the
House and the Senate with minor dif-
ferences. We should complete them. We
almost got there the last week we were
here, but at the last minute somebody
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stepped in and wanted to stop us from
doing this—always some diversionary
tactic. As to 9/11, we got another letter
today from the 9/11 families saying do
something about this.

Here is our work schedule. Let’s
make sure everybody understands what
we need to complete during this work
period: Defense authorization; we are
going to work hard at SCHIP; we are
going to finish the conference reports
on 9/11 and ethics and lobbying reform.
We are also going to do the Defense au-
thorization bill, as I talked about. We
are going to do the reconciliation on
the Higher Education Access Act, and
we are going to do an appropriations
bill or more, if we can. I repeat: It is
time that we start legislating for the
American people. The minority has
certainly proven that they can slow
things down here, and 42 times we have
had to file cloture. I hope we don’t
have to continue doing that. We will
address the issues I have talked about
before we end the work period and
break for the August recess.

The recess is important. I repeat: It
gives Members the opportunity to trav-
el home and abroad, which is so impor-
tant. It widens our understanding of
the issues we face. Two of our col-
leagues, for example, both former
members of the military, Senators
McCAIN and REED, traveled to Iraq dur-
ing this Fourth of July work period.
They will have a lot to report. I have
already met with JACK REED, and I
have had a wonderful conversation
with him. I don’t think there is anyone
in the Senate who has traveled there
more than he has. I am quite sure that
is true. The August recess is also a
time to meet with constituents. That
is also important.

We are sent here for one reason above
all others; that is, to legislate. That is
what we must do. So I say as respect-
fully as I can to my friends, Democrats
and Republicans, who are Senators,
you need to keep your August travel
plans flexible. I believe we can address
each of these issues I have mentioned
in the next 4 weeks and complete our
work. The conference reports could go
very quickly, but it is not just up to
me, as we move this calendar along at
a pace that allows for fair debate but
not obstruction. In recent weeks, we
have seen some of our Republican col-
leagues filibuster even issues that it
appears they support, which is hard to
comprehend, but that is what we have
seen. That is their right, but I don’t
think it is good for the country, and we
are simply going to do what we can to
move this body along so we can accom-
plish passage of legislation.

President Wilson said on one occa-
sion:

The commands of democracy are as imper-
ative as its privileges and opportunities are
wide and generous. Its compulsion is upon
us.

So, Mr. President, the compulsion to
get the job done is upon us now, and I
look forward to a very successful work
period. We are going to have to put in
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some long hours, but certainly that
should not be a hindrance to our work.

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized.

————
ADVANCING THE ISSUES

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
listened with interest to my good
friend, the majority leader. Let me
make a few random observations before
making some remarks about the De-
fense authorization bill.

He indicated there have been 42 clo-
ture motions filed. That is quite a lot,
no question about it. The reason that
was necessary, of course, is because the
majority was trying to truncate the
legislative process, which, in the Sen-
ate, unlike the House, gives the minor-
ity considerable opportunity to offer
amendments.

Typically, the way these things are
done is to be worked out. Cloture mo-
tions do not always produce the desired
result of the majority, and we look for-
ward to having fewer cloture motions,
not more, as a better way to actually
pass more legislation.

With regard to the August recess, I
certainly would be prepared to stay
here and work. I recall the majority
leader and I were here the last time
that was tried in 1994, when we stayed
here 2 weeks into the August recess, to
try to pass the national health care
plan supported by then-President Clin-
ton and his First Lady, HILLARY CLIN-
TON. After 2 weeks of frustration, Sen-
ator Mitchell gave up and the recess
began. Sometimes that kind of device
would be helpful; other times it may
not be.

I worry a good bit about the fact we
have not done any appropriations bills
yet. The basic work of the Government
is to fund the agencies of Government.
We do it through 13 appropriations
bills. We have not passed any yet. I do
worry we will end up with a process
that could lead us in the direction we
went last year under my party and in
2002 when the Democrats were in the
majority, which led to kind of a total
meltdown of the appropriations proc-
ess. I hope that can be avoided. There
will be a lot of cooperation on this side
of the aisle to prevent that from hap-
pening. But we do need to schedule the
bills and actually pass them if we are
going to have a chance to have any-
where near a normal appropriations
process.

With regard to the 9/11 bill, as my
good friend the majority leader knows,
we were prepared to go to conference
on that bill the Friday before the re-
cess. No request to go to conference
was actually propounded on that day. I
think if we can have our staffs ex-
change some language, there is no good
reason why we cannot go to conference
on the 9/11 bill very shortly, maybe
even including today.
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With regard to the lobbying bill, it
was my intention to go to conference
on the lobbying bill. We had an objec-
tion on this side of the aisle. The objec-
tor came over here, made the objec-
tion, and that is the way the Senate
works. There is still strong support for
that bill on this side of the aisle. It was
the first bill the majority leader
brought up, with my concurrence and
cooperation. We passed it with only
two dissenting votes, and I am very op-
timistic we can get that to conference
as well.

So there will be a lot of cooperation
on this side of the aisle to try to ad-
vance the issues the majority leader
believes we ought to address.

————
DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION

Mr. MCCONNELL. With that, Mr.
President, let me make some observa-
tions about the Defense authorization
bill.

What Republicans would like to see
is an open and comprehensive debate.
We know this debate is going to in-
clude a discussion of our policy in Iraq.
We welcome that too. There are a vari-
ety of different proposals on both sides
of the aisle about how we ought to go
forward on that most important issue.
Nobody has any doubt that is the No. 1
issue in this country, and we are cer-
tainly prepared to offer our sugges-
tions, as well as to react to the Demo-
cratic suggestions about where we
should go from here.

But a couple of words of caution are
in order as we proceed. Everyone
should know from the outset that Re-
publicans will expect and insist on the
freedom to improve this bill with our
own amendments. We will be offering
them and expect to have them voted
on, as well as Democratic amendments.

Democrats have continually tried to
block our efforts at improving legisla-
tion earlier in this session, as evi-
denced by the record pace of cloture
motions we have been discussing on the
floor that have been filed since Janu-
ary. I know there has been an effort to
attempt to paint this record-setting
pace of cloture motions as a reaction
against alleged Republican intran-
sigence, but, frankly, that is simply
not the case. It is an effort to try to
truncate the legislative process in such
a way that works to the disadvantage
of the minority.

The Senate has always been a place
of cooperation. Most of us on both sides
have been in the majority and minority
recently. We know the different pro-
posals that tend to please one and in-
hibit the other. The Senate is a pon-
derous place on purpose. It is exactly
what Washington and the Founders
predicted.

Republicans have insisted on our
right to improve everything from eth-
ics reform to the minimum wage bill
this year. We have improved, we be-
lieve, everything we have touched, and
we will continue to insist on our rights
to do that.
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Specifically, on this bill, the DOD au-
thorization bill, which we will turn to
at 3 o’clock, we will insist on amend-
ments that respond aggressively and
practically to the ongoing terrorist
threat both here and abroad.

It is important to remember whom
we are fighting. General Petraeus has
said that 80 percent to 90 percent of the
suicide bombers in Iraq are from out-
side the country, outside of Iraq. We
are fighting al-Qaida, other terror
groups, and the states that support
them.

We cannot allow these terrorists to
gain a new sanctuary even closer to the
United States than Afghanistan or to
gain access to other ungoverned areas
in the Middle East that will give them
a new stage to carry out their attacks.

It has always been in the U.S. inter-
est, and it remains in the U.S. interest,
to maintain stability in the Persian
Gulf. It is important not to forget that
either. We need to guard against an
emboldened Iran, which is facilitating
and capitalizing on the weakness of
Iraq for its own advantage on the world
stage. We must reassure our allies in
Iraq, the Middle East, and the world
that America remains committed to
fighting terrorism wherever it is found.

Finally, as we proceed, we must re-
member we are at war and that our en-
emies will use any means at their dis-
posal to harm us. They intend to strike
us at home and abroad. They will ex-
ploit any opening we give them, and
they will use every tool at their dis-
posal.

Everyone in this Chamber has Amer-
ica’s best interests at heart. But it will
fall on Republicans in this debate to be
particularly awake to the complexity
of the terrorist threat.

Now, it is no accident we have not
been attacked at home in nearly 6
years. We have kept terrorists at arm’s
length by bringing the fight to them.
Republican amendments will build on
the lessons we have learned over the
past 6 years. They will reflect our com-
mitment to security and continued vig-
ilance, and we will insist they be heard.
Republicans will succeed in improving
this bill in ways that improve our war-
fighting ability and our counterterror-
ism tools.

I yield the floor, Mr. President.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I appreciate
not only the comments of my distin-
guished counterpart, the senior Sen-
ator from Kentucky, but the manner in
which they were offered, the tone. I
would hope we can work together to
get some of these things done, starting
with this bill, the Defense authoriza-
tion bill.

We have two wonderful Senators who
are the managers of that bill, Senators
LEVIN and WARNER. They have worked
together in that committee for 25 years
and are both dedicated patriots. They
will do a good job managing this bill,
no matter what happens on the floor.
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I would also say that, coincidentally,
I had a meeting today with the presi-
dent of the American Medical Associa-
tion. He came to talk about the SCHIP
bill and how important it is we get
that passed.

Also, in speaking with physicians
about the Clinton health care plan that
we did spend a lot of time on, as every-
one knows, that legislation started out
with 80 percent of the American people
supporting a change in the health care
policy in this country. With the huge
amounts of money spent by mainly the
insurance industry, with their ‘“‘Harry
and Louise’ ads, that reversed, when it
was all over, with less than half the
people supporting that Ilegislation.
Huge amounts of money were spent
denigrating that legislation.

Right now, as with the people who
met with me today, they sure wish that
legislation passed. It would have solved
a lot of the problems we deal with here:
medical malpractice and allowing the
pooling of small employers so they can
compete with large employers and have
affordable insurance. But hindsight is
20/20. That was not accomplished.
Hopefully, we can, with SCHIP, set a
tone for what we can do with legisla-
tion as it relates to health care.

With the 9/11 and the ethics and lob-
bying reform, the proof is in the pud-
ding. Are we going to have more
delays? As my distinguished friend has
indicated, if Republican staff comes to
our staff and says: We are ready to go
to conference, we will go, just like
that. But I am not going to come out
here anymore and have somebody come
out and sideswipe it: We cannot do it
because of this or that, always some-
thing standing in the way of it.

The American people are watching
us. We are going to finish those two
pieces of legislation before we leave in
August. It is not a threat. It is what we
have to do. The American people need
us to do certain things. Can’t we cer-
tainly pass ethics and lobbying reform?
Can’t we certainly pass the 9/11 Com-
mission recommendations, which are 3
years old? The administration has not
implemented those. In fact, as we
know, we talk about one reason it
passed overwhelmingly here and in the
House is the Bush administration is
given Ds and F's on the implementation
of this. We need to get this passed, and
we need to get ethics reform passed. We
need to get the 9/11 bill passed. I hope
we can do that.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, will
the majority leader yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I am happy
to yield.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I do
not know if the majority leader was
preoccupied or not, but let me say
again, we were prepared to go to con-
ference on the 9/11 bill the Friday be-
fore the recess, and the request was not
made by my good friend, which is fine.
I would say, again, we are prepared to
go to conference on the 9/11 bill. I
would suggest we have our floor staffs
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work out the language. I do not think
there is any reason why we could not
do that today.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I am happy.
I am happy. I so appreciate that, very
much appreciate that. I think it is
good we try to have a good work envi-
ronment the next few weeks. We have a
lot of things to do. We have been
through one of the most difficult issues
that has ever faced this body, ever, in
the 200-plus years we have been a coun-
try; that is, immigration reform.
Friends against friends, it was a very
difficult issue.

So I think it is time we are able to do
what the Senate can do by unanimous
consent. So I appreciate very much
what my friend said. I look forward to
that. I think it will be something the
American people can look at and say:
You know, those guys don’t disagree on
everything.

————
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

———

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be a period of morning busi-
ness until 3 p.m., with Senators per-
mitted to speak for up to 10 minutes
each, with the time equally divided and
controlled between the two leaders or
their designees.

The majority leader is recognized.

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

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

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

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

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

IMPLEMENTING THE 9/11 COMMIS-
SION RECOMMENDATIONS ACT
OF 2007

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee be discharged from further con-
sideration of H.R. 1 and that the Sen-
ate then proceed to its consideration;
that all after the enacting clause be
stricken, and the text of S. 4, as passed
the Senate on March 13, 2007, be in-
serted in lieu thereof; that the bill be
read the third time, passed, and the
motion to reconsider be laid on the
table; that the Senate insist on its
amendment, request a conference with
the House on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses, and the Chair be au-
thorized to appoint conferees on the
part of the Senate.

I further ask unanimous consent that
it not be in order to consider the con-
ference report if it contains collective
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bargaining provisions which I have
committed to drop, as has the Speaker.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?
Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, finally,
again, I want the record spread with
how much I appreciate this. I know the
families of 9/11 appreciate Democrats
and Republicans coming together and
agreeing to complete this legislation,
which we will complete very quickly.
The bill (H.R. 1), as amended, was
read the third time and passed.

WAR ON TERROR

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Arizona is rec-
ognized.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, most of the
activity with regard to the terrorist
plot in Great Britain occurred while we
were on our breaks back home. I want-
ed to briefly discuss that today.

It seems to me that the terror plots
in Great Britain must serve as a wake-
up call to those of us in the United
States who perhaps have been too com-
placent about the terrorist threat.
These plots remind us of the dangers
we really face each and every day, and
we need to employ all possible intel-
ligence and follow-up action in order to
stop the attacks and roll back these
terrorist groups.

The war against terrorists and on the
radical ideologies that drive terrorism
will go on and is going to go on for a
long time, and attacks will not occur
every day. So we have to remain reso-
lute in the face of this long-term
threat, mnever allowing temporary
respites from violence to tempt us into
thinking the terrorists have stopped
recruiting and plotting.

Abroad we must confront the chal-
lenges not just of terrorist networks
but of states like Iran and Syria that
provide funds and equipment for the
terrorists. At home we have to have
adequate intelligence to find, monitor,
and disrupt terrorist cells that could
strike at any time. It requires vigi-
lance and cooperation among many en-
forcement entities and, importantly,
the support of the American people.
Against this threat, to say ‘‘out of
sight, out of mind”’ can have no place.

Now, the first point I would like to
make today is that as the plot in Great
Britain revealed, this is not about
grievances. This is about ideology.

There are those at home who are
members of what is called the Blame
America First crowd, which was a term
coined by my friend, the late Ambas-
sador Jeane Kirkpatrick, who say the
Islamists hate us because of what we
do. They allegedly hate us because we
don’t do enough to fight poverty, be-
cause of the Israeli-Palestinian con-
flict, because of Iraq, or because of the
latest Danish cartoon, or whatever. Of
course, this is nonsense.

The radical ideology that spawns this
terrorism has nothing to do with such
grievances or poverty. The perpetra-
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tors of the plots in Great Britain were
doctors, not individuals radicalized by
unemployment or poverty-stricken
slums. These plots certainly were not
the result of British policy. They un-
folded on the very day that Gordon
Brown, a critic of Britain’s roles in the
2003 invasion of Iraq, took office. Nor
did they have anything to do with
American policy. From what we know
of the individuals involved, it appears
the motivation was the same as all of
the other acts of terrorism in the name
of militant Islam.

This radical doctrine had its roots in
the early 20th century and gained mo-
mentum through the writings of rad-
ical Islamists such as Sayyid Qutb in
the 1950s and 1960s, long before the Iraq
war. It has everything to do with the
hatred of our values, our freedoms, all
that we stand for, and we see the ha-
tred in attacks that go back several
decades.

Review them: The 1979 takeover of
our Embassy in Tehran; the 1983
Hezbollah bombing of the Marine bar-
racks in Beirut; the 1993 bombing of
the World Trade Center; the 1996 bomb-
ing of Khobar Towers; the 1998 Em-
bassy bombings in Kenya and Tan-
zania; the 2000 attack on the USS Cole;
September 11, 2001, and all of the at-
tacks since then, including Beslan, Ma-
drid, London, and elsewhere. In every
case, the rationale was the same—ad-
vancement of the radical ideology of
militant Islam; a perversion of the
faith, to be sure, but based on their
concept of the faith nonetheless.

The sheer evil of the acts and the
perpetrators shocks our souls, espe-
cially because it is allegedly grounded
in religion. People trained as doctors—
those who are supposed to value and
preserve life—were at the center of the
plot in Great Britain to destroy inno-
cent life.

We in the West, who believe in reason
and rationality, have trouble compre-
hending the mentality of radical Islam
and those who subscribe to it. But we
need to understand it, to call it what it
is, and not too shrink from this hon-
esty because the terrorists and their
sympathizers hide behind a great reli-
gion. Importantly, we must not seek to
rationalize and explain the views and
the behavior of our enemies through
our values and experiences. Militant
Islam seeks not to change our policies
but to destroy our very way of life and
replace it with a Taliban-like society
ruled by Sharia law and its enforcers.
Militant Islam has declared war on the
West—be very clear about it. It is fun-
damentally at odds with freedom, with
democracy, with the inherent human-
ity of the individual, with critical
thinking, and rational decisionmaking,
not to mention all other religious be-
liefs.

While it might be fueled by griev-
ances, it is not caused by the West but,
rather, by the very backwardness and
ideological rigidity that they would
impose on others.

The second point is this: We should
be clear that militant Islam, though
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bound together by common ideology,
comes in various stripes, including al-
Qaida, responsible for 9/11 and which
may have inspired the recent terror
plots in Great Britain; Iran’s radical
regime, whose leader promises to ‘‘wipe
Israel off the map’” and envisions a
“world without America,’” and which is
speeding toward the development of
nuclear weapons; the Wahabbism of
Saudi Arabia, which is funding radical
ideology in mosques and madrassas all
over the world, including here at home;
groups like the Muslim Brotherhood,
which cloaks its radical ideology in a
new veneer of tolerance while its ac-
tivities support terrorist groups like
Hamas and many others.

But state-sponsored testing of the
United States and the West is also in
full force. Iran is testing our resolve in
Iraq where it is using its Revolutionary
Guard and its terrorist client, Hezbol-
lah, to train and arm those who are
fighting our soldiers. Iran is testing
the resolve of U.S. and NATO forces in
Afghanistan where it is providing sup-
port to al-Qaida. Syria is testing our
resolve in Lebanon, where it is assassi-
nating anti-Syrian officeholders while
serving as a conduit for the weapons
that are rearming Hezbollah. Hamas is
testing our resolve in Gaza where it
launched a successful coup against the
Palestinian Authority of Mahmoud
Abbas.

Third, successful American response
depends on resolve and support of the
American people. We must understand
the nature of our enemy and its ide-
ology, confronting them head-on, with
full confidence in the rightness of our
cause. This is not a matter of moral
relativism. We must not allow our-
selves to be gagged by faux political
correctness. We can say that these ter-
rorists were bound together and moti-
vated by a hateful ideology grounded in
their interpretation of Islam without
condemning any other Muslims. We
must not embrace groups who tell us
they stand for peace without renounc-
ing violence in the name of Islam. We
must not reward evil with retreat from
any of the battlefields where the fight
is raging, including Iraq and Afghani-
stan. And we must be willing to sup-
port intelligence and enforcement ac-
tivities, including incarcerating those
who have plotted against or attacked
us.

As we celebrate the success of pro-
tecting our homeland since 9/11 and
preventing loss of life from the at-
tempted attacks in Great Britain, let
our words and actions prove that we
have not forgotten the resolve that we
displayed six years ago today, and let
us not fall into the temptation of blam-
ing ourselves for the actions of those
who, inspired by hatred, have declared
war on us. It is not grievances which
have spawned this hatred and these at-
tacks but, rather, the hateful ideology
of militant Islam.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the record a
New York Post op-ed by Irshad Manji,
dated July 9, 2007.
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There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the New York Post, July 8, 2007]
ISLAM’S PROBLEM
(By Irshad Manji)

Last week, two very different Brits had
their say about the latest terrorist plots in
their country. Prime Minister Gordon Brown
told the nation that ‘‘we have got to sepa-
rate those great moderate members of our
community from a few extremists who wish
to practice violence and inflict maximum
loss of life in the interests of a perversion of
their religion.” By contrast, a former
jihadist from Manchester wrote that the
“‘real engine of our violence’ is ‘‘Islamic the-
ology.”

Months ago, this young man informed me
that as a militant he raised most of his war
chest not from obscenely rich Saudis, but
from middle-class Muslim dentists living in
the United Kingdom. There’s sobering lesson
here for the new prime minister.

So far, those arrested in connection to the
car bombs are, by and large, medical profes-
sionals. The seeming paradox of the privi-
leged seeking to avenge grievance has many
champions of compassion scratching their
heads. Aren’t Muslim martyrs supposed to be
poor, disenfranchised, and resentful about
both?

We should have been stripped of that
breezy simplification by now. The 9/11 hi-
jackers came from means. Mohamed Atta,
their ringleader, earned an engineering de-
gree. He then moved to the West, pursuing
his post-graduate studies in Germany. No
servile goat-herder, that one.

In 2003, I interviewed Mohammad Al Hindi,
the political leader of Islamic Jihad in Gaza.
A physician himself, Dr. Al Hindi explained
the difference between suicide and mar-
tyrdom. ‘‘Suicide is done out of despair,”” the
good doctor diagnosed. ‘“‘But most of our
martyrs today were very successful in their
earthly lives.”

In short, it’s not what the material world
fails to deliver that drives suicide bombers.
It’s something else. And, time and again, the
very people committing these acts have ar-
ticulated what that something else is: their
religion.

Consider Mohammad Sidique Khan, the
teaching assistant who master minded the
July 7, 2005 transit bombings in London.

In a taped testimony, Khan railed against
British foreign policy. But before bringing up
Western imperialism, he emphasized that
“Islam is our religion” and ‘‘the Prophet is
our role model.” Khan gave priority to God,
not to Iraq.

Now take Mohammed Bouyeri, the Dutch-
born Moroccan Muslim who murdered Am-
sterdam film director Theo van Gogh.
Bouyeri pumped several bullets into van
Gogh’s body. Knowing that multiple shots
would finish off his victim, why didn’t
Bouyeri stop there? Why did he pull out a
blade to decapitate van Gogh?

Again, we must confront religious sym-
bolism. The blade is an implement associ-
ated with Tth-century tribal conflict. Wield-
ing it as a sword becomes a tribute to the
founding moment of Islam. Even the note
stabbed into van Gogh’s corpse, although
written in Dutch, had the unmistakable
rhythms of Arabic poetry .

Let’s credit Bouyeri with honesty: At his
trial he proudly acknowledged acting from
“religious conviction.”

Despite integrating Muslims far more
adroitly than most of Europe, North Amer-
ica isn’t immune. Last year in Toronto, po-
lice nabbed 17 young Muslim men allegedly
plotting to blow up Canada’s parliament
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buildings and behead the prime minister.
They called their campaign ‘‘Operation
Badr,” a reference to the Battle of Badr, the
first decisive military triumph achieved by
the Prophet Mohammed. Clearly, the To-
ronto 17 drew inspiration from religious his-
tory.

For people with big hearts and good will,
this has to be uncomfortable to hear. But
they can take solace that the law-and-order
types have a hard time with it, too. After
rounding up the Toronto suspects, police
held a press conference and didn’t once men-
tion Islam or Muslims. At their second press
conference, police boasted about avoiding
those words.

If the guardians of public safety intended
their silence to be a form of sensitivity, they
instead accomplished a form of artistry,
airbrushing the role that religion plays in
the violence carried out under its banner.

They’'re in fine company: Moderate Mus-
lims do the same.

While the vast majority of Muslims aren’t
extremists, a more important distinction
must start being made—the distinction be-
tween moderate Muslims and reform-minded
ones. Moderate Muslims denounce violence
in the name of Islam—but deny that Islam
has anything to do with it.

By their denial, moderates abandon the
ground of theological interpretation to those
with malignant intentions—effectively tell-
ing would-be terrorists that they can get
away with abuses of power because main-
stream Muslims won’t challenge the fanatics
with bold, competing interpretations.

To do so would be to admit that religion is
a factor. Moderate Muslims can’t go there.

Reform-minded Muslims say it’s time to
admit that Islam’s scripture and history are
being exploited. They argue for re-interpre-
tation precisely to put the would-be terror-
ists on notice that their monopoly is over.
Re-interpreting doesn’t mean re-writing. It
means re-thinking words and practices that
already exist—removing them from a sev-
enth-century tribal time warp and intro-
ducing them to a twenty first-century plu-
ralistic context.

Un-Islamic? God no. The Koran contains
three times as many verses calling on Mus-
lims to think, analyze, and reflect than pas-
sages that dictate what’s absolutely right or
wrong. In that sense, reform minded Muslims
are as authentic as moderates, and quite pos-
sibly more constructive.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Oregon is rec-
ognized.

HEALTH CARE

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, like all
of us in the Senate, I have just come
back from a great week in Oregon. We
own the summer. It is just wonderful
to be home during these warm days and
cool nights. Other parts of the country
may have beautiful months other times
in the year, but nobody can beat an Or-
egon summer.

I want to talk a little bit about what
I heard as I moved around the State.
What I heard again and again is that
folks at home want the Senate to
change course in Iraq, and they want
us to fix health care. We are going to
start on the first item today in a few
minutes when we go to the Defense au-
thorization bill. I believe very strongly
that we don’t support our courageous
troops in Iraq by forcing them to ref-
eree a civil war there. I think it will

July 9, 2007

become clear this week that there is
growing and bipartisan interest in the
Senate to set a specific deadline to
force the Iraqis to make the decisions
for themselves about how they will
govern their Nation.

So what I want to do is talk for a few
minutes about health care—something
I know the President pro tempore of
the Senate has a great passion about as
well, and certainly folks are talking
about today—because the need to fix
health care is so great. Of course, many
have flocked to the Michael Moore
movie as well, generating additional
debate about this issue.

The first matter on the health care
agenda to come up is going to be the
Children’s Health Insurance Program.
In my view, passing a strong program
for kids is about erasing a moral blot
on our Nation. It is unconscionable
that millions of Kkids, youngsters in
Rhode Island and Oregon and across
the country, go to bed at night without
good, quality, affordable health care.
In a country as rich and strong as ours,
as the majority leader, Senator REID,
noted earlier this afternoon, clearly we
can do this, and we can do it in a bipar-
tisan way.

The Senate Finance Committee is
not going to pass a children’s health
program that becomes a Trojan horse
for government-run health care. That
is not going to happen in the Senate
Finance Committee. The Senate Fi-
nance Committee is going to work in a
bipartisan way under the leadership of
Senator BAUCUS, working with Senator
GRASSLEY and Senator ROCKEFELLER
and Senator HATCH, and I am very
hopeful that there will be bipartisan
agreement over the next few days that
targets the desperately needy young-
sters in our country and is responsibly
funded. I am hopeful that will come to-
gether this week, and members of the
Senate Finance Committee will be
working throughout the week on a bi-
partisan basis to bring that about.

But it is also very clear, in my view,
that the State Children’s Health Insur-
ance Program was not created to solve
our Nation’s health care crisis. In fact,
I think when we get on the floor debat-
ing the children’s health program, the
Senate will see and the country will
see that this debate illustrates how
broken our health care system is. We
are clearly spending enough money; we
are just not spending it in the right
places.

For example, for the amount of
money we are spending this year, our
country could go out and hire a doctor
for every seven families in the United
States and pay that doctor $200,000 a
year to care for seven families. When-
ever I bring this up with the physi-
cians, they always say: Ron, where do I
go to get my seven families? So, clear-
ly, we are spending enough money, and
we are going to use the dollars even
more efficiently, as the Senator from
Rhode Island brings us his very con-
structive proposals as they relate to
better use of health information tech-
nology.
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Second, I believe we have the possi-
bility of a real ideological truce now in
health care. As the distinguished Sen-
ator from Rhode Island knows from our
hearing in the Senate Budget Com-
mittee, we saw a real consensus emerg-
ing just in the course of that hearing.
I think it is very clear that Senators of
both political parties understand that
to fix health care, we must cover ev-
erybody. If we don’t cover everybody,
people who are uninsured shift their
bills to folks who are insured. So col-
leagues on my side of the aisle who
made the point about getting every-
body coverage, in my view, have been
accurate, and clearly the country and
citizens of all political persuasions
have come around to that point of
view.

But as we saw in our hearing in the
Senate Budget Committee just re-
cently, there is also strong support for
something the Republicans have felt
strongly about, and that is not having
the Government run everything in
health care. There ought to be a role
for a healthy private sector, one where
there is a fairer and more efficient
market, and there ought to be more
choices; in fact, a system much like
Members of Congress enjoy today.

I am very pleased that I could join
with Senator BENNETT of Utah, a mem-
ber of the Republican leadership, in of-
fering a bill based on just those prin-
ciples. It is S. 334, the Healthy Ameri-
cans Act, and it is the first bipartisan
universal coverage bill in more than 13
years.

The distinguished President pro tem-
pore of the Senate might be interested
in some history. The last bipartisan,
universal coverage health bill was of-
fered by the late Senator Chafee—not
his son but the late Senator Chafee—
more than 13 years ago. So now we do
have the opportunity for the Senate to
come together on a bipartisan basis
and deal with the premier challenge at
home, and that is fixing American
health care.

I and Senator BENNETT also believe
there are some key challenges to bring-
ing this country together to fix health
care, and we believe through our legis-
lation we have been able to address it.
The first is how do you make sure folks
who do have coverage today—and that
is the majority of the people of our
country—have a system that works for
them. So often in the past they have
said: Well, we are not exactly pleased
with what we have, but the devil we
know is better than the devil we don’t
know, and those folks in Washington,
we don’t know if they can organize a
two-car parade, let alone fix American
health care.

So the first thing Senator BENNETT
and I said is for people who have insur-
ance today, in Rhode Island, in Oregon,
and elsewhere, we are going to take
several steps to assure them that as
part of fixing health care, we under-
stand their needs.

The first is with the initial pay-
checks that are issued. If the Healthy
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Americans Act is adopted, workers win
and employers win. Workers win be-
cause they will have more cash in their
pocket, and they will have more pri-
vate choices in a fixed marketplace
where insurance companies can’t cher-
ry-pick. And they will have lifetime se-
curity where no one can ever take their
coverage away. Employers will win
with the first paychecks as well be-
cause they will get out from under the
staggering rates of cost growth in
American health care.

We all know that employers in Rhode
Island and Oregon and elsewhere see
their premiums go up more than 13 per-
cent annually—far in excess of the rate
of inflation. We cannot have our em-
ployers compete in tough global mar-
kets when they sustain those kinds of
premium hikes and the competition
they are up against internationally has
the benefit of government-run health
care.

I think Senator BENNETT and I have
been able to make the kinds of changes
in our bill that show we have learned
from some of the mistakes in the
past—most recently in 1993 and 1994,
when Congress last tried to fix health
care. One area we focused on is to
make sure we can get the savings
through cost containment right at the
outset.

A group called the Lewin Group—
considered the gold standard of health
policy analysis—has looked at our leg-
islation, and they found we generated
savings through our legislation with
the cost containment needed to fix
health care. First, we redirect the
money that is spent in the Federal Tax
Code. Today, more than $200 billion is
sent out through the Federal Tax Code
so that if you are a high-flying CEO,
you can go out and get a designer smile
plastered on your face and write off the
cost of that operation on your taxes.
But if you are a hard-working woman
who works at the corner furniture
store in Rhode Island and your com-
pany doesn’t have a health plan, you
don’t get anything. That is not right.
So Senator BENNETT and I redirect the
money under the Federal Tax Code to
give the bulk of the relief to people in
the middle-income and lower middle-
income brackets, and the Lewin orga-
nization found significant savings in
our doing that.

They also found significant savings
on the administrative side because we
have a one-stop sign-up process, and all
of the essential transactions are done
through technology transfers. Once
you sign up, you are in the system for-
ever. They found significant adminis-
trative savings through that.

The third area they found specific
savings in is what is called the dis-
proportionate share program, where
hospitals and the Government have to
pick up the bills for folks who come to
hospital emergency rooms and have no
coverage. Clearly, it would be much
better to have those folks having pri-
vate coverage targeted at outpatient
services so they can get their health
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care in a way that is better for them
and better for their finances than to
have them all flocking to hospital
emergency rooms.

The fourth area in which we generate
savings is by redirecting dollars that
are now spent on the poor. In Oregon,
we have more than 30 categories of cov-
erage for poor people under Medicaid,
so that poor people literally have to
find a way to squeeze themselves into
one box or another in order to find cov-
erage—wildly inefficient and, frankly,
pretty dehumanizing to those who par-
ticipate.

The better way to go is to make cov-
erage for low-income people automatic.
Those who are of modest income would
be eligible for a subsidy, but it would
be for private coverage.

Finally, we secure savings through
significant reform of the private insur-
ance sector. Today, private insurance
companies can cherry pick and take
healthy people and send sick people to
Government programs that are more
fragile than they are. That would be
barred under our legislation. There
would be guaranteed issue. They could
not discriminate against people with
illnesses, so that in the insurance sec-
tor, under our bipartisan legislation,
private insurance companies would
compete on the basis of price, benefits,
and quality, rather than who can find
the healthiest people.

I see another colleague on the floor.
I ask unanimous consent for an addi-
tional 60 seconds to wrap up. If my col-
league will indulge me, I would appre-
ciate it.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I talked
with our colleague about health care,
and I know he has an interest in a bi-
partisan effort. If the Senate begins
with the children’s health insurance
program and we make it clear this is
not some kind of Trojan horse for a
Government-run health plan, but some-
thing that secures the needs for chil-
dren, I think we can do this in a bipar-
tisan way and then, in effect, segue
into another bipartisan effort to fix
health care that would get all Ameri-
cans under the tent for quality afford-
able coverage.

Senator BENNETT and I have brought
before the Senate a proposal, particu-
larly on the basis of the hearing in the
Senate Budget Committee 2 weeks ago,
that we think can bring the Senate to-
gether, go where no Congress has been
able to go since 1945, when Harry Tru-
man made an effort to do it, and that
is a rational system so that all Ameri-
cans have quality affordable coverage.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from South Carolina
is recognized.

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed to
speak as in morning business for up to
15 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.
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Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, before I
begin my statement, I commend Sen-
ator WYDEN on his vision for health
care and his passion for helping to
equalize our Tax Code in a way that
would help every American buy private
health insurance.

———
EARMARK REFORM

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak about the Senate ear-
mark transparency rules that have not
been implemented after so many
months. As my colleagues know, we
passed two new Senate rules back in
January that would shine some light
on the earmarking process. It would re-
quire us to be open and honest about
how we spend American tax dollars.

Unfortunately, these Senate rules,
which have nothing to do with the
House of Representatives, have been
held hostage so they can be gutted in
secret when no one is looking. That is
right; there are some in this Chamber
who don’t want to disclose their ear-
marks, don’t want to certify in writing
that they will not benefit financially
from their earmarks. There are some
who want to be able to continue the
practice of adding secret earmarks to
our bills in closed-door conference
committees.

The earmark disclosure rule was
originally offered this year as an
amendment to S. 1, the lobbying and
ethics reform bill. I offered this amend-
ment because the disclosure require-
ments the majority leader included in
his ethics reform bill only covered 5
percent of earmarks that we pass every
year. I believed then, as I do now, that
disclosure of only 5 percent of our ear-
marks is not reform and represents
business as usual.

As my colleagues know, the leader-
ship on the other side of the aisle origi-
nally opposed my amendment and ac-
tually tried to kill it. They said it was
too broad and that the language, which
came directly from Speaker PELOSI in
the House, was rushed and therefore
flawed.

The majority leader said on January
11:

. . . the distinguished Senator from South
Carolina has said this is exactly like the
House provision. I say to my friend that is
one of the problems I have with it because I,
frankly, do not think they spent the time we
have on this.

The same day Senator DURBIN said:

But the DeMint language is actually un-
workable because it is so broad. . . . Frank-
ly, it would make this a very burdensome re-
sponsibility.

Fortunately, the Senate refused to
table the amendment and the Demo-
cratic leadership was forced to support
full earmark disclosure. To save face,
the other side came with a slightly
modified version that they said was
better than the House language be-
cause it required 48 hours of notice on
the Internet of all earmarks. We all
agreed to this language and passed the
Durbin Amendment 98 to 0.
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The Democratic leadership imme-
diately changed their tune once the bill
was passed. The majority leader said
on January 16:

In effect, we have combined the best ideas
from both sides of the aisle, Democrat and
Republican, to establish the strongest pos-
sible disclosure rules in this regard.

Senator DURBIN said:

I am pleased with this bipartisan solution.
. . . I believe it reflects the intent of all on
both sides of the aisle to make sure there is
more disclosure.

Later in the debate, the Senate
unanimously accepted an amendment
prohibiting the practice of what we call
airdropping earmarks in conference;
that is, adding earmarks that were not
included in either the House or the
Senate versions of the bill. Again, we
all agreed to this language and accept-
ed it unanimously.

Unfortunately, that is when the pub-
lic eye turned away from this issue and
when the bipartisan support for ear-
mark reform ended.

I came to this floor on Thursday,
March 29—70 days after we passed the
Senate earmark transparency rules—
and asked for consent to enact them.
But a Senator on the other side ob-
jected. The reason for his objection, ac-
cording to several news reports, was
that the other side of the aisle was
caught off guard and was not properly
notified.

Well, that sounded somewhat plau-
sible, so I came back to this floor on
Tuesday, April 17—89 days after we
passed the Senate earmark trans-
parency rules which, again, have yet to
be enacted. A Senator on the other side
still objected. But this time it was Sen-
ator DURBIN who objected—the very
Senator who worked with me to author
the new earmark disclosure rule. He
objected to his own amendment being
enacted. He said he did so because he
didn’t believe we should enact ethics
reform in a piecemeal way.

But then the majority immediately
announced it would self-enforce some
of the new earmark transparency rules
in a piecemeal way. They said they
would allow each committee to decide
if and how to disclose their earmarks.

The Congressional Research Service
recently provided me with a review of
all earmark rules being used in the
Senate committees. The analysis shows
that the rules have not been applied in
many committees, and even those that
have been created informally cannot be
enforced on the Senate floor. According
to CRS, only 4 out of 18 committees
have even created an informal rule.

This shows what we all know to be
true: The rules are being implemented
in a piecemeal way, which is exactly
what the other side said they wanted to
avoid. It is clear we need a formal rule
in place that applies to all committees.
That is what we voted for at the begin-
ning of the year when we wanted to
show Americans we were going to ad-
dress the culture of corruption in
Washington, and that is what we need
to do now.
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I came down to this floor shortly be-
fore the July 4 recess to talk with the
majority leader about these earmark
rules. He wanted to go to conference
with the House bill, S. 1, the ethics and
lobbying reform bill, and I wanted to
get his personal assurances that these
earmark rules would not be watered
down or eliminated behind closed
doors. Unfortunately, the majority
leader told me he could not give me
those assurances, which was a clear
sign that the folks working on this bill
had plans to weaken the earmark
transparency rules we adopted in Janu-
ary.

I tried again to get consent to enact
these rules on Thursday, June 28, 161
days after they had passed, and again
the other side objected. The reason this
time, which was a complete departure
from what they said before, was that
the other side planned to work with
the House to change the rules and that
it was unreasonable for me to demand
that they be protected.

The majority leader said:

There will be some things that will wind
up being a Senate rule. Some things will
wind up being a House rule. That is part of
what the conference is going to work out. No
one is trying to detract from anything that
the distinguished Senator from South Caro-
lina wants. But just because you want some-
thing doesn’t mean that you are necessarily
going to get it.

Senator SCHUMER echoed their desire
to change the rules by saying:

. . . maybe there are things that other peo-
ple might add; maybe there will be the kinds
of legislative tradeoffs that will make a
stronger ethics bill. We all have no way of
knowing . . . To get 90 percent or 95 percent
of what is a good package, most people would
say yes.

And Senator DURBIN sought to belit-
tle my effort to protect the earmark
rules, saying:

It would seem that the Senator from South
Carolina is carping on a trifle here.

And I was carping on his bill. There
are three words to describe what is
going on here, Mr. President: business
as usual. This is one of the worst flip-
flop reversals I have ever seen. Even
the Senator from Illinois, the very per-
son who had previously praised the new
rules, minimized their importance and
supported efforts to change them.

I realize the other side never liked
these rules to begin with. After all,
they did try to kill them. But I
thought they had come around and
were now supportive. I thought we
agreed that earmark transparency was
a reasonable step to begin changing the
way we spend American tax dollars and
to end business as usual. It now ap-
pears I was mistaken.

Mr. President, 172 days have now
gone by since we passed the Senate ear-
mark transparency rules, and yet a few
in the Chamber still refuse to enact
them. Instead, these objections offer
more excuses—excuses that keep
changing as time passes.

First they said the rules were too
broad and the House wrote them incor-
rectly. Then, after the Senate leader-
ship revised the rules to their liking,
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they support them. But now, after 6
months have passed, they are saying
the rules need to be fixed again, and
this time by the House. I am sorry, I
realize this may seem like a joke, but
I am not making it up.

What we have here is obstruction,
pure and simple. It has been 172 days
since we passed these earmark trans-
parency rules, and the majority will
still not allow them to be enacted. Sev-
eral Senators on the other side are de-
termined to block these rules and pre-
vent them from ever being imple-
mented. They have now publicly ac-
knowledged that they intend to change
the rules behind closed doors and, ac-
cording to several media reports, the
majority leader is even willing to can-
cel the entire August recess to force
those of us who want earmark reform
to capitulate. He wants us to stop
fighting for the American taxpayers.
That is not going to happen. So the
quicker we end the obstruction of these
earmark reform rules, the quicker we
can get on to other business.

I intend to fight for these rules even
if it means staying here every day in
August. In fact, that might mean the
best outcome of all. We need to have a
national dialog in this country about
how Congress spends Americans’ hard-
earned tax dollars. I think it would be
good for those in this Chamber to ex-
plain to the American people why they
don’t want to be transparent in how we
spend their money. That is a discussion
we need to have here.

I am now going to seek consent one
more time to enact these important
disclosure rules. And I ask the major-
ity, if they don’t like the language
they developed, then make suggestions
of how they want to change it. But in
the meantime, I think we should go to
conference on this lobby and ethics re-
form bill.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Rules Committee be discharged from
further consideration and the Senate
now to proceed to S. Res. 123 and S.
Res. 206, the earmark disclosure resolu-
tions, all en bloc; that the resolutions
be agreed to and the motions to recon-
sider be laid upon the table. I further
ask that the Senate then proceed to
the immediate consideration of H.R.
2316, the House-passed ethics and lob-
bying reform bill; that all after the en-
acting clause be stricken and the text
of S. 1, as passed by the Senate, be in-
serted in lieu thereof; that the bill be
read a third time, passed, and the Sen-
ate insist on its amendment, request a
conference with the House, and the
Chair be authorized to appoint con-
ferees at a ratio of 4 to 3.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
WEBB). Is there objection?

The majority whip.

Mr. DURBIN. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I seek
recognition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority whip.

(Mr.
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Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, so we
understand what happened, the Senate
passed an ethics reform bill. It is a big
bill. There are a lot of provisions in the
bill that we felt were necessary because
of some of the wrongdoing that oc-
curred in Washington over the last sev-
eral years. We went after the Jack
Abramoff scandal. Remember that lob-
byist? He is in prison. He had a pretty
sweetheart arrangement here. He was
sticking things in bills. It went on and
on. I will not go into all the gruesome
details, but we decided to break this
kind of cozy relationship between lob-
byists and some Members on Capitol
Hill. And then we started to take a
look at some of the other aspects of
things that were troubling people.

We went into the question of gifts,
how much can a Senator receive.

We went into the question of leaving
the Senate and picking up a big-paying
job as a lobbyist, within a few months
making a lot of money. That has hap-
pened too often. We said, let’s slow
down this revolving door.

We went after the disclosure of pri-
vate employment negotiations that
Senators and Congressmen were enter-
ing into while they were still sitting in
the House of Representatives and in
the Senate.

We expanded lobby disclosure re-
quirements. We went to great lengths
and said lobbyists have to tell us a lot
more about what they are doing with
their money and time.

Then we went into prohibiting the
old K Street Project. Unless you are a
real insider on Capitol Hill, you may
not remember that one, but they used
to have—I am not kidding now—weekly
meetings in the office of a U.S. Senator
where the lobbyists would come in and
tell them the amendments they want-
ed, and then the Senators would tell
them what fundraisers were coming up.
I don’t know if there was any connec-
tion, but some people thought there
was a connection. We put an end to
that practice.

Then we talked about Members who
were convicted of certain crimes losing
their pensions. Understandable, if you
are guilty of felonious conduct relating
to official duties, that might follow.

Then we talked about the integrity
of the process so Members couldn’t
dump little things in at the last
minute in conference reports that
hadn’t been considered in the House
and Senate.

And, of course, we went to the ques-
tion of earmarks. That was an impor-
tant part of this bill, but it sure wasn’t
the only part. Listen to everything I
read.

So now we are trying to get this bill
to conference. We want to take this bill
to conference and work with the House
and pass the most significant ethics re-
form bill in the history of Congress. It
is long overdue. I think most Ameri-
cans would say: Why haven’t you done
it already? I can tell you why for 12
days we haven’t done it: Senator
DEMINT of South Carolina has ob-

S8765

jected. Senator DEMINT, the man who
took the floor and used my name a
dozen times, as a great ethics reformer
is the Senator who objects to going to
conference to make these proposals
which passed the Senate—similar
measures passed the House—the law of
the land. Why? Because he picked one
paragraph out of the bill related to ear-
marks and he wants a guarantee that is
going to come out of the conference
without a change. I believe it probably
will. Mr. President, do you know what
the final vote was when it passed the
Senate? It was 98 to 0. It is a pretty
good indication he is going to see ei-
ther the exact language he proposed or
something very close to it. But unless
he gets a locked-down guarantee to get
every word of that, he is going to stop
all of these efforts at ethics reform. He
is going to stop the efforts to put an
end to the K Street Project, he is going
to stop the efforts of more disclosure,
he is going to stop the effort to elimi-
nate outrageous gifts between Members
of Congress and lobbyists, and he does
this in the name of ethics. I don’t fol-
low this at all.

For 12 days now, Senator DEMINT has
held up our effort to take the ethics
bill to conference. For 12 days, he has
come to the floor and has said it is be-
cause he really believes in ethics. It
doesn’t track. It doesn’t follow. It
doesn’t wash in Illinois or in South
Carolina. I wish he showed a little
more humility in this process. That he
is going to stop the whole ethical re-
form because of his section—he is wor-
ried about his section I don’t think is
right. I think he should trust in the
substance of his earmark reform, trust
in the fact that 98 Senators supported
it, trust in the fact that in the end it
was a bipartisan agreement. I offered
an amendment on the Democratic side
to his amendment on the Republican
side. What I offered was an amendment
calling for more disclosure. Put all the
earmarks on the Internet so the whole
world can see them. I think that is the
way it should be.

I chair a subcommittee of the Appro-
priations Committee. My staff has been
working long and hard over the last
several weeks to put a bill together. We
were on the phone late last night put-
ting all the finishing touches on it. It
is going to be the most transparent ap-
propriations bill covering these agen-
cies in the history of the United
States, and that is the way it should
be. Every Member who has asked for
anything in this bill, whether it is in
bill language or committee report lan-
guage, is going to be disclosed. Every
Member has to stand by every request
they make, and it is printed right there
for the world to see. That is the way it
ought to be. That isn’t enough for the
Senator from South Carolina. I am not
sure what he wants beyond that. We
are already putting into practice what
the Senate has virtually accepted, with
some slight modifications but nothing
of substance. Yet he wants to stop the
whole ethics process. I suppose that is
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his idea of reform, to stop reform. But
it is certainly not my idea of reform.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the ethics bill that has
passed the Senate and the House be
sent to conference for consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. HAGEL. On behalf of the junior
Senator from South Carolina, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ac-
knowledge my colleague on the other
side of the aisle is standing in for the
Senator from South Carolina, but if we
are ever going to get to ethics reform,
we clearly have to move to conference,
and conference is going to require
agreement on both sides of the aisle
and the understanding—incidentally,
the Senator from South Carolina char-
acterized the conference committee as
the secret conference committee. He is
caught up in the old way of doing
things. The new way is that the doors
will be open. He can come. In fact, I
hope the Republican leader will ap-
point him as a member of the con-
ference committee. Regardless, it is
going to be open for him to come and
at least observe, if not participate, in
this process.

It is a new day for the conference
committees, and I certainly hope the
Senator from South Carolina will re-
consider, will stop his ethics filibuster,
the DeMint ethics filibuster, which is
now in its 12th day, and allow us to
move to this ethics bill for its consider-
ation.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

———

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2008

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of H.R. 1585, which
the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 15685) to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2008 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for mili-
tary construction, and for defense activities
of the Department of Energy, to prescribe
military personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 2011

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi-
dent, on behalf of Senator LEVIN, I call
up his substitute amendment, which is
at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. NELSON],
for Mr. LEVIN, proposes an amendment num-
bered 2011.

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
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reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

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

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi-
dent, I wish to begin my comments on
this year’s National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act by thanking the members of
the Personnel Subcommittee, and I
would especially like to thank Senator
LINDSEY GRAHAM. He and I have
worked together for several years on
the Personnel Subcommittee.

Mr. WARNER. Would the Senator
yield, so I might propose a unanimous
consent request?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator from Nebraska yield?

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Yes.

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Presiding
Officer.

Mr. President, following the remarks
of the Senator from Nebraska, I would
like to ask unanimous consent that I
be recognized so I can speak on behalf
of the ranking member, Senator
McCAIN, with regard to the bill which
is now being brought up.

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

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that
Senator WEBB be recognized after Sen-
ator WARNER for Senator WEBB’s com-
ments.

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

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi-
dent, as I was saying, Senator GRAHAM
and I have worked together over these
past several years—he has been chair-
man and I have been the ranking mem-
ber—and I have always found our time
on the subcommittee to be decidedly
nonpartisan. All members of the Per-
sonnel Subcommittee have tried to do
what is right by the servicemembers
and their families. We are always fo-
cused on how best to serve those who
serve us. So I say to Senator GRAHAM:
Thank you very much.

This year, as in past years, the Per-
sonnel Subcommittee focused on im-
proving the quality of life of the men
and women in the armed services, in-
cluding Active-Duty, National Guard
and Reserve personnel and their fami-
lies. There is an old axiom in the mili-
tary that you recruit the soldier, sail-
or, airman or marine, but you retain
the family. In the wake of the difficul-
ties exposed at Walter Reed, we felt es-
pecially compelled this year to focus
not just on the servicemember but also
on his or her family and I am pleased
with the bill and recommend it to my
fellow Senators.

The bill before us authorizes $135 bil-
lion for military personnel, including
pay, allowances, bonuses, death bene-
fits, and permanent change of station
moves. The bill contains many impor-
tant provisions that will improve the
quality of life of our men and women in
uniform and their families.

First and foremost, the bill author-
izes a 3.5 percent across-the-board pay
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raise, which is half a percent higher
than the average pay raise in the pri-
vate sector as measured by the Em-
ployment Cost Index. It is also half a
percent higher than the administra-
tion’s proposal of a 3-percent increase
in pay. This increased pay raise recog-
nizes the outstanding service and the
sacrifice of the men and women of the
armed services and their families.

The bill also addresses the adminis-
tration’s request to increase the end
strength of the Army and the Marine
Corps. The committee supports the re-
quested increases in end strength for
the coming fiscal year but funds the
entire authorized end strength in the
base budget rather than in a combina-
tion of the base budget and the war-re-
lated supplemental. The committee be-
lieves the increases in end strength are
no longer uniquely tied to the war ef-
fort. The bill authorizes fiscal year 2008
end strengths of 525,400 for the Army
and 189,000 for the Marine Corps.

The bill would expand combat-re-
lated special compensation to all serv-
icemembers eligible for retirement pay
who have a combat-related disability.
This special compensation is currently
denied to our wounded warriors who
are medically retired with less than 20
years of service.

The bill would also reduce below age
60 the age at which reservists may
begin to receive their retired pay by 3
months for every aggregate of 90 days
of active duty performed under certain
mobilization authorities.

The bill authorizes all servicemem-
bers to carry up to 90 days of leave
from one fiscal year to the next and al-
lows certain servicemembers to sell
back up to 30 days of leave under spe-
cial leave accrual provisions affecting
deployed servicemembers.

The bill would change the death gra-
tuity and survivor benefit plan to allow
servicemembers to choose to leave
death benefits to a guardian or a care-
taker of their minor child or children.

The bill also amends the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act to make it
easier for spouses and children accom-
panying servicemembers assigned over-
seas to qualify for citizenship.

The bill includes provisions that
would allow the Department of Defense
to continue to provide top quality
health care to servicemembers and
their dependents. The bill authorizes
$24.6 billion for the Defense Health Pro-
gram and takes steps to ensure that
TRICARE is available to beneficiaries
who desire to use it.

The bill enhances the ability of the
services to attract critically short
health care personnel by authorizing a
new bonus for referring to military re-
cruiters an individual who is commis-
sioned in a health profession, by au-
thorizing an increase from $50,000 to
$75,000 in the maximum incentive spe-
cial pay and multiyear retention bonus
for medical officers and by authorizing
the Secretary of Defense to pay an ac-
cession bonus of up to $20,000 to par-
ticipants in the Armed Forces Health
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Professions Scholarship and Financial
Assistance Program.

The committee rejected the adminis-
tration’s proposal to give DOD broad
authority to increase the cost of
TRICARE for military retirees and
their families and authorized the use of
Federal pricing to reduce the cost of
pharmaceuticals dispensed through the
TRICARE retail pharmacy program.

Finally, the bill authorizes $50 mil-
lion in Impact Aid to local school dis-
tricts, including $5 million for edu-
cational services to severely disabled
children and $10 million for districts
experiencing rapid increases in the
number of students due to rebasing, ac-
tivation of new military units or base
realignment and closure.

Before closing, I would like to say a
few words about the Dignified Treat-
ment of Wounded Warriors Act. The
committee unanimously reported out
this legislation on the 14th day of June
as a stand-alone bill. It is very impor-
tant to ensure that our wounded heroes
and their families are provided the
very best in medical care and transi-
tion services the Government can pro-
vide. I understand the Dignified Treat-
ment of Wounded Warriors Bill will be
offered as an amendment to this bill, so
I encourage all my colleagues to sup-
port this extremely important and
timely piece of legislation.

Again, I would like to thank Senator
GRAHAM and all the members of the
Personnel Subcommittee. I look for-
ward to working with our colleagues to
pass this important legislation as
promptly as possible.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I would
like to say what a pleasure it is to join
my good friend from Nebraska, a mem-
ber of the Armed Services Committee,
on the floor on the occasion of the 29th
authorization bill that I have been
privileged to join with other colleagues
on the floor submitting to the Senate.
Earlier today, I had a lengthy meeting
with Senator LEVIN, our distinguished
chairman, and I have also had the ben-
efit of a report from the distinguished
ranking member, Senator MCCAIN, who
has returned from a trip to Iraq. So on
behalf of our two principals, we are
here today to initiate consideration of
this all-important bill at a very crit-
ical juncture in the history of our
great Nation.

I am privileged to rise in support of
this piece of legislation, Mr. President.
The bill was voted out of our com-
mittee unanimously, and that has usu-
ally been the case. I say that with a
sense of pride through the many years
I have served on the committee, over
half that time as either the chairman
or the ranking member. Our committee
is proud of the fact that members of
the committee, as well as our respec-
tive professional staffs, work together
to try to achieve the highest possible
degree of bipartisanship, given that we
are entrusted, under the Constitution,
the Senate, and the Senate has en-
trusted our committee with bringing
forth each year the recommendations
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on behalf of the men and women in the
Armed Forces.

I commend our distinguished chair-
man, Mr. LEVIN, and Mr. McCAIN, the
ranking member, for the markup ses-
sion, which my colleague and I were in
attendance I think throughout. It was
done expeditiously, fairly, and openly,
in terms of all Senators being given
every possible option to present their
views in preparing for the bill that is
now on each Senator’s desk. So again,
I thank and join my colleague from Ne-
braska in thanking the chairman and
ranking member and our staffs because
I think we have achieved a truly bipar-
tisan endeavor on behalf of the com-
mittee and forwarded to the Senate.

As the ranking member, Mr. McCAIN,
and I worked with our subcommittees,
and indeed Mr. LEVIN. I attended a
number of subcommittee meetings. We
were fortunate to have strong chair-
men of the subcommittees and ranking
members, as my colleague from Ne-
braska mentioned in his opening state-
ment, together with a strong profes-
sional staff, and their reports, by and
large, were incorporated in the bill.
Therefore, the committee has met its
responsibility and fully funded—I re-
peat, fully funded—the President’s $648
billion budget request for national de-
fense.

As Members of the Congress, funding
our Nation’s defense is a fundamental
responsibility. We must ensure our
military is prepared, well trained, and
well equipped to defend us and our al-
lies in today’s very complex world of
threats. We must provide the best re-
sources with the best value for our
Armed Forces. We owe that to our
service men and women, to their fami-
lies, and, indeed, to the taxpayers. I am
proud to say that, in my judgment, this
bill meets those criteria.

The bill approves $2.7 billion for
items on the Army Chief of Staff’s Un-
funded Requirements List, including
$775 million for reactive armor and
other Stryker requirements, $207 mil-
lion for aviation survivability equip-
ment, $102 million for combat training
centers, and funding explosive ord-
nance disposal equipment, night vision
devices, and other weapons. These are
critical items in our fight against al-
Qaida, the Taliban, and other threats
throughout the world. Given the dan-
gers we face as a nation, our men and
women in uniform should want for
nothing in our battle against terror.

I selected the Army to start with be-
cause I am very admiring of the Chief
of Naval Operations, who is alleged to
have said recently that while he is
proud to be Chief of the Navy, his big-
gest concern today is that of the needs
of the U.S. Army, and, indeed, the
President has recently indicated that if
all goes well in the course of the hear-
ings in the Senate and our committee
and the Senate confirms Admiral
Mullins to be the next Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs, he truly inherits that
mantel of heavy responsibility showing
equal regard for our services. But he
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did single out the Army as an institu-
tion at this time badly in need of the
attention, not only of the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs office but indeed of the
Congress of the United States.

I believe with the increase in the end
strength of the Army, we have met the
President’s request to do what we can
at this critical time to keep our Army
strong, particularly for those families
who at this very moment—thousands
and thousands of families—have their
loved ones serving abroad in Iraq and
Afghanistan.

Likewise, the committee approved
for the Navy the first next genera-
tion—that is the first ship in the next
generation of our -carriers, proudly
named, in large measure by the urging
of the Senate, the U.S.S. Gerald Ford
for the former President of the United
States, the former Republican leader in
the House of Representatives.

It has also restructured the littoral
combat ship program to achieve max-
imum value and accountability. More-
over, we approved $4.1 billion of Mine
Resistant Ambush Protected—that is
the MRAP—vehicles for all the serv-
ices.

The committee also decided to assign
fixed-wing, intra-theater airlift func-
tions and missions to the Air Force and
shift Army aircraft funding in 2008 to
the Air Force, which was unusual but
necessary to achieve improved effi-
ciency and synergy in our airlift capa-
bility.

While weapons and equipment are
critical in any conflict, it is the sup-
port we give our soldiers, sailors, air-
men, and marines that determines suc-
cess or failure.

We are asking more of our troops
today than we did a generation ago—
with longer and successive deploy-
ments. Our troops deserve our respect
and gratitude for the countless sac-
rifices they and their families make
daily. I welcome the committee’s deci-
sion to approve a 3.5 percent across-
the-board pay raise for all military per-
sonnel and the authorization of $135
billion in allowances, bonuses and
other benefits. We are improving the
quality of life for our men and women
in uniform while enhancing our future
readiness.

The committee has approved meas-
ures that satisfy our current and future
requirements. We’ve increased the end
strengths of the Army and the Marines
to 525,400 and 189,000, respectively. By
boosting the Army’s and the Marines’
numbers, I hope we can build a more
flexible active-duty force and deploy
reservists more prudently.

I thank the chairman for his leader-
ship. The committee has approved a
bill that meets the President’s request,
the needs of our troops and is fiscally
responsible to our constituents. I hope
my colleagu