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Well, frankly, before that year was
out, we pushed somebody. One insur-
ance company finally put out a bro-
chure that said: We will insure chil-
dren. Do you know what. Very cheap.
The thing is, most children are not
covered that way. They are covered de-
rivatively = through their parents.
Right? One of their parents gets a job.
Their parent’s job covers them and
their kids. They buy insurance. They
don’t buy it only for themselves, they
buy it for them and their children.

So, in essence, it is good to say: We
need to cover more people. It is hard to
say how you are going to do it. I sub-
mit if you put what the President is
proposing side by side with what the
Democratic candidate is saying, you at
least have some very positive things
you can measure that are being done
that the President is proposing. The
other one is untried, nice to talk
about, beautiful rhetoric. But I think
the President’s basic ones, with some
additional things added to it, will prob-
ably be the way we go as a country
anyway.

Now, all the other issues that were
raised by my good friend on behalf of
their nominee could all be answered
much the same way. So there are more
poor people than there were before.
Good statement. Not quite as many as
they say, not quite as big a problem as
they allege. But the question is, What
are you going to do about it? How are
you going to fix it?

Most of the time, we are down here
on the floor of the Senate talking
about education and the inadequacy of
our education. It is most compelling to
me that about 4 weeks ago, Alan
Greenspan, who normally does not
have anything to do with education,
was being asked a question in one of
our committees about the fact that we
have a lot of people who are unem-
ployed, we have a lot of people under-
employed, we have very tough competi-
tion from overseas. What do we do
about it, Dr. Greenspan? I say to my
colleagues, he did not talk about any
single American program. He did not
say: Let’s increase the Small Business
Administration so it would help more
small businesses. He did not say: Let’s
give a tax cut to somebody. Do you
know what he said? He said: Well, if
that is the case, I guess we better start
educating our children better. That
will do more for the unemployment,
more for the underemployment than
anything else: better technical edu-
cation for children. I am surprised—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 10 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask Senator MUR-
KOWSKI, could I have 2 additional min-
utes? I say to the Senator, you are
next.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. But I am surprised
that is not what we are talking about:
How do we take that tremendous num-
ber of young people walking our
streets, who are not educated, who do
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not have diplomas, and make them
educated so they will get out of pov-
erty? Not just coming down and saying
they are but that they will get out of
it. How will we be competitive? Be-
cause that kind of person will become
technologically capable, and they will
help make us competitive.

NEED FOR ENERGY LEGISLATION

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I said
a couple weeks ago, 10 days ago, I was
going to come to the floor once every
day to talk about the Energy bill. I did
not do that, but this is my third or
fourth time.

We are rudderless, a ship that has no
capacity to guide itself, when it comes
to energy policy. We have a bill ready
to go that can steer us to a better fu-
ture. But there are still a number of
Senators who refuse to hear the warn-
ing bells that require our action.

How much louder can those bells be
ringing? There was a huge blackout in
August in the East. A complete energy
meltdown occurred in the West just a
few summers ago. Oil prices are surg-
ing to record heights. Natural gas de-
mands are increasing.

Prices of coal are higher and going
up. Consumers are paying beyond the
reasonable price at the gas pump. Our
critical infrastructure lacks adequate
investment—that is, in electricity and
other things that relate to energy, re-
fineries. Our electricity grid has no
mandatory reliability rules, meaning
we may have blackouts again which we
thought Americans would never have
again. If we pass the bill, we will be
able to tell them that. Efforts to in-
crease efficiency and renewable energy
are anemic. The list can continue for a
frighteningly long time unless we pass
the Energy bill. I am committed to the
Energy bill because it is necessary. It
is the first step we must take in order
to change our economy’s destiny.

We can’t increase domestic oil and
natural gas production overnight. We
can’t snap our fingers and modernize
our Nation’s electric transmission grid.
We can’t expect renewable energy to
appear online tomorrow. We can’t
move away from foreign oil toward a
clean, hydrogen future all of a sudden.

We need an energy policy plan to
move us forward to reach those goals.
We need an energy policy in place so
that businesses and investors have reg-
ulatory certainty. We need to make
having an energy policy a priority.

Today, as we speak, there are events
affecting our oil situation.

OPEC has decided to up its quota.
Big deal. They were already producing
over their last quota and are still over
this most recently announced one.

Right now, OPEC is not in charge of
how much a barrel of oil costs in the
spot market. Why? They don’t have
enough capacity to weather the de-
mands of the global market.

The weather, on the other hand, can
affect the market greatly.

Hurricane Ivan is making OPEC look
pretty weak. Oil prices have been vola-
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tile with each report of Ivan’s pre-
dicted impact.

Right now, oil prices are just over
$44. This morning the U.S. Minerals
Management Service announced that 73
percent of the Gulf of Mexico oil pro-
duction—that is about 1.25 million bar-
rels of oil—and 41 percent of the gulf’s
gas production—about 5 billion feet of
natural gas—have been shut in.

The longer the storm and its after-
math lasts, the longer imports from
Venezuela will take to get to our
southern ports. If refineries are shut
down in Texas, Mississippi, and Lou-
isiana due to Ivan, a 5-to-7-day delay in
products getting to the market could
occur.

The warning bells are ringing. We are
living on the bleeding edge of supply
and demand for oil, natural gas, coal,
and renewable fuels. Let’s get off the
edge of this cliff and focus on achieving
some energy security.

Instead of wringing our hands at each
crisis and passing political blame
around, we need to work together to
get an energy policy in place. We have
such a policy ready for action. It is
called the energy bill. If the Democrats
would agree to limit the number of
amendments to about 10, we can pass
this much-needed legislation. If they
will not agree, then I want the Amer-
ican people to know for whom the bell
tolls. It tolls for those that refuse to
come to the floor and get this energy
bill done.

Let’s get to work and pass it.

I am quite surprised that when Mem-
bers come to the floor of the Senate
and talk about jobs, about growth,
about competition, that they are not
talking about energy. But they are not.

We have Hurricane Ivan, which
makes OPEC look very weak. Oil prices
have become very volatile, and the hur-
ricanes, including ‘‘Ivan the Terrible,”
are causing us to shut in huge amounts
of oil all over the coastal areas because
they can’t leave those deep wells open
in the wake of the hurricane. So they
are creating another big uncertainty. I
don’t want to make it sound like I am
only worried about energy and hurri-
canes; I just want to state the facts.

While we do that, I want to say that
all of us, whether we come from a
State far away from hurricanes, are
deeply worried about what has hap-
pened and what might happen. We
don’t know. Nobody knows how heart-
felt Americans are from the rest of the
United States. We are prayerful. We
are worried, and we hope and pray that
what we hear about possible damage to
parts of Louisiana doesn’t happen. It
would be without precedent if it hap-
pens—just terrible. So let energy set
aside for a little bit as we look at that
problem and hope we can do something
to be helpful.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
appreciate being able to follow the
comments of my esteemed colleague
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and the chairman of the Energy Com-
mittee speaking about the importance
of energy. He and I would agree that is
a topic we just haven’t heard enough of
lately on this floor, the Energy bill and
an energy policy that this country so
desperately needs, whether it is Ameri-
cans looking at the price they are pay-
ing for gasoline at the pump, whether
it is Americans looking at our utility
statements and realizing the price of
natural gas is going beyond a level we
feel comfortable with, just recognizing
that we as a country do not have a no-
tion, do not have a real solid policy for
how our energy supply meets up with
our energy demand. That is something
we in Alaska have talked about for far
too long. We have urged this body to
move forward with an energy policy,
one that makes sense.

I like to say that Alaska is prepared
to be or in effect is the energy bank for
the country. All we are waiting for is
the opportunity to make a withdrawal
from what we have in our incredible re-
sources. But as we know, we have some
issues we mneed to work through.
Whether it is permitting issues for a
natural gas pipeline, whether it is
those financial incentives that make
this megaproject, this $20 billion
project possible so we can supply do-
mestic reserves of natural gas to this
country, we have the ability to make it
happen in Alaska. We just need a little
assistance from the Congress in moving
forward.

We can’t leave this conversation
without talking about ANWR and the
opportunities for us as a nation, recog-
nizing the known reserves we have up
there, recognizing that we are in a po-
sition in the State of Alaska to provide
for enhanced domestic reserves of oil
supplies at a time when we know the
supplies are questionable from the
sources we are currently receiving
them, whether it is because of political
instability or just declining reserves.
We have an opportunity in the State of
Alaska. Again, we just need the ability
to move forward.

My purpose today in addressing the
body is not to speak to the Energy bill
or the importance of the Energy bill; it
is to speak to an incident that hap-
pened this morning in the Energy Com-
mittee when we, as a committee, took
up a series of land bills. It was a busi-
ness meeting this morning that was de-
signed to take up and pass, again, some
land issues. It was kind of a cats and
dogs type of a hearing. Most of the
issues we took up were relatively non-
controversial.

We have a history in the Energy
Committee of working in a very good,
strong, solid bipartisan way. The com-
mittee works well together. The chair-
man and the ranking member work
well together. We move forward on
issues, it is fair to say, in a good and
enviable manner. We accomplish
things. So this morning was a bit of a
surprise when, instead of doing the
business that was before us, we had
members of the Democratic Party
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leave, essentially stage a walkout on a
business meeting of the Energy Com-
mittee.

As an individual Senator coming
from my State, working on legislation
that is important and, quite honestly,
isolated to my State, as I am working
through issues that affect Alaskans, I
would ask for certain consideration
from my colleagues on Alaska-related
issues as we work through them. To-
day’s episode or incident in the Energy
Committee doesn’t allow Alaska to
move forward with a series of our
issues.

So what exactly happened? We had 22
bills move through the markup with-
out question or controversy. I had an
agenda item that was a bill to resolve
certain conveyances and provide for al-
ternative land selection under the
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act
related to Cape Fox Corporation and
Sealaska Corporation and for other
purposes, with an amendment in the
nature of a substitute. I read that from
this morning’s agenda.

I indicated to the chairman that I
had an amendment in the nature of a
substitute and moved to discuss those
portions of the amended bill, and the
minority members of the committee
proceeded to leave the committee,
which left us without a quorum and no
ability to move forward on the busi-
ness. The business remaining were two
bills I had been working, this Cape Fox
bill as well as another very specific
Alaska lands-related issue.

As we discussed in the committee,
after our Democratic colleagues had
left, one of my Republican colleagues
informed me that in his 24 years on the
committee, it had been the first time
members of the committee had walked
out, which left me, as the Republican
Senator for Alaska working on these
very specific Alaska pieces, to wonder:
Wait a minute, I am here to represent
my State on very specific Alaska
issues. If I can’t have my colleagues de-
bate back and forth on the merits of
the amendment, if we don’t have the
opportunity in these sessions to do the
business that needs to be done to allow
my State to move forward on these
land issues, how do I move forward
with legislation?

So it causes me to look back and say:
Well, was there a failing on my part, on
my staff’s part, or on the committee’s
part? As we had attempted to move
this legislation forward, had we failed
to work in a bipartisan manner, failed
to reach out in an attempt to accom-
modate on issues that had caused con-
cern?

Let me speak to the two different
bills we had before us. The first one re-
lated to the Cape Fox Land Entitle-
ment Adjustment Act. Hssentially,
what this act is destined to do is an eq-
uity issue for an Alaska Native cor-
poration. It allows for an exchange to
resolve an inequity to the Cape Fox
shareholders through a land selection
process. This is a land selection process
authorized under our Native Claim Set-
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tlement Act. The shareholders were de-
nied the ability to select certain lands
within 6 miles of their area. It created
an inequity.

The only way this inequity can be re-
solved is through Federal legislation.
So what we have done is created logical
boundaries that improve Forest Serv-
ice management. Essentially, this is a
land exchange that would allow the
Cape Fox shareholders to receive cer-
tain lands. It consolidated private own-
ership and increased the role of State
government in the environmental regu-
latory process. It created economic op-
portunities for Cape Fox and Sealaska
through certain Ileasing agreements
that would be made possible. It allowed
for native hire and vocational edu-
cation in an area where, as I recall, the
unemployment rate in that very small
community is 25.6 percent, almost 420
percent of the State’s unemployment
rate. This is an area that can definitely
use some equitable economic assist-
ance.

So the legislation itself is good. It is
sound. So the question must be, OK,
did we fail to reach out? Were we not
working with the other side on this?

This is not legislation that is new to
the process. This is legislation that
was actually passed in the 107th Con-
gress. This is legislation that was
passed through the House committee
with unanimous support earlier this
year.

I introduced this legislation in June
of last year. In August of 2003, the Sub-
committee on Public Lands and For-
ests held a hearing in Anchorage, AK.
Subsequent to that time, we held a
public hearing in Juneau, AK—a town-
hall meeting—in September to hear the
comments and concerns of Alaskans
who are located down in the area where
this exchange is to take place.

After that, in March of 2004, we held
another subcommittee hearing here in
Washington, DC. We were then placed
on the agenda in mid-March for mark-
up—it was March 24. But there was no
consensus so we began to attempt to
work out a compromise to address the
concerns that had been expressed by
some of the environmental community,
by Alaskans, and by some of our Demo-
cratic colleagues; and so what we did
was we had prepared an amendment
that was the amendment we were pre-
pared to offer as a complete substitute
today. That amendment would main-
tain the view shed in an area where we
have recreational opportunities for
kayakers and boaters, so we inserted
an amendment to provide for view shed
protection, an amendment to provide
for public access; and we provided a
provision that would ensure that all
exchanged lands would be based on ap-
praisal reports in accordance with the
uniform appraisal standards of the Fed-
eral Land Acquisition Act.

We essentially had worked through
the process. We had worked with the
committee. After that markup that
didn’t happen in March of 2004, we had
discussions with minority staff, which
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had occurred prior to that intended
markup date, as well as after. Those
discussions continued through the
third week in July of this year. We
were making every effort to accommo-
date the concerns and considerations of
the minority on this legislation yet
still maintain the integrity and meet
the needs of the Cape Fox Corporation
and the Sealaska Corporation.

In looking at the bill and what we
were intending to do, the entire intent
of the Cape Fox legislation was to cor-
rect this inequity to this small south-
east village, which has 431 residents,
where the unemployment rate is 25.6
percent, as I indicated. So we were pre-
pared to move forward with this legis-
lation today. We had shared the
amendment with the minority in July
and, quite honestly, were stunned when
the minority members walked out of
that committee hearing.

I need to point out that not only did
minority members walk out, which put
us in a situation where we no longer
had a quorum, but another minority
member attempted to enter the com-
mittee room to join us in committee,
when that individual was literally
pushed back out of the committee
room so a quorum would not be had. So
not only was there a walkout but there
was a lockout.

Again, it causes one to wonder. If the
legislation that I am working on as a
Senator from Alaska is so Alaska-spe-
cific, so Alaska-germane, and I cannot
get the cooperation of colleagues to
move it through even the committee
process, it causes you to wonder what
is going on.

Let’s look at the second bill that was
on the calendar this morning. Was this
what was being objected to? The second
piece of legislation that was before the
committee was S. 1466, ‘‘a bill to facili-
tate the transfer of land in the State of
Alaska, and for other purposes.”

Again, what we are talking about
here is entirely Alaska-specific. This
legislation relates to no other State.
What we are faced with in the State of
Alaska, through multiple land acts,
through statehood we were promised
certain lands. We were promised cer-
tain lands under the Alaska Claims
Settlement Act. We are a young State,
only 45 years old, but we are still wait-
ing for vast amounts of our land to be
conveyed to us—the land promised at
statehood.

We still have some 89 million acres of
land yet to be conveyed to the State of
Alaska, promised some 45 years ago.
We had a hearing on this legislation—
a subcommittee hearing—in Anchorage
last year. I asked the agency people at
the time: Given how long it has taken
the Federal agencies to work through
the conveyance process and kind of es-
timating forward, how long do you fig-
ure it will take for the State of Alaska
to receive conveyance of all the land to
which it is entitled? The response that
I received was: Anywhere from 30 years
to 300 years.
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Thirty years to 300 years to get the
lands that were promised to us at
statehood.

Mr. President, it is absolutely unac-
ceptable. Any other State would have
said, no, this is wrong and you have to
deliver on your promises.

So what are we doing? I have intro-
duced this legislation to say: Hey, Fed-
eral Government, hey, agencies, you
have a promise, you made the promise.
Do the job you are required to do by
law. Move through the conveyance
process. I know it is complicated. I
know we have overlapping land issues.
It is a complicated process, but do
what you need to do, and if you need
additional assistance, let us know how.
This is essentially legislation that
helps speed up, if you will, helps expe-
dite the process.

Let’s look at a few of the provisions
we are talking about here. We are
clarifying and streamlining the con-
veyance process. We have technical
amendments that move forward filing
deadlines. We have a situation right
now where if there is any survey that is
not exactly accurate, even by a tiny
amount if you are exceeded, then you
basically have to start all over in
terms of completing your surveys.

What we have done is get the survey
down to the last hundredths of an acre
and if, in fact, it is not exactly entirely
precise, you do not have to start all
over again.

We set final acreage for the 10 re-
gional Native corporations.

We allow the Secretary to make cer-
tain withdrawals for two of the re-
gional corporations which right now do
not have sufficient land selection.

We are attempting to solve the prob-
lems of old ACSA-related withdrawals
that closed public lands in Alaska to
full operation of public land laws.

We provide that the Natives in
Kaktovik are allowed to receive their
full entitlement under the agreement
made in 1983.

There are some people who have said:
Oh, my gosh, you are opening up
ANWR for o0il and gas development.
The authorization does not change or
lift the prohibitions on oil and gas de-
velopment in the refuge. This is not
what this is about. This is all about the
Natives in this community being able
to complete their selections as all
Alaska Natives should be allowed to
do.

There are other technical amend-
ments streamlining the process, the
deadline for Native corporations in the
State of Alaska to identify their final
land priorities. There is a title that di-
rects the Secretary of Interior to speed
up the hearings appeals and probates.
It establishes an Alaska-based branch
office and requires the Secretary to re-
port on the progress in implementing
these land exchanges within 3 years of
enactment.

It is very clear how Alaska-specific
this legislation is.

Again, the question must be asked:
Was there a failure, was there a prob-
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lem in how we worked the committee
process? Was this being rushed through
the committee? Did we fail to reach
out to the minority and the staff on
this?

Again, I refer to the timeline. The
bill was introduced last year. We held a
subcommittee hearing on public lands
and forest in Anchorage. We had a fur-
ther subcommittee hearing in Wash-
ington, DC, in February of this year,
and within a few days of that hearing,
my staff met with both minority and
majority committee staff members,
and everyone agreed they were going to
meet 1 day a week for as long as it
took to work out a joint staff sub-
stitute.

We were told at that time by the mi-
nority that they were working on an-
other Member’s bill, and once they
completed that, they would turn their
full attention to 1466.

We made repeated requests in May,
June, and the first part of July to the
minority staff, and it did not result in
any meetings. Meetings were later held
in the latter part of July, and we made
substantial progress with the assign-
ments agreed to by the committee
staff.

The minority had a number of re-
quests for changes and concessions,
looking for additional information and
analysis. They offered to provide as-
sistance with technical edits and even
to draft at least one provision.

We continued to work on the bill
throughout the August recess. We were
incorporating all this that we were
working through the committee proc-
ess. We had taken massive comments
from Alaskan organizations and indi-
viduals and Native organizations,
working the process as the process
should be worked.

We truly did make substantial head-
way. We were prepared this morning to
move forward with a committee sub-
stitute and put forward the substance
of that substitute to the minority staff
on September 2. It was a good-faith ef-
fort to accommodate all the requested
changes without sacrificing the goal of
completing these land transfers by our
50th anniversary of statehood, or the
year 2009.

As of last Friday, less than a week
ago, we were hearing very positive re-
ports about the progress we were mak-
ing on both sides and truly believed we
were going to be in a position to offer
a joint staff substitute at today’s meet-
ing.

It was not until yesterday that we
were abruptly informed no such sub-
stitute would be possible. So I pro-
ceeded with an amendment on my own,
an amendment that really does reflect
the very bipartisan effort that was
going on in this very important bill.

Again, I need to stress the impor-
tance of this legislation: land convey-
ances owed to the State of Alaska since
statehood, land conveyances owed to
Alaska Natives since passage of the Na-
tive Claims Settlement Act, promises
made by the Federal Government to
Alaska that need to be promises kept.



September 15, 2004

I am very committed to my work in
the Senate. I am very committed to
doing my utmost best for the people of
the State of Alaska. These two pieces
of legislation we were prepared to take
up this morning and that we were
thwarted in our efforts to move for-
ward are very important to Alaskans.
They do make a difference in how we
move forward with our lands.

Put your State in this position. If
you do not have the ability to move
forward with your lands, if you do not
even know what the status of your land
title is, how complicated the future is
for your State. We need to get these
issues resolved.

All T ask for is the ability to do my
job, and my job, as we all know, re-
quires a cooperative process. We can-
not move legislation through this body
if we do not have cooperation, and co-
operation begins at that very begin-
ning level, working through the com-
mittees, as we have with both of these
legislations. It then moves forward to
that next step—to move the legislation
through the committee—so we can
move it to the floor.

I am happy to engage in debate on
the merits. If you do not like the
amendments, if you think they can be
made better, wonderful, let’s make it
happen, but let’s at least allow the
process to work. When we fail, when we
as Senators abdicate the duty and say,
Alaska, or whatever State, you are on
your own, nothing is going to move for-
ward, we are not doing our job.

I know this is a contentious time. We
are in the middle of all the hot polit-
ical debates. I am a Senator who is
standing for election now. We know
that causes interesting things to hap-
pen within the process. But I would
certainly like to think that what we do
here in the course of our work should
not harm our constituents. We ought
to be able to do the business that needs
to be done in a cooperative manner.

I am very hopeful we will be able to
move forward with not only these bills
and hopefully see them on the floor of
this body, but other legislation that
pertains to all of us. We all come to
this body with our very unique issues.
They are very particular to our home
States. I ask that we all respect one
another in our efforts to accomplish
those things that are truly very local
to our States.

So I look forward to next week and
an opportunity to again bring forward
very important issues for my State.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CORNYN). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.
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HOMELAND SECURITY
APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I
want to add my thoughts to the debate
on the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity appropriations bill for fiscal year
2005.

First, I want to preface my remarks
by thanking the chairman and ranking
member of the Homeland Security Ap-
propriations Subcommittee for work-
ing so diligently on this bill despite the
constraints they have faced. The fight
against terrorism is our number one
priority, and this appropriations bill is
a key component in that fight.

I also thank the Nation’s first re-
sponders and the employees of the De-
partment of Homeland Security, DHS,
who work daily to protect this Nation.
They are on the front lines of the fight
against terrorism. They are the ones
who are called on to stop and respond
to any future attack upon our Nation.
This bill includes important resources
these brave men and women need to
perform their critical tasks.

The Senate bill is a vast improve-
ment over the President’s proposed
budget. It increases funding for such
important things as port security,
FIRE Act grants, Federal air marshals,
Emergency Management Performance
Grants, and the SAFER program. The
Senate bill also includes funding for re-
search and development on next gen-
eration explosive detection equipment,
a priority identified by the 9/11 Com-
mission. These are just a few examples
of the many areas where the Senate
bill is far superior to the administra-
tion’s request.

I was also pleased that the Senate
bill includes a number of amendments I
sponsored. The Senate adopted my
amendment requiring DHS to create a
strategic transportation security plan
and to base future transportation secu-
rity budgets on that plan. This amend-
ment will make sure that taxpayer dol-
lars are spent efficiently and effec-
tively to meet our Nation’s most press-
ing transportation security needs,
rather than the current well-intended
but ad hoc method of spending. This
amendment was based on one of the
recommendations of the 9/11 Commis-
sion and, it is one of the first of the
Commission’s recommendations to be
adopted by the Senate.

The Senate also adopted my amend-
ment to extend to the Department of
Homeland Security for fiscal year 2005
a provision included in the fiscal year
2004 omnibus appropriations law that
requires all departments and agencies
to report to Congress on purchases of
foreign-made goods. It is important
that the government make every effort
to purchase American-made goods and
that it explain to the public whenever
it fails to do so.

I was also pleased that the Senate
adopted my amendment requiring the
Department of Homeland Security to
report to Congress on its use of data-
mining in fiscal year 2005. This amend-
ment will provide the American people
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with critical information about the use
of data-mining technology and the way
highly personal information, like cred-
it reports, travel records and other per-
sonal information, is obtained and used
by our government. Periodically, after
millions of dollars have been spent, we
learn about a new data-mining pro-
gram under development by the Fed-
eral Government. This amendment will
not stop any data-mining. It simply re-
quires the Department of Homeland Se-
curity to report to Congress on any
data-mining programs it is using or de-
veloping and how these programs im-
plicate the civil liberties and privacy
of all Americans. With complete infor-
mation, the American people will be
able to make considered judgments
about which programs should and
should not go forward.

Although this bill does a lot to help
protect this Nation, including pro-
viding much-needed resources for our
first responders, it does not do enough.
I was disappointed that many good
amendments were not adopted by the
Senate. For example, an amendment
offered by Senator BYRD, which I co-
sponsored, would have canceled pur-
chases of oil to the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve and directed the $470 mil-
lion in savings to critical homeland se-
curity needs. Yet the Senate rejected
this amendment even though it would
have helped to ease gas prices by free-
ing more oil for the market and pro-
vided important funding for our home-
land security programs.

I also regret that this bill was so se-
verely limited by a budget allocation
that did not provide adequate funding
for homeland security, choosing in-
stead to make tax cuts its highest pri-
ority. That is why I supported several
amendments that would have added
funding for critical security needs. I
want to point out to my colleagues
that I do not take lightly my decision
to vote in favor of spending more
money. Fiscal responsibility is one of
my highest priorities and I constantly
look for ways to limit government
spending. I am honored that the Con-
cord Coalition and others have recog-
nized me for my efforts in this regard.
Although fiscal responsibility remains
one of my top priorities, it is impera-
tive that we provide the resources
needed to combat terrorism.

I voted for this bill because it pro-
vides necessary funding. However, our
Nation’s vulnerabilities demand more,
and I will continue to work to ensure
that our vital homeland security needs
are met.

INTELLIGENCE REFORM

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, last
night, the Republican majority in the
Senate voted 49-45 to table an amend-
ment I offered on intelligence reform.
The amendment would have required
the President to give Congress a copy
of the 2001 report by the Scowcroft
Commission on intelligence reform. A
classified annex could be provided if
necessary.
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