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continue to report that finding adoptive par-
ents is a challenge—especially for older chil-
dren and those with special needs, like be-
havioral problems or disabilities.

But the study also found that state child
welfare agencies and juvenile courts were
taking innovative steps, as Judge Nash did,
to better serve children and families.

The number of adoptions in the United
States has increased significantly in recent
years. In 1998, 37,000 children were adopted.
In 2002, the number rose to 53,000.

The analysis was conducted by the Urban
Institute, a nonpartisan economic and social
policy research organization. The data was
culled from federally mandated reports.

According to the study, the adoption proc-
ess is complicated by the constant coordina-
tion required between child welfare agencies
and family courts. Scheduling difficulties
can slow the process, as can differences in
outlook between agencies and the courts.
The overwhelming majority of state agencies
reported such differences led to delays in ter-
minating the rights of birth parents.

““The courts may have one perspective and
the agencies may have another,” said Rob
Geen, director of the Child Welfare Research
Program at the Urban Institute. These dis-
agreements, he added, ‘‘lead to breakdowns
and delay the adoption of children.”

Senator Mary Landrieu, the Louisiana
Democrat who is co-chairwoman of the Con-
gressional Coalition on Adoption Institute,
described the system as ‘‘somewhat broken.”
Federal financing for foster care should be
funneled to the states in a more focused way,
she said, adding, ‘“The passion is there, the
people’s support is there, but the system
itself needs a tremendous amount of shoring
up.”

Many states are already taking steps to
address delays in the adoption process by re-
organizing staff, scheduling more training
and working better with the courts.

Judge Nash credits the special Saturday
sessions for cutting the number of children
under his court’s jurisdiction to 28,000, from
54,000 in 1998. ‘“We have to move faster in
taking care of those kids,” he said.

But Mr. Geen said that there can be good
reasons for delay. ‘“‘The system is set up to
address the birth parents’ rights,”” Mr. Geen
said. “‘It’s not just finding a car,” he said of
adoption. ‘“There are reasons why the proc-
ess should take a considerable amount of
time.”

I yield the floor.

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

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. GRAHAM of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. GRAHAM of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I understand we are in a period of
morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

————
INTELLIGENCE REFORM

Mr. GRAHAM of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, we are now in a serious quandary
and a quagmire in some part due to the
fact this institution, and our counter-
part across the Hall, has difficulty in
effective collaboration. With that said,
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I want to talk about what I think is
really one of the outstanding examples
of what can happen when our Chamber
and our friends in the House of Rep-
resentatives decide there is an issue
important enough to collaborate on to
do something important for the people
of America.

We have had, over the last 15 years, a
series of the most serious failures of
American intelligence in our Nation’s
history. It didn’t just start with Sep-
tember 11, 2001, and it didn’t end with
the circumstances that led to the war
in Iraq. Going back over the decade of
the 1990s we had the World Trade Cen-
ter attack in New York, we had at-
tacks against our embassies in Africa,
we had failure to detect that India and
Pakistan had become nuclear powers,
we had the loss of the USS Cole in
Yemen—all of those, which should have
been detected, preempted, and the trag-
edy avoided by the effective profes-
sional work of our intelligence agen-
cies. We didn’t get what we thought we
deserved.

I wish to particularly commend this
evening Senators COLLINS and
LIEBERMAN as well as Senators ROB-
ERTS and ROCKEFELLER for the out-
standing leadership they have given in
trying to overcome this vulnerability,
this unnecessary vulnerability.

When I look at a final piece of legis-
lation, I approach it in this manner.
First, what were the problems—or
maybe, what were the missed opportu-
nities that led us to believe it was im-
portant that we develop this legisla-
tion? And now, at the end of the proc-
ess, how well does the final product
solve or at least substantially mitigate
the problem that had led to our con-
cern in the first place?

As it relates to the status of our in-
telligence agencies, we have had a
number of problems that have each
contributed, in their own way, to this
series of failures. We have had the
problem of the difficulty in the intel-
ligence agencies adapting to changing
adversaries and the changing global
threat environment. The Cold War was
the most fundamental historic event in
the history of the American intel-
ligence. Our intelligence agency had
been focused for the better part of 45
years on the Soviet Union. We Kknew
their languages. We knew their cul-
tures. They were an entity very similar
to the United States of America. We
could almost anticipate what their ac-
tions would be.

Today, we have a massively asym-
metrical adversary. Groups such as al-
Qaida and Hezbollah and Hamas and Is-
lamic Jihad, nations which are not na-
tion states or tribes of tribes driven by
extreme religious beliefs. We have not
adapted to that change, and we have
paid a high price for that failure to
adapt. I am pleased to say there are
provisions in the Intelligence Reform
Act—and I hope we will soon take it
up—which will begin to alter that situ-
ation.

We are establishing a strong Director
of National Intelligence, or DNI, who
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will be able to provide overall leader-
ship and direction. He or she will not
be responsible for the management of a
line agency, as is the case today, where
the Director of Central Intelligence is
also the Director of the CIA. But, rath-
er, he will be able to focus on those
issues that will affect the entire com-
munity of intelligence and will have
the responsibility to assure that we are
sensitive and responsive to new devel-
opments.

I believe one of the areas in which we
will face the greatest challenge in this
responsiveness will be in our domestic
intelligence. The FBI has been one of
the agencies finding it most difficult to
respond to a new environment. There
has been a pattern of continuing to fol-
low the culture of law enforcement
when we need a new culture of intel-
ligence to best protect our domestic
vulnerabilities.

I am pleased at some of the progress
Director Mueller has made. I believe
we should continue to explore other al-
ternatives to see if they will better
protect our domestic security. I am
pleased that under this legislation, the
FBI, while not a unit of the Depart-
ment of National Intelligence, will be
still under the direct control of the FBI
but will be considered part of the intel-
ligence community family. I hope at an
early date there will be an analysis of
what should be our mission statement
for domestic intelligence and then
what changes in the FBI or further or-
ganizational changes will be required
in order to fulfill that mission.

A second major problem has been the
failure of the intelligence community
to provide the big picture, strategic in-
telligence. Our former colleague, Pat
Moynihan, used to regularly complain
that, while we knew a great deal about
the telephone system inside the Krem-
lin, nobody had observed the fact that
the Soviet Union was near collapse. We
have had similar failures to see the big
picture, in terms of the failure to rec-
ognize the presence of terrorist cells
within the United States, cells which
were supported by terrorist entities or
those supported by foreign govern-
ments. In the runup to the war in Iraq
was another massive failure to give ap-
propriate strategic intelligence. It is
hoped the strong Director of National
Intelligence will now have an oppor-
tunity to focus on these strategic
issues. It is also hoped, as this legisla-
tion gives a heightened priority to
source information—that is informa-
tion that is available through public
documents, newspapers, and other
means—that it will receive a new im-
portance in terms of arriving at overall
intelligence conclusions.

There also has been a serious failure
in human intelligence. We have many
people in the intelligence agencies who
understand the culture and the lan-
guage of Russia. We are grossly inad-
equate in terms of people who under-
stand the culture and language of the
Middle East and central Asia. This leg-
islation supplements legislation that
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we have already passed in the Defense
authorization bill which would estab-
lish a framework for what I would refer
to as a ROTC, Reserve Officers Train-
ing Corps, except in this case not for
the military but, rather, for intel-
ligence purposes.

We have a sound foundation upon
which to base the reform of our intel-
ligence agencies. The problem we face
tonight is that sound foundation which
probably would pass this body by a
vote of almost that which passed a few
weeks ago, which was 96 to 2, and by a
substantial majority in the House of
Representatives, is being held up by a
few Members of the House who wish to
see the status quo retained or have
other goals which are unrelated to the
reform of the intelligence community
that they have been unable to secure
incorporation in this final conference
report.

It would be a very sad conclusion of
this session of Congress if one of the
most pressing issues facing our Nation
and the security of Americans; that is,
provision of an intelligence capability
that will allow us to understand our
new adversaries will allow us to pre-
empt the activities of those adversaries
and will put us in a position to do what
President Bush stated was our goal
when he said our goal in the war on
terror does not end with al-Qaida; it
only starts there. It extends to all ter-
rorist groups which have global reach.
We will find them. We will stop them.
We will destroy them.

We cannot carry out the Bush doc-
trine in the war on terror unless we
have substantial enhancements in our
intelligence community.

This is not something that just came
upon us a few months ago. There is lit-
erally a stack higher than my desk of
reports that have been written just
since the end of the Cold War pointing
out consistently the limitations in
making recommendations to enhance
our intelligence capability. These were
totally ignored until 9/11. Even after 9/
11 we were extremely slow to appre-
ciate the urgency of reform of our in-
telligence agencies. We had to go al-
most to the third anniversary after 9/11
before serious consideration was being
given.

For us today to announce we again
have failed to take action to protect
the American people would be a tragic
condemnation of this session of Con-
gress, and an unnecessary condemna-
tion. We have an excellent proposal
which has been endorsed by the 9/11
Commission, by leadership, and by the
families of the tragedy of 9/11. For us
to walk away from this opportunity
that we now have to demonstrate that
through bipartisan and bicameral ac-
tions this Congress is able to identify a
serious national problem, deal with
that problem, and enact it into law
would be itself yet another tragedy.

I hope when we reach the week of De-
cember 6 and the House returns that
the House will resolve its internal dis-
putes and the President will continue
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his involvement. I personally urge the
President to particularly direct atten-
tion to the Pentagon where I think
much of the energy for recalcitrance
has emanated and that we will, before
this year is over, pass an intelligence
reform bill which will serve the inter-
ests of the American people and will
bring honor to the Congress.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

———

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR GRAHAM
OF FLORIDA

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, I would
like to first pay tribute to my col-
league, the Senator from Florida, who
just spoke. He has been one of my guid-
ing lights in my 4 years here. He is
someone who exemplifies the best
qualities of a U.S. Senator. His integ-
rity and wisdom and his careful atten-
tion to matters large and small have
been superb during his 38 years of pub-
lic service to the State of Florida. It
has been just extraordinary. I wish him
well and I will miss him. I will miss his
leadership and his guidance.

————

INTELLIGENCE REFORM
CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, I also
join Senator GRAHAM in his remarks
urging the House to pass the intel-
ligence reform conference report,
which I am told most, if not all, of the
members of the Senate conferees
signed. I salute Senator COLLINS and
Senator LIEBERMAN who heroically
over the last weeks have attempted to
reach an agreement on this important
measure.

I note that he cochairs the 9/11 Com-
mission with former Governor Kean
and former Representative Hamilton
who have endorsed it strongly, as have
the family members.

I agree with Senator GRAHAM. It is a
tragedy that after that Commission re-
port, after we held hearings in the Gov-
ernmental Affairs Committee of the
Senate, on which I am proud to serve,
during the August recess, marked up
the bill which had overwhelming bipar-
tisan support, I believe every amend-
ment added to that bill in that Govern-
mental Affairs Committee, it had bi-
partisan majority support, passed here
on the Senate floor, I am proud to have
supported it—to walk away from it
now after the Senate and House con-
ferees agreed to the legislation because
of the resistance of a few members in
the House Republican caucus who are
evidently able to persuade their Mem-
bers and leadership not to proceed with
it is a tragic loss for the people of
America. It is a terrible failure on the
part of the House to live up to its
agreement. To go through that lengthy
process and not have the final measure
approved tonight is a tragedy for our
country and for our security.

S11737

OMNIBUS APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. DAYTON. I also wish to com-
ment briefly on the Omnibus appro-
priations measure which is before us
and to express my concern about one
omission which has severe con-
sequences for my home State of Min-
nesota, which is the elimination of the
Senate’s action to prevent Minnesota
and other States from having their
title I education funding cut last year
and this year.

In 2004, Minnesota was 1 of 12 States
to suffer a reduction in title I funding.
Minnesota schools received $12.3 mil-
lion less in fiscal year 2004 than we did
in 2003. We lost that $12.3 million in
funding, even though our number of
title I-eligible students increased by
over 3,600. For this fiscal year 2005,
Minnesota is only one of two States in
the Nation to lose title I money, even
though the number of our title I-eligi-
ble students will increase again.

In this conference report, Minnesota
will receive $15.3 million less than we
did 2 years ago for title I education
with probably 10,000 more poor stu-
dents.

The Senate bill corrected the worst
of that injustice. It said that no State
would lose title I funding if their num-
ber of poor students increased. It didn’t
give those States any more money,
even though that is what we should
get—more title I money to serve more
title I-eligible students. It only pro-
tected us from getting less funding.
Now even that protection has been re-
moved.

Presumably, the House conferees
would not agree to it. They have all of
their porkbarrel projects in the bill, all
of their unnecessary spending, and
even their shameful attempt, as has
been discussed here tonight, to allow
their leaders to examine the tax re-
turns of law-abiding Americans. All
that garbage is in the bill, but the
funding for poor students in Minnesota
was taken out of the legislation.

Our schools in Minnesota are already
hard hit by other funding cuts. Now
they must provide their services to
more students with less money.

So much for compassionate conserv-
atism, so much for No Child Left Be-
hind. Those slogans ought to be pros-
ecuted for consumer fraud. They don’t
tell the truth. Even worse, they are be-
trayals of our Nation’s children, of our
neediest children.

Once again, this legislative process
has impoverished the truly needy while
it enriches the truly greedy.

Poor schoolchildren don’t have full-
time lobbyists to prowl the Halls of
Congress and serve their interests.
Poor schoolchildren can’t make big
campaign contributions to big people
who even make bigger contributions to
their special projects. Poor school-
children have to depend upon us and on
the House.

The Senate stood up for poor school-
children in Minnesota this year. The
House Republicans let them down in
the $388 billion spending bill, a foot and
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