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IMMIGRATION 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, yesterday 
marked another day of peaceful, dig-
nified rallies all over the country in 
support of comprehensive immigration 
reform. In fact, in Los Angeles, at the 
direction and suggestion of Cardinal 
Mahoney, many people stayed at work 
and at school. At his request, people 
met later in the day. Hundreds of thou-
sands of people met at 5:30 p.m. in the 
day to talk about why it is important 
that we have peaceful, very powerful 
demonstrations. The reason: They un-
derscore the need for Congress to pass 
a strong, comprehensive immigration 
reform bill. 

Last Friday, I had the privilege of 
discussing this subject with Cardinal 
Mahoney, the archbishop of Los Ange-
les, and Cardinal McCarrick, the arch-
bishop of Washington. For me, it was a 
very moving meeting. I appreciated the 
chance to visit with these two kind, 
thoughtful, and spiritual men. Both of 
them have been tremendous leaders on 
the issue of immigration. We all agreed 
that it is of utmost importance for 
Congress to move forward with the im-
migration reform bill this year as soon 
as possible. 

Last week, I also had the opportunity 
to meet with a number of other Sen-
ators at the White House with Presi-
dent Bush. As I said after that meet-
ing, I am not in the habit of patting 
the President on the back, but he de-
served credit—and I said so publicly— 
for calling us together and for hosting 
a good bipartisan meeting. My hope is 
that this will continue. 

I made clear to the President that 
Senators on this side of the aisle are 
committed to comprehensive immigra-
tion reform. I pledged to work with the 
President and the majority leader, as I 
have in the past, in a bipartisan way on 
this very important issue. 

Every day we fail to fix the immigra-
tion system, it gets worse. I have said 
many times our current immigration 
system is broken, and it is. We sup-
posedly fixed it 20 years ago, and in the 
process we have 11 million or 12 million 
illegal immigrants. We didn’t do a good 
job of fixing it. We must do better. We 
must have a cohesive, coordinated ef-
fort to strengthen border security, cre-
ate legal mechanisms for American 
companies to hire essential temporary 
employees, and encourage the 11 mil-
lion or 12 million undocumented immi-
grants in our country to come out of 
the shadows and be part of America. 
We need to know who these people are 
and make sure they are productive, 
law-abiding, taxpaying members of the 
community. We must also have proper 
employer sanction enforcement so that 
employers do not hire undocumented 
aliens with impunity. That is so impor-
tant. 

But the question remains: How will 
we move forward in the Senate? Prior 
to the Easter recess, I tried, we tried to 
get agreement on the number of 
amendments. We couldn’t. The best we 
could get is there were at least 2 dozen. 

I tried to get an agreement on con-
ference and couldn’t do that. 

Why is conference important? As we 
learned even in high school, when the 
Senate passes a bill and the House 
passes a bill on the same subject, the 
two bodies must meet and work out 
their differences. In the past, those 
have been public meetings where the 
two sides got together and worked out 
their differences. In recent years, with 
this Republican-dominated Congress 
and the President in the White House, 
conference committees have not been 
held. The Republican members of a par-
ticular committee meet in private with 
the leadership and come back with 
whatever they want, ignoring the mi-
nority. So that is why it is important 
we have some agreement on con-
ference. 

Over the Easter recess, I sent a letter 
to the distinguished majority leader, 
my counterpart, urging him to bring 
the immigration bill back before the 
full Senate at the earliest possible 
time. I expressed my view that the 
Senate should resume the immigration 
debate immediately after we completed 
work on the emergency supplemental 
appropriations bill. That bill is going 
to be completed this week, as we heard 
from the majority leader. 

I continue to believe that such a 
schedule makes a lot of sense. Few 
other issues are as important and no 
other is as ripe for Senate debate as 
this issue. Surely, we can pass com-
prehensive immigration legislation be-
fore the Memorial Day recess. But to 
accomplish that goal, the majority 
leader and I need to reach an agree-
ment on the process for completing de-
bate. 

There are two basic elements to such 
an agreement: the number of amend-
ments and an understanding about how 
the bill will be handled in conference 
with the House. 

Opponents of reform and fairness 
have filed hundreds of amendments—it 
is estimated about 500 amendments—to 
weaken or kill this comprehensive im-
migration legislation. We Democrats 
are prepared to debate and vote on 
some of these amendments, but there 
must be a finite number of amend-
ments. Before we start the debate, we 
must know how many amendments 
there are. 

I have made clear to the majority 
leader that I am flexible on that num-
ber. As I said previously, prior to 
Easter, I suggested three amendments 
per side. As I indicated earlier, I was 
told there were at least 2 dozen. We 
were unable to reach agreement before 
the recess. 

So today I suggest we vote on 10 
amendments per side. That is 20. We 
can have second-degree amendments 
and, as we have done in recent history, 
we can have side by sides. That imme-
diately balloons up to 40, and possibly, 
with side by sides for each of those, 80. 
I don’t think there is any chance that 
would happen, but it is certainly pos-
sible if someone wanted to be mis-

chievous. I am willing to start with 
that number, 10 amendments per side. 

I think this is the right way to do it, 
but this bill has not had the blessing of 
the majority in moving forward. This 
bill is going to take some time to fin-
ish. It is not going to be finished in a 
couple days. I hope we can finish it in 
a couple weeks, but there is no guar-
antee of that. But we are willing to 
work through this. 

As important as the number of 
amendments is what happens in con-
ference, no question about that. With 
the Republicans in the House having 
passed a bill making all undocumented 
immigrants felons—felons—with the 
House majority leader publicly dis-
missing the Senate’s bill, and with the 
House Judiciary Committee chairman 
serving as sponsor of the felon provi-
sion in the House legislation—listen to 
what Chairman SENSENBRENNER said on 
the House floor. Basically, he said the 
White House originally proposed the 
idea to criminalize the undocumented 
status of these people. This is from 
Chairman SENSENBRENNER: 

At the administration’s request, the base 
bill makes unlawful presence a crime, such 
as unlawful entry already is. This change 
makes sense. Aliens who have disregarded 
our laws by overstaying their visas to re-
main in the United States illegally should be 
just as culpable as aliens who have broken 
our laws to enter and remain here illegally. 

Again, at the administration’s re-
quest, says Chairman SENSENBRENNER. 
A few days ago, on April 16, a White 
House source confirmed this statement 
in the L.A. Times as being accurate. 

Does everyone understand why I am 
a little concerned, a little suspicious? 
We have the House passing a bill de-
claring these immigrants as felons, and 
we are told by the chairman of the 
House committee that the idea came 
from the White House, and we have the 
majority leader in the House saying he 
doesn’t like our bill. So we must have 
some agreement, and we need it soon. 
Time is a-wastin’, for lack of a better 
description. It is imperative we have a 
firm agreement on whom the conferees 
will be, whom the participants will be, 
before we move the bill forward. As I 
have said in the past, membership 
would consist of Democrats and Repub-
licans on the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee—10 Republicans, 8 Democrats— 
and the Republicans would have a 2- 
vote majority. However, if the distin-
guished majority leader has an alter-
native proposal that will protect the 
completion of a fair conference, I will 
listen, as will Senator LEAHY, the 
ranking member of the Judiciary Com-
mittee. 

We cannot allow the House to hijack 
this bill and destroy the Senate Judici-
ary Committee’s bipartisan work. 
Under these unusual circumstances, 
conference protections are indispen-
sable. There are many kinds of possible 
conference protections. I have indi-
cated the most straightforward way is 
to appoint the members of the Judici-
ary Committee as conferees. The con-
cept of sending a full committee to 
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conference is hardly unprecedented. In 
fact, it happens all the time. The Pre-
siding Officer here for years was chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee, 
and I met with him when he was chair-
man and I ranking member on many 
occasions when we had the full Appro-
priations Committee there. It has hap-
pened with Armed Services. They typi-
cally send their entire membership to 
conference. The Judiciary Committee 
has done the same on prior occasions. 

One way or another, it is crucial that 
this bill be the product of bipartisan 
consensus. This is how people feel 
around the country, not only Members 
of this Senate. Not many feet from 
here, on Friday, I was at a press con-
ference in which Cardinal McCarrick 
and Cardinal Mahony participated. 
Cardinal Mahony said to everyone 
within the sound of his voice: There 
must be protections in conference. 

I hope we can work together toward 
adequate assurances that the Senate’s 
delicate compromise, bipartisan com-
promise, will not be filibustered by 
amendment or decided or blown apart 
in the dark of night without a real con-
gressional conference. 

Immigration reform is vital to Amer-
ica’s national security. We have an ob-
ligation to act. I look forward to the 
Senate resuming this important debate 
as soon as possible and I would hope 
the minute we finish this supplemental 
appropriations bill. I look forward to 
the distinguished majority leader and I 
making a proposal to the body so that 
we can move forward on this issue. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
f 

IRAQ REDEPLOYMENT 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, our 
country desperately needs a new vision 
for strengthening our national secu-
rity, and I believe it starts by rede-
ploying our U.S. forces from Iraq and 
refocusing our attention on the global 
terrorist threats that face us. I filed an 
amendment that requires the redeploy-
ment of U.S. forces from Iraq by De-
cember 31, 2006. Unfortunately, the 
Senate will not be given the oppor-
tunity to vote on this amendment if we 
invoke cloture on the emergency sup-
plemental bill we will be considering 
shortly. 

I am afraid this body has failed time 
and time again to debate the direction 
of our country’s policy in Iraq. Three 
years ago, the President landed on an 
aircraft carrier and, as we all remem-
ber, declared ‘‘Mission Accomplished’’ 
in Iraq. Today, with thousands of lives 
lost and billions of dollars spent, we 
are still no closer to a policy that lifts 
the burden from our troops and tax-
payers and actually makes our country 
safer from the terrorist networks that 
seek to hurt us. 

By failing to discuss alternatives to 
the administration’s failed Iraq policy, 
we have let down this institution and 
our constituents. We simply cannot 
continue to avoid asking the tough 
questions about Iraq. We should not be 

appropriating billions of dollars for 
Iraq without debating and demanding a 
strategy to complete our military mis-
sion there, not when the lives of our 
soldiers and the safety of our country 
are at risk. 

Our military has performed hero-
ically in Iraq, but the continued and 
indefinite presence of large U.S. forces 
there significantly weakens our ability 
to fight the global terrorism networks 
that threaten us today. 

That is why I filed an amendment re-
quiring the Pentagon to draw up a 
flexible time line for redeployment of 
U.S. forces from Iraq by the end of this 
year. The President has repeatedly 
failed to spell out for the American 
people when we can expect our troops 
to redeploy from Iraq. He has refused 
to provide a vision for ending our mili-
tary mission in Iraq, and as a result a 
growing majority of Americans have 
lost confidence in our purpose, our di-
rection, and our presence in Iraq. 

Last August, I proposed a target date 
for withdrawal when I suggested U.S. 
troops leave Iraq by the end of 2006. 
This amendment in part reflects the 
fact that the administration has made 
no progress—no progress whatsoever— 
in developing a clear vision for ending 
our military mission, redeploying U.S. 
troops from Iraq, and refocusing on the 
real national security threats that face 
our country. 

My amendment spells out what an in-
creasing number of military intel-
ligence and diplomatic officials have 
been saying for a very long time: that 
a massive and seemingly indefinite 
U.S. presence in Iraq is destabilizing 
and potentially damaging to Iraqi ef-
forts to rebuild their government and 
their country. Our presence in some 
ways is generating instability in Iraq, 
and the less we make it clear that our 
intent is to leave and to leave now, our 
presence can become more harmful 
than it is helpful. 

More important, though, is the fact 
that our current Iraq policy is making 
the United States weaker, not strong-
er. We need to redeploy U.S. forces 
from Iraq because, as a result of our 
current costly and burdensome pres-
ence in Iraq, we are unable to direct 
our resources worldwide to defeat the 
wide and growing network of terrorist 
organizations that seek to harm Amer-
icans and America. This administra-
tion has compounded its misguided de-
cision to wage war in Iraq by refusing 
to recognize the consequences of its ac-
tions, the tremendous cost to our brave 
troops and their loved ones, the drain 
on our financial resources, and the bur-
den on our Nation’s national security 
sources and infrastructure, which are 
unable to focus on new and emerging 
threats to our country. 

I don’t have to point very far to show 
how imbalanced and burdensome are 
our policies in Iraq. While we have 
spent, according to the Congressional 
Research Service, upwards of $6 billion 
per week during Operation Iraqi Free-
dom and $1.3 billion per week during 

Operation Enduring Freedom, we are 
spending a little more than $2 million— 
$2 million—annually—not weekly, an-
nually—in Somalia, a known haven for 
terrorists and criminals and a true 
threat to our national security. This 
supplemental appropriation, if passed, 
will increase the cost of this war to 
$320 billion, and rising. 

This is simply unsustainable, and be-
cause the President has failed to pro-
vide us with any semblance of a vision 
for when our troops will be redeployed, 
we can expect more of the same in 
years to come; that is, unless the Con-
gress finally requires the administra-
tion to develop an Iraq strategy that 
includes a flexible time line for rede-
ploying our troops by the end of 2006. 
My amendment recognizes the need to 
maintain a minimal level of U.S. forces 
in Iraq beyond 2006. Those forces will 
be needed for engaging directly and 
targeting counterterrorism activities, 
training Iraq in security forces, and 
protecting essential U.S. infrastructure 
and personnel. 

It is time for Members of Congress to 
stand up to an administration that 
continues to lead us astray on what has 
become an extremely costly and mis-
taken war. We need to hold this admin-
istration accountable for its neglect of 
urgent national security priorities in 
favor of staying a flawed policy course 
in Iraq. We need to tell the administra-
tion that it can’t continue to send our 
men and women in uniform into harm’s 
way without a clear and convincing 
strategy for success. 

Some have suggested that we should 
tie our military presence in Iraq to 
whether Iraqis are able to form a unity 
government. While I share their frus-
tration with the status quo, I think the 
decisions about troop presence should 
be based on what is best for our coun-
try’s national security. Making deci-
sions about our troop levels contingent 
on a political solution in Iraq doesn’t 
make sense. Our troops should not be 
held hostage to the failure to bring 
about a political solution in Iraq. 

So here is the bottom line: We need 
to refocus on fighting and defeating the 
terrorist network that attacked this 
country on September 11, 2001, and that 
means placing our Iraq policy in the 
context of a global effort rather than 
letting it dominate our security strat-
egy and drain vital security resources 
for an unlimited amount of time. The 
President’s Iraq-centric policies are 
preventing us from effectively engag-
ing serious threats around the world, 
including Iran, global terrorist net-
works, and other emerging threats. We 
must change course in Iraq, and we 
must change course now. 

It is in this spirit that I filed this 
amendment to this supplemental 
spending bill. If I am not allowed a 
vote on my amendment to the supple-
mental, I can assure my colleagues 
that I will be looking for the next op-
portunity to bring this amendment to 
the floor for debate and a vote. 
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