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to meet the challenges of the No Child
Left Behind Act without providing suf-
ficient resources and guidance to them
in how to do that.

The administration assured us that
we would be able to fully fund the No
Child Left Behind bill when it was en-
acted. The program in the current fis-
cal year is underfunded by about $7 bil-
lion. There are more than 2.5 million
fewer children who are being served
through that law than the law prom-
ised to serve. In this legislation I have
introduced, we provide that the No
Child Left Behind bill should be fully
funded.

This issue is becoming critical for
our schools for the simple reason that
we are now in our third year after the
enactment of No Child Left Behind,
and there are a number of schools that
are failing to meet the criteria set out
in that law that has to be met, the ade-
quate yearly progress number. They
have failed to meet that AYP, adequate
yearly progress number, for 2 years in
a row. They are in a position now that
sanctions will be applied to them for
failing to do so.

At this point, Federal resources to
help them avoid those sanctions are ab-
solutely critical, and we give this a
very high priority in our legislation.

The bill makes a number of changes
to the law to ensure that the No Child
Left Behind bill is implemented in the
manner that Congress intended. It
would give schools the option of recal-
culating their AYP scores from last
year and do so by applying the admin-
istration’s newly issued rules. This
would save thousands of schools from
inappropriate sanctions that were
caused by the delay in publishing the
rules that are called for in that act.

There is a particular provision in our
legislation that I know Senator REID
from Nevada feels very strongly about,
as do many of us, and that is a provi-
sion to assist rural school districts
with the resources they need to have
good schoolbus transportation for all
their students. There are many school
districts in this country where the
schoolbuses are antiquated, where they
need to be replaced and modernized,
and we provide some assistance to
those school districts under this legis-
lation to do that very thing. We call
for full funding of the No Child Left Be-
hind bill. We call for full funding of
IDEA.

In the final area I wanted to talk
about we call for greater access to
higher education for all of our stu-
dents. It is clear that we have many
people who would like to be in college,
many students who would like to con-
tinue with their college education but
because of the inability to pay, they
are not proceeding with that edu-
cation. The estimate we have is that
there are 180,000 of our young people in
this country who are not going to col-
lege, to a university, because of their
inability to pay.

This is a time when we are worried
about too much of the work being done
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overseas that needs to be done to sup-
port our economy. We are worried
about outsourcing. We are worried
about the immigration of people into
this country to take good-paying jobs.
The reality is, if we do not educate and
train our own young people to take
these jobs that outsourcing will con-
tinue and will grow over time. So it is
very important that we increase re-
sources for higher education.

We are requesting additional Pell
grant funds so more students can re-
ceive Pell grants. We also need to en-
sure that students who graduate from
high school are ready to go to college,
and we have funds for the TRIO Pro-
gram and the GEAR UP program as
well.

There are various provisions in this
legislation, some of which were in-
cluded in legislation introduced in the
previous Congress. The truth is, we are
trying as a Congress in these early
weeks to determine what is going to be
given priority, what will we, in fact,
decide to fund, and what will we decide
to neglect.

A week from this coming Monday the
President will present to the Congress
his recommended budget for the year. I
hope very much that the commitment
we are advocating in this legislation
for educational funding, for increased
access to education, and for improved
quality of education, that that same
priority will be reflected in the admin-
istration’s budget we receive on Feb-
ruary 7.

I do believe this is an important
issue. It is one that has not been talked
about a great deal in the last weeks
and months. We hear the administra-
tion’s agenda of what they want to get
done in this Congress—with regard to
privatizing Social Security, with re-
gard to reforming the Tax Code, with
regard to prosecuting the war in Iraq.
There is not always much mention of
education as a continuing priority. Our
legislation tries to correct that. Our
legislation tries to ensure that edu-
cation is a continuing priority.

I commend it to the consideration of
all of our colleagues, and I hope very
much we will have a chance to enact
many of the parts of this legislation as
we proceed through the 109th Congress.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as if in
morning business.

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

S547

STOP GOVERNMENT PROPAGANDA
ACT

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, this
morning’s Washington Post contains a
story about yet another case of the
Bush administration apparently using
taxpayer dollars to try to buy favor-
able news coverage of their most con-
troversial proposals.

In a column she wrote for the Na-
tional Review Online, the conservative
columnist Maggie Gallagher wrote that
the administration’s marriage initia-
tive could ‘‘carry big payoffs down the
road for taxpayers and children.” In
fact, the big payoff so far appears to be
to Ms. Gallagher herself.

According to the Washington Post,
Miss Gallagher received $21,500 from
the Federal Department of Health and
Human Services in the year 2002 to pro-
mote the Bush administration’s mar-
riage initiative. She received an addi-
tional $20,000 from the administration
for writing a report entitled ‘‘Can Gov-
ernment Strengthen Marriage?”’

Last year, Miss Gallagher defended
the administration’s proposal for a
Federal constitutional amendment
banning gay marriage in her columns,
interviews, and television appearances.
She also testified in favor of such an
amendment before the Senate Judici-
ary Committee. I have her testimony.

I have attended many meetings of
the Senate Judiciary Committee. It ap-
pears we will now need to ask each wit-
ness who apparently comes from the
outside whether they are on the inside.
Miss Gallagher was on the inside. She
was such an insider that she was paid
handsomely by some in the administra-
tion for her ‘‘objective’” views on ad-
ministration policies.

This is the third time in less than a
month we have heard allegations of po-
litical payola by the Bush administra-
tion. It troubles me. I can recall re-
cently being on FOX—I know you are
surprised if you follow the newscast to
know that I would go on FOX, but oc-
casionally I think it is good for them
to meet a Democrat—I went on Chris
Wallace’s Sunday show. We were joking
ahead of time about Armstrong Wil-
liams. I said: Chris, before you ask me
any questions on FOX, I have to ask
you, Are you being paid by the admin-
istration to ask these questions? We
laughed about it. But there is nothing
funny when we hear about Miss Galla-
gher and Armstrong Williams. We
learned the Federal Department of
Education paid well-known conserv-
ative commentator Armstrong Wil-
liams—get this—$240,000 to promote
the administration’s No Child Left Be-
hind Act in television and radio ap-
pearances. Picture this. We come to
the Senate lamenting the fact the ad-
ministration does not have enough
money to send to our schools to help
failing children do better on tests and
improve their education.

The administration says: We can’t af-
ford this; we do not have the money to
help children in school. But they found
almost a quarter of a million dollars
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for Mr. Armstrong Williams to tout
their program and do so in a way that
was deceiving.

Mr. Williams, an African American,
was hired by the Education Depart-
ment to promote the law on his nation-
ally syndicated television show to urge
other Black journalists to do the same.
As part of the agreement, Williams was
required to regularly comment on No
Child Left Behind during the course of
his broadcast, and to interview with
Secretary Rod Paige from the Depart-
ment of Education for TV and radio re-
ports that aired on the show during
2004.

We learned earlier this month from
the New York Times that the Bush ad-
ministration is planning a new propa-
ganda campaign. According to the New
York Times, the Social Security Ad-
ministration is gearing up for a mar-
keting campaign to sell the false claim
that Social Security faces dire finan-
cial problems requiring immediate ac-
tion. The new campaign would support
the administration’s highly controver-
sial desire to partially privatize Social
Security.

There used to be a time when our
Government would let the facts speak
for themselves. It apparently is the po-
sition of the Bush administration that
the facts in and of themselves are not
articulate; you need to have people to
articulate the point of view to put the
appropriate political spin on that point
of view so the public can understand
the gravity of the issue.

The American people get this and
they understand it. They know the sky
is not falling when it comes to Social
Security. They know, as we have prov-
en time and time again, left untouched,
without a single change, no revision in
the law, Social Security as a program
will make every payment it has prom-
ised to make, with a cost-of-living ad-
justment every single year to every So-
cial Security recipient, and it will do
so until 2042, by one estimate, or 2052
by another, 37 years of solvency in the
Social Security system.

The President today said we want
permanent solvency in the Social Secu-
rity system. Wouldn’t it be great if we
could say that? The President cannot
even promise that next year his budget
deficit projection is going to be accu-
rate. He wants us to say 47, 57, 87 years
from now Social Security will never
have a problem. We cannot do that. We
do not know what is going to befall
this Nation.

Who would have known in the early
1950s about a birth control pill? Who
would have known about the advances
in medicine in the 1960s? Who would
have known that we were going to
enact Medicare so seniors would live
longer? Who would have known that we
were going to have demographic
changes in America reflecting immi-
gration to this country?

We do not know those answers. We
speculate and try to make our best
guess as to where Social Security will
be. If the President wants us to stand
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here and say with a straight face that
we have guaranteed permanent sol-
vency for the Social Security system,
it can never be done. Neither can he
predict with any certainty, as he has
proven, what his own budget deficit
will be a year or 2 years from now.

Now they start the propaganda cam-
paign through the Social Security Ad-
ministration which is supposed to line
up the ad agencies to convince the
American people the sky is falling on
Social Security and the only cure is to
take money out of the Social Security
system, cut Social Security benefits,
and increase the deficit in America by
$2 trillion in the first 10 years. This re-
tirement roulette which this adminis-
tration is pushing says to retirees that
they should take money out of Social
Security and play the stock market.

Make no mistake, many Americans,
including my family, invest in mutual
funds and in the stock market. We are
doing OK. We have good years and bad
years. There is no guarantee. As they
say over and over on their ads, last
year’s performance is not a predictor of
what next year’s performance will be.
There is uncertainty and risk.

If we take money out of Social Secu-
rity to play retirement roulette in the
stock market, we leave retirees vulner-
able. Assume for a second we figure out
how to pay for it, which the President
has not, but if the retirees guess wrong,
what will happen? What if today’s re-
tiree receiving $1,200 a month from So-
cial Security receives only $600 a
month? How do they survive? If they
are lucky they have savings and maybe
a family to support them. But if they
are not, where do they turn? They turn
back to the government. They say to
the government: We guessed wrong. We
invested wrong.

That is what the President thinks is
the way to assure the American people
of the solvency and reliability of Social
Security.

It appears he is not doing very well
convincing Members of Congress of ei-
ther political party. So they have de-
cided they need the Social Security
Administration to come up with a
technical plan. This chart, which will
be difficult if not impossible to read by
those following this on television, lays
out the objectives of the Bush adminis-
tration’s marketing tactical plan in
the Kansas City region when it comes
to the current Social Security system.
The American people are not buying
the President’s message. He hires an
advertising firm, a marketing firm, to
try to convince them that what he says
is true. The facts, obviously, cannot
speak for themselves. This marketing
firm has to convince the American peo-
ple of the ability of the Social Security
Program to pay promised benefits to
current and future beneficiaries. The
message is, necessary reforms must
take place. We must address long-term
solvency now. The sooner the changes
are made, the more time people will
have to adjust.
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On and on. Staff meetings. Tactics.
How to measure their success. And
budget.

The Social Security Administration
is no longer in the business of just tell-
ing the facts. The Social Security Ad-
ministration is now in the spin busi-
ness. It is supposed to color the facts,
to change the story, convince the
American people of something they are
not believing.

My office, having obtained that, un-
derstands this is not accurate. What I
have described is simply propaganda.

According to the Social Security Ad-
ministration’s own official numbers,
the trust fund is not only solvent but
running a surplus. I know that to be a
fact because I happened to have served
in Congress when we made a conscious
bipartisan decision in the middle 1980s.
President Ronald Reagan—no question
about his Republican credentials—went
to Tip O’Neill, the leading Democrat in
Congress, and said: Mr. Speaker, we
need to get together. Baby boomers are
coming and we need to be prepared.
And changes were made, bipartisan
changes were made. And we bought sol-
vency and longevity for Social Secu-
rity.

We did this in the mid-1980s, and our
work then guaranteed that Social Se-
curity could make its payments for 57
years. That was a heavy lift, but we did
it, and we did it in a responsible, bipar-
tisan fashion. We understand that.

There is enough money in the Social
Security trust fund to pay every penny
until 2042, and even after that, if we did
nothing, to make 73 percent of the pro-
jected payments if we make no change
in Social Security.

Now, I personally believe we should
make some changes, but responsible,
bipartisan changes. We can make com-
monsense changes in Social Security
that can give it an even longer life.

When I have asked the people in Illi-
nois, what do you think we ought to do
about Social Security, do you know
what they say overwhelmingly? Why
doesn’t the Federal Government pay
back into the Social Security trust
fund all the money it took out? Good
question. Frankly, we were on a course
to do that. When President Clinton left
office b years ago, we were running a
surplus, and with that surplus we were
retiring the debt of the Social Security
trust fund, paying back what the Gov-
ernment had borrowed from it and giv-
ing even longer life to Social Security.

Well, in came the brave, new world of
the Bush administration with a new
economic policy. They said: If we have
a surplus, then clearly that means we
need a tax cut. The Government ought
to give back the money it has in sur-
plus in Washington, ignoring the obvi-
ous, that we still had the deficits in the
Social Security trust fund that needed
to be addressed.

So  President Bush successfully
pushed through a tax cut, primarily for
the wealthiest people in America, and
we stopped retiring the debt of the So-
cial Security trust fund. We not only
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turned that corner from surplus, we
went into deficit, facing the deepest
deficits in the history of the United
States under the Bush Presidency. We
never had larger deficits. And how do
you finance a deficit? You borrow the
money from the Social Security trust
fund, making it even more precarious,
more uncertain.

We had a plan for making Social Se-
curity strong. It was called a surplus,
buying down the debt of the Social Se-
curity trust fund. The Bush adminis-
tration destroyed that plan with tax
cuts, with a weak economy, and with
the war which is very costly not just in
human terms but in terms of tax dol-
lars.

So how do we keep Social Security
solvent now facing the reality of Bush
economics? Well, I think, first, we look
at the obvious and we speak truth to
the American people. Social Security
is not in crisis. It is challenged beyond
the year 2042. We need to do the right
thing to make certain we meet those
challenges. We do not want to misuse
the resources of this program or its
employees in the Social Security Ad-
ministration to try to manufacture a
crisis. That would be wrong, wrong to
the American people.

If we cannot start the discussion on
Social Security with an agreement on
facts, if we cannot start with a bipar-
tisan approach that tries to find solu-
tions, as President Reagan and Speaker
Tip O’Neill did, we are not likely to
have success.

The Social Security Administration’s
‘“‘tactical plan” states that the agency
will ‘“‘insert solvency messages in all
Social Security publications; place ar-
ticles on solvency in external publica-
tions”’—the list goes on and on. This is
going to be a press release mill to try
to gin up a crisis. Instead of objective
information, we are to receive from the
Social Security Administration the po-
litical spin, the best possible spin on
the President’s Social Security pro-
posal.

There are several propaganda tactics,
all of which are evident in this Social
Security Administration plan.

Appeal to fear—‘‘In 2042, they say,
‘““the Trust Funds will be exhausted.”
That is not true. The trust funds will
be able to make 73 percent of all pay-
ments after 2042 if we do nothing. And
I have not met anybody who says we
should do nothing.

Appeal to authority—‘‘The President
has said that reform is easier to imple-
ment if done far in advance.’” You can-
not quarrel with that premise. What we
did in the mid-1980s bought us over 50
years of solvency. What we do in 2005
can buy us even further longevity and
permanency in Social Security.

Then: Glittering generalities. Here is
one that is used in the Social Security
Administration propaganda plan:
“Longer, healthier lives mean change
is needed in long-term Social Security
financing.”” Well, you cannot argue
with that. If people are going to live
longer, people are going to have to pay
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out more. But let’s be honest about
how much we are going to pay out.

Then: The bandwagon effect they are
trying to create: ‘“On December 21,
2001, the President’s Commission to
Strengthen Social Security issued its
report [according to this tactical plan],
which outlined three alternative mod-
els for Social Security reform.”

What the talking points the Social
Security Administration wants to
share with the American people fail to
mention is that President Bush
charged the Commission with finding a
way to make privatizing Social Secu-
rity work. This Commission was not
given a blank slate. They were told
what their goal was: Get in that room
and don’t come out until you have jus-
tified privatizing Social Security.

Also missing from the plan is any
mention of a crucial fact: By diverting
$1 or $2 trillion—with a ““T,” trillion—
away from Social Security and into
private investment accounts, risky in-
vestment accounts, just in the first
decade, the administration’s privatiza-
tion plan would actually make Social
Security weaker. It would change what
we have as today’s challenge into a
real crisis.

At the time the Armstrong Williams
payoff story broke, Mr. Williams re-
portedly told a journalist for another
publication: ‘“There are others.”

Well, how many columnists are on
the administration’s payroll? How
many people will you watch on the
nightly news tonight who are receiving
some sort of a payola check from the
administration to give you the facts
“‘straight,” to be ‘“‘fair and balanced’?
The honest answer is, we do not know.
More are coming to light every day.

There are indications we have serious
problems. In the past year, the non-
partisan Government Accountability
Office, Congress’s watchdog agency,
has released two legal analyses finding
that two Government agencies violated
the Government’s prohibition on pub-
licity and propaganda.

The prohibition against using tax-
payer dollars and Government agencies
to produce propaganda was put in place
in 1951, during the McCarthy era. The
prohibition was intended to balance
the duty of Federal agencies to provide
information with the not uncommon
urge to try to manipulate public opin-
ion. We said, 50 years ago, it was
wrong. It is still wrong today.

According to the GAO, the Office of
National Drug Control Policy violated
the publicity and propaganda prohibi-
tion when it produced and distributed
fake news stories called ‘‘video news
releases’ as part of its National Youth
Anti-Drug Media Campaign. The GAO
concluded that the agency’s fabricated
news stories were nothing less than
‘‘covert propaganda.’’

In a separate report, the GAO found
that the Centers for Medicare and Med-
icaid Services violated the publicity
and propaganda prohibition by dissemi-
nating fake news stories touting the
supposed benefits of the new prescrip-
tion drug law.
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The stories featured phony reporters
telling viewers that ‘‘all people with
Medicare will be able to get coverage
that will lower their prescription drug
spending.’”” That is simply not true.

The bill that is going to be intro-
duced next week by Senators LAUTEN-
BERG and KENNEDY will clarify congres-
sional intent in the 1951 law. I am
happy to cosponsor this legislation.

Among other things, our bill will
make it clear that any news releases
that do not clearly identify the Gov-
ernment as their source are prohibited.
No more Government propaganda
masquerading as independent news.

Our bill will prohibit using tax-
payers’ dollars to try to buy favorable
news coverage and manipulate public
opinion.

Our bill will contain teeth. The agen-
cies that violate the prohibitions will
get more than a slap on the wrist. The
Federal Government has a responsi-
bility to be honest with the American
people, to give them truthful informa-
tion.

In the 3 years since we passed No
Child Left Behind, the administration
has refused consistently to fund the
law. In all, the President’s proposed
budgets have shortchanged No Child
Left Behind by a total of $26 billion.

Ask someone from Colorado, or from
Florida, or from any State in the
Union; the same thing is being said by
school boards and school districts:
Thank you for the Federal mandate of
No Child Left Behind. Where are the re-
sources to help the kids, who have fall-
en $26 billion short of what we planned
on funding for this program?

Americans, when given the facts, un-
derstand the realities and make sen-
sible choices.

Thomas Jefferson famously said that
if he had to choose between a govern-
ment without newspapers or news-
papers without a government, he would
go with the newspapers. Jefferson un-
derstood that access to reliable, accu-
rate information is essential to democ-
racy. So did another one of my heroes,
a former newspaperman with whom
many of us had the good fortune to
work.

The late Senator Paul Simon of Illi-
nois was a great journalist and a great
public servant, my closest friend in
politics, my predecessor in the Senate.
When he was 19 years old, he dropped
out of college and bought a weekly
newspaper in Troy, IL. He used his
paper to tackle crime and corruption.
He understood that good government
and good journalism are not mutually
exclusive; they are inseparable.

Americans today are faced with
many serious questions, concerning the
education of our children, the cost and
quality of health care, whether our
sons and daughters will be sent to war,
and how secure our retirement will be.
Government propaganda denies people
the information they need to make
wise choices and erodes our faith in
Government.

What we need is not propaganda but
a commitment to truth and faith in the
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ability of the American people to make
the right decisions.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

(The remarks of Mr. ALLARD, Mr.
SALAZAR, and Mr. MCcCCONNELL per-
taining to the introduction of S. 186 are
located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

HEROES ACT

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I am
very pleased to be standing here today
with my colleague and friend, Senator
JOE LIEBERMAN. We serve on the Armed
Services Committee together. Much
has been said in recent years about a
lack of bipartisanship in the Senate,
but there is an issue before us today
that I believe all Members agree on,
and certainly Senator LIEBERMAN and I
do. We need to be sure that we care
adequately and generously for the
brave men and women who have lost a
loved one who served this country in
combat. We have offered together the
HEROES Act. We introduced it Monday
as S. 77, along with 20 other cosponsors.
This is an overdue and critical piece of
legislation that contemplates the
moral obligation we in the Senate owe
to our Armed Forces.

I am pleased Majority Leader BILL
FRIST has made this legislation a part
of his package of priorities for the year
and that Senator JOHN WARNER, who
chairs the Armed Services Committee,
said he will give us a prompt hearing
on the issue. I also note that Senator
DEWINE and Senator GEORGE ALLEN of
Virginia have also offered legislation
relative to this issue.

No amount of money, of course, can
ever replace the loss a family feels
when their husband, wife, son, or
daughter dies defending our country,
carrying out the policies of this Gov-
ernment as they are directed by the
Congress and the President of the
United States. But this is a wealthy
Nation, and we can and must do more
to ensure that all those who fall in de-
fense of the United States know with-
out a doubt that their loved ones will
be well taken care of—generously
taken care of.

Earlier this month, on a trip to Iraaq,
I flew from Baghdad to Kuwait aboard
a C-130 about 9:30 at night. It was a
very somber trip because traveling
with us were two flag-draped coffins,
the remains of soldiers who had given
their lives for their country. They are
doing this too often. They are doing
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this true to the mission we ask of them
and to the fellowship and the spirit and
the courage of the units with which
they serve. As those coffins were re-
moved from the aircraft—and I saw all
the service people who were at the air-
port that night spontaneously come
out to be there to show their respect—
it reminded me, once again, that this
legislation is important. This grateful
Nation needs to be generous to those
who have served.

The families are not coming to us.
They are not asking and demanding
more money and more benefits. They
have always borne the cost and hard-
ship of military service silently, proud-
ly, and steadfastly. However, those of
us with the power to enact change
must ensure that we are adequately
meeting our responsibilities as a people
to those families who serve us. The HE-
ROES Act will do that, and it should
move through this Congress as expedi-
tiously as possible to final passage.

I am also pleased to announce this
legislation has resonated with various
organizations that work to ensure the
best services and benefits for our vet-
erans. They have read the HEROES Act
and decided that this is the right thing
to do for our Armed Forces. As of this
afternoon, the 380,000 members of the
Military Officers Association of Amer-
ica, the 2.4 million members of the Vet-
erans of Foreign Wars, and the 2.8 mil-
lion members strong of the American
Legion and the National Military Fam-
ilies Association have all voiced their
unqualified support for this legislation.
I am proud to have their backing, and
I ask unanimous consent that their let-
ters be printed in the RECORD.

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

VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS
OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, January 24, 2005.
Hon. JEFF SESSIONS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR SESSIONS: On behalf of the
2.4 million members of the Veterans of For-
eign Wars of the United States and our La-
dies Auxiliary, I would like to offer our sup-
port for “The HEROES Act of 2005,” legisla-
tion that would amend Title 10 and Title 38,
United States Code, to improve benefits for
the families of deceased members of the
Armed Forces.

As the number of servicemen and women
killed in the war on terror continues, it is
imperative that we recognize the need to
provide not only emotional support to their
families, but much-needed financial assist-
ance during this troubling time.

By increasing the current $12,000 military
death gratuity payment to $100,000, your leg-
islation will stand by the Federal govern-
ment’s promise to take care of those left be-
hind when a servicemember dies in the line
of duty. We also applaud the bill’s proposal
that would increase the Servicemembers
Group Life Insurance (SGLI) maximum ben-
efit from $250,000 to $400,000. VF'W resolution
642, passed at our National Convention in
August, calls for legislation to improve the
SGLI benefit; an increase we believe is long
overdue.

Once again, thank you for introducing leg-
islation that will help ensure that those fam-
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ilies that have lost a loved one in the name
of freedom receive the support and financial
assistance that truly demonstrates our ap-
preciation for those who sacrificed all.

We look forward to working with you and
your staff on this legislation. As always,
thank you for your continued support of
America’s veterans.

Sincerely,
DENNIS CULLINAN,
National Legislative Service.
THE AMERICAN LEGION,
Washington, DC, January 25, 2005.
Hon. JEFF SESSIONS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR SESSIONS: On behalf of the
2.8 million members of The American Le-
gion, I would like to express our full support
for the Honoring Every Requirement of Ex-
emplary Act of 2006/ HEROES Act of 2005. The
initiatives outlined in this bill will greatly
assist the families and loved ones of service-
men and women who died in combat.

The American Legion supports the aug-
mentation of the lump-sum death benefit
and the maximum payout from life insurance
to families of soldiers killed in combat. For
those who have made the ultimate sacrifice
in defense of our freedoms, this act goes far
to ease the hardships incurred by those fami-
lies. However, The American Legion believes
the benefits of this act should be extended to
the families of all our servicemen and
women Kkilled in the service of the nation.

Once again, The American Legion fully
supports Honoring Every Requirement of Ex-
emplary Act of 2006/ HEROES Act of 2005. The
American Legion appreciates your continued
leadership in addressing the issues that are
important to veterans, members of the
Armed Forces and their families.

Sincerely,
STEVE A. ROBERTSON,
Director,
National Legislative Commission.

NATIONAL MILITARY FAMILY ASSOCIATION.

The National Military Family Association
thanks Senator Jeff Sessions and Senator
Joe Lieberman for their active interest in
the well being of our military families
should the unthinkable happen. NMFA is
grateful for the recognition in The HEROES
Act of 2005 that the election of insurance is
a family decision and for including a provi-
sion to ensure that spouses are included in
that important decision.

For the family members of a fallen
servicemember, NMFA knows that there is
no way to compensate them for their loss,
only to help them prepare for their future.
We strongly believe that all servicemember’s
deaths should be treated equally.
Servicemembers are on duty 24 hours a day,
7 days a week, 365 days a year. Through their
oath, each servicemember’s commitment is
the same. The survivor benefit package
should not create inequities by awarding dif-
ferent benefits to families who lose a
servicemember in a hostile zone versus those
who lose their loved one in a training mis-
sion preparing for service in a hostile zone.
To the family, there is no difference. NMFA
therefore supports proposals for improve-
ments to the survivor benefit package that
are consistent with our philosophy that all
active duty deaths be treated equally. We en-
courage Members of Congress to examine the
total package with the goal of recognizing
the service and sacrifice of the
servicemember and family and providing
compensation that promotes the financial
stability of the family.

KATHLEEN B. MOAKLER,
Deputy Director, Government Relations.
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