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jobs in the hospitality industry or for 
craft work in construction or manufac-
turing. 

I begrudge no one the desire to come 
to the United States to make a better 
life for themselves. My grandparents 
did that, and so did my wife’s mother. 
I certainly hope the economy will grow 
fast enough that we will need addi-
tional workers, but our first responsi-
bility is to our own people. We cannot 
sustain the American dream if we do 
not provide opportunity for all Ameri-
cans, including those who do not or 
cannot go to college. I can think of 
nothing more likely to cause conflict 
and division, and raise the ugly specter 
of ethnic prejudice than making mil-
lions of Americans compete against 
foreign workers, sometimes in eco-
nomic recessions, for the jobs their 
families need to make ends meet. 

Congress should be willing to in-
crease legal immigration where our 
employers have proven needs that our 
own workers cannot meet. I believe 
such shortage exists today in certain 
parts of the economy, such as agri-
culture, and I would be willing to con-
sider increases in the current limits in 
those areas. But that decision should 
be made on the basis of evidence, not 
speculation, and Congress should make 
it carefully and for short periods of 
time rather than guessing what the 
labor situation will be 10 or 20 years 
from now. 

These decisions we are considering 
today matter. They affect the lives of 
millions of our people who rightly ex-
pect that we will look out for their in-
terests, not make them feel guilty 
about their legitimate concerns for 
themselves and their loved ones. More-
over, the legal immigration provisions 
in the bill will cost our taxpayers $54 
billion over the next 10 years. That fact 
is not disputed, even by the sponsors of 
the bill. Because of the deficit, our 
health care programs are under pres-
sure. Congress is begrudging disaster 
relief to our farmers. The Nation’s 
transportation infrastructure is under-
funded, and some are proposing to re-
duce the defense budget or increase 
taxes. I simply cannot understand why, 
at a time like this, Congress would un-
dertake an additional budgetary com-
mitment of this magnitude to foreign 
workers our economy may not even 
need. 

Finally, I oppose the bill because it 
does very little to fix the current legal 
immigration system. The great irony 
of this whole debate is that it has fo-
cused largely on the wrong problem. If 
we want to help the economy and pro-
vide justice to immigrants, we should 
concentrate first on making our cur-
rent programs at least minimally 
workable. 

As Senators are probably aware, 
there are significant backlogs in our 
current system due to the sheer vol-
ume of aliens eligible to legally immi-
grate to the United States. As of De-
cember 31, 2003, the U.S. Customs and 
Immigration Service, that is the 

USCIS, reported 5.3 million immigrant 
petitions pending. USCIS decreased the 
number of immigrant petitions by 24 
percent by the end of fiscal year 2004— 
that is a pretty good job—but they still 
had 4.1 million petitions pending. 
Every new applicant who is not an im-
mediate relative of a U.S. citizen must 
go to the end of lines that vary in 
length according to country, the pro-
spective immigrant’s relationship to 
their American sponsor, and profes-
sion. 

According to the State Department, 
experienced laborers from India face a 
5-year wait for a visa, while Filipino 
siblings of Americans wait more than 
22 years. 

In my office, we live with this prob-
lem with the current immigration sys-
tem every day. I have five caseworkers 
who spend parts of each day in re-
sponse to constituent requests, assist-
ing those who actually claim a legal 
right to enter our country. These pro-
spective immigrants have respected 
our laws. They and their Missouri 
sponsors spend large amounts of time 
and money trying to navigate the ex-
isting system. We have almost 200 
pending cases in our office alone. 

They include Missourians who want 
to adopt children from abroad, foreign 
doctors who want to work in rural 
areas where they are desperately need-
ed, and world renowned researchers 
who want to bring their knowledge to 
the United States. These people have a 
right to immigrate under the current 
laws. Yet the bill does nothing for 
them. In fact, the bill makes their situ-
ation worse because it puts them at the 
back of the line. The bill inevitably 
means that the time and attention of 
the Immigration Service will be spent 
processing the applications of undocu-
mented workers and administering a 
vague new guest worker program for 70 
million to 90 million people, rather 
than on the cases of legal immigrants 
which, in some cases, have been pend-
ing for years. 

What I have just said is the answer to 
those who claim this bill is necessary 
because it is the only practical solu-
tion to our current situation. Mr. 
President, anybody even marginally fa-
miliar with our current legal immigra-
tion system knows that it is in dis-
array. I honor the work of our border 
agents, but the reality is that our ex-
isting border security system is in 
every respect inadequate. I recognize 
that many diligent government work-
ers are trying to process the claims of 
legal immigrants, but here again, they 
and the system are overwhelmed, even 
in trying to administer the current 
complicated visa system. The idea that 
our current immigration infrastructure 
can take on the real job of border secu-
rity, process a multitiered amnesty 
program for 10 million to 12 million il-
legal aliens, and administer the claims 
of 70 million to 90 million new immi-
grants, in addition to its current re-
sponsibilities, is sheer fantasy. And to 
argue in favor of this bill on the 

grounds that it is a practical solution 
to anything shows how far from reality 
the proponents of this legislation have 
really traveled. 

Mr. President, I suppose there are 
many in Missouri who support this bill, 
and I know many Senators have 
worked hard to come up with this leg-
islation. But in the last month, I have 
received over 4,000 calls, e-mails, and 
letters urgently in opposition to this 
measure before us, and I think a word 
should be spoken on behalf of the con-
cerns of those constituents. They are 
not paranoid because, in a world of ter-
rorism, they want the border under 
control. They are not ungenerous be-
cause they worry about jobs for them-
selves and their children. And they are 
not less progressive than Washington 
opinionmakers because they believe in 
the sovereign right of a democratic 
people who decide who and who 
shouldn’t become a resident of this 
country. 

The Senate had a chance to pass a 
good bill, a bill that secured the bor-
der, that fixed the system of legal im-
migration, that developed the bio-
metrics our border security and immi-
gration agents need to enforce the law 
that stops the coyotes and the fly-by- 
night employers from circumventing 
the law and paying cash to unlawful 
workers. The Senate has fumbled that 
chance. I suppose this bill will pass, 
based on the votes we have had in the 
last week or so. My hope is that in con-
ference with the House, the Senate will 
agree to a commonsense bill that I can 
support, one that respects the balance 
which the American people want, are 
waiting for, and have the right to ex-
pect. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
f 

CHANGE OF VOTE 
Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, on roll-

call vote 140, I was recorded as voting 
nay. My intention was to vote yea. 
Therefore, I ask unanimous consent 
that I be permitted to change my vote 
since it will not affect the outcome. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
f 

IMMIGRATION REFORM 
Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I want 

to follow up on the comments of my 
friend from Missouri as he leaves the 
Chamber and just to acknowledge and 
to second his comments. He said we are 
indebted to those who work so hard to 
try to piece together this compromise 
legislation, and I agree. We will attack 
a lot of difficult issues this year—we 
already have—and I think few of them 
are more difficult than the one that we 
have been working with this week, last 
week, last month, and we will probably 
be dealing with in the months to come 
to try to hammer out a final bill to 
send to the President for his consider-
ation. 

Let me just make a couple of obser-
vations. First of all, let me say I am 
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told that last week some 10,000 people 
came across our borders illegally. We 
understand that roughly 10,000 will 
come across our borders illegally this 
week. Roughly another 10,000 will enter 
this country illegally next week. Some 
people have suggested amnesty is the 
answer. I don’t believe that it is. 

We have heard it said on this floor 
today, and I will say it again tonight, 
simply providing amnesty sends the 
wrong signal to a lot of folks. It sends 
the wrong signal to people who live 
south of our country who, if they come 
in illegally, eventually we will let stay. 
It also sends the wrong signal, in my 
view, to people who are waiting—in 
some cases for years—to become legal 
residents or citizens of this country 
and who, even though they have been 
trying to play by the rules, we let 
other folks come in ahead of them who 
have not played by the rules. I think 
that is wrong. 

What I think we need to do is to take 
an approach similar to that which we 
are taking here as we debate this legis-
lation and amend this legislation and, I 
hope, improve on this legislation. We 
need a policy that is tough. We need an 
immigration policy that is smart. We 
need an immigration policy that is 
comprehensive. 

I agree with many of my colleagues, 
including my friend from Missouri who 
has just spoken. I believe it begins with 
tougher borders, tougher border secu-
rity. We have seen an increase in the 
number of Border Patrol who man our 
borders along the border of the United 
States and Mexico. I am told we have 
seen between 1995 and 2005 a doubling 
of the number of Border Patrol who pa-
trol that area. Meanwhile, between 2001 
and this year, we have seen a drop by 
almost a third of the folks who are ap-
prehended coming into this country il-
legally. That makes no sense. 

I think in terms of being on the bor-
der, we may need more Border Patrol. 
We are certainly voting for more Bor-
der Patrol, and I think that is the right 
step. But it is also important that the 
folks to whom we assign these respon-
sibilities do a better job of tightening 
the borders and apprehending those 
who attempt to come through illegally. 

The President proposed—and we have 
signed off on it—the deployment of Na-
tional Guard troops along our border to 
work in conjunction with Border Pa-
trol. I support that. As an old com-
mander in chief of the Delaware Na-
tional Guard for 8 years, I believe the 
National Guard can play a constructive 
role here. 

One idea that I think makes sense is 
sort of a synergistic approach. We have 
a number of Air National Guard units 
around the country that have for their 
aircraft that they work with, they have 
pilotless drones. And I could see using 
several squadrons of those pilotless 
drones along our border to supplement 
the Border Patrol, to make them more 
effective, to put into the air these air-
craft that can detect the movement of 
individuals, of vehicles moving toward 

our border. They are effective in the 
daytime and at night with infrared 
technology. I think that is a smart use 
of our National Guard and provides the 
kind of synergy that I think we ought 
to be looking for in deploying along 
our border for maybe a 12-month pe-
riod. 

I know some people are uncomfort-
able with the notion of building a fence 
along any portion of our border with 
Mexico. I have traveled to Israel and 
seen a fence being built throughout 
that country, the intention of which is 
to protect the Israelis from terrorists. 
And I know some people are offended 
by the construction of that fence. Per-
sonally, I am not. I am not offended by 
the notion of a fence along portions of 
our border with Mexico. I don’t know 
that it makes sense, dollars and cents, 
to construct a fence along the entire 
2,000-mile border of the United States 
and Mexico. But there may be 
stretches, several hundreds of miles, 
maybe 300, 400 miles where a fence is 
cost effective, or where a fence can 
complement and enhance the ability of 
our Border Patrol, the ability of our 
Guard units to provide the kind of bal-
ance and deterrence that we need. 

With respect to technology, tech-
nology can be a great help to us. Un-
manned aircraft is just one example. 
Also, simply better identification that 
would be awarded to people when they 
come here legally, whether it is as a 
guest worker or on a more permanent 
working basis, to provide them with 
identification that is, as best we can 
make it, tamper-proof. 

I am reminded every time I go 
through the security checkpoints at 
airports, waiting to get through the 
checkpoints to get on a plane, I see 
people, usually crew members, who 
simply go to the front of the line. They 
go through quickly, and in many cases 
they have their own identification. 
Maybe they have biometrics. It may in-
volve fingerprints, eyes, retinal scans. 
They can get through quickly. 

I read recently, I think it was in 
Business Week, of that kind of identi-
fication that may become available 
commercially to folks who are willing 
to put out $100 or so, maybe less than 
that, in order to get identification that 
is pretty much tamper-proof, that 
would really say that whoever pos-
sesses this identification is indeed the 
person they profess to be. That is the 
kind of technology I think we need. 

We need more detention beds. The 
idea that somebody shows up from 
Mexico, and we simply take them back 
to Mexico, that is fine. But if they hap-
pen to be from Guatemala or Honduras 
or Peru or Chile, we simply take them 
to a detention center. We have beds, we 
put them in that detention center to 
await an arraignment hearing. If we 
don’t have beds, we say: Come back in 
a week or a month or two or three. We 
release them on their own recog-
nizance, and we shouldn’t be surprised 
that a lot of times they don’t come 
back. I don’t think we should expect 
them to come back. 

We need more detention beds, and 
rather than simply turning people 
loose, knowing that they are unlikely 
to show up, we ought to be—we ought 
to be—smarter than that. Part of the 
solution is more detention beds. 

Another aspect of a comprehensive 
law is to better enforce, to rigorously 
enforce the laws that we have on the 
books and to strengthen them with re-
spect to employers who knowingly hire 
folks who are here illegally. If you look 
at the number of prosecutions over the 
last half dozen or so years, it is pitiful 
in terms of the employers we know are 
doing something illegal, that they are 
not doing the right work in making 
sure that the folks who are working for 
them are here lawfully. The employers 
aren’t doing it, and, frankly, we 
haven’t been doing much about it. We 
need to be tougher on that. This bill 
calls for that. But the best laws, the 
toughest penalties on the books are no 
better than the enforcement. In fact, 
we need much better enforcement. 

The President has been a big advo-
cate of a guest worker program. I think 
he was calling for 400,000 guest workers 
this year, next year, the year after 
that. I think we have significantly 
scaled back the scope of that guest 
worker program. I think it is accept-
able that it be a small portion of a 
comprehensive bill, but not as the 
President earlier suggested as really 
the centerpiece. 

Let me say a word or two about the 
10 million or 12 million people who are 
here illegally, what to do with them. I 
know we have some who say just send 
them all back, line them up, put them 
on a bus or an airplane and send them 
back where they came from. I don’t un-
derstand how practical that is. I under-
stand the sentiment some feel in want-
ing to do that. What we are suggesting 
in this bill is we take an approach for 
people who have been here illegally, 
violated our laws, done so repeatedly, 
either committed a felony or multiple 
misdemeanors—that is it. They don’t 
have a chance to stay here, no chance 
to be on a probationary period for 6 
years or six decades and work their 
way toward citizenship. That is how it 
should be. 

On the other hand, folks who have 
been here for 5 years or more, they 
worked, essentially they abided by the 
laws as a citizen here, they paid 
taxes—if those people are willing to 
serve an additional probationary period 
for 6 years or more, continue to work, 
continue to pay taxes, stay out of trou-
ble with the law, to learn English, to 
pay a substantial fine—and frankly the 
size of that fine continues to grow; we 
grew it further tonight to be some-
where in excess of $3,000—folks who are 
willing to abide by the conditions of 
that kind of probation and do so reli-
giously, year after year for half a dozen 
years or more, they have a chance to 
work their way toward citizenship. 

Similarly, for those who have been 
here from 2 to 5 years, they would have 
a chance if they are willing to go back 
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and come into this country through a 
couple of dozen entry points along the 
border, to get valid identification so we 
know who they are and we know they 
are here, that they, too, after a period 
of time would have a chance to enter 
the same kind of 6-year probationary 
period, abide by the law, pay taxes, 
work, pay a fine, learn English—those 
kinds of things. If they do those things, 
they, too, would have a chance to work 
toward citizenship. 

For people who have been here less 
than 2 years or people who violated our 
laws, violated our laws repeatedly, 
they are out of luck. They will go back 
to where they came from, and ulti-
mately, if they have not been 
lawbreakers, they would have a chance 
to reapply. I don’t think their chances 
of getting back here any time soon 
would be good. 

The last thing, I say it is not in this 
bill and I think it is unfortunate that 
it is not—they talked about it in our 
caucus, and there has been some seri-
ous discussion about whether we ought 
to raise the minimum wage in our 
country. We raised the minimum wage 
when I was Governor. I think 20 or so 
States have done so, ahead of the Na-
tion. It has been 20 years or more since 
we raised it. To the extent we actually 
pay people a better wage in this coun-
try, we encourage more Americans to 
do these jobs which allegedly Ameri-
cans will not do, which only foreigners 
are willing to do. Unfortunately, that 
increase in the minimum wage is not 
going to be part of this bill. I think 
that is probably a mistake, but it is 
what it is. 

In closing, at least with respect to 
immigration tonight, I again want to 
say it is not good when 10,000 people 
are coming across our borders last 
week, this week, next week. Amnesty 
is not the answer. I believe the answer 
is legislation that is tough, that is 
smart, that is comprehensive, that be-
gins with a heavy focus on making our 
borders more secure, enforcing the laws 
that are supposed to be in effect with 
respect to employers who knowingly 
hire illegal aliens, trying to make sure 
the identification folks bring to this 
country to demonstrate to employers— 
that we better ensure it is tamper- 
proof and we use technology to do that 
sort of thing. 

There are a couple of outcomes that 
could come out of our work here. We 
are going to take up this bill tomorrow 
with some final amendments, and we 
will vote on whether to pass it and to 
go to conference with the House, which 
has a somewhat different bill, as we 
know. It is not a comprehensive bill 
but a bill not without some virtue. 

I think we will have a chance to pass 
this bill tomorrow and go to con-
ference. There are some people saying 
today in our own cloakroom there is no 
way we are ever going to get a com-
promise out of a conference with the 
House. We may pass this bill, but that 
will be pretty much the end of it. They 
may be right. I hope they are wrong. 

Maybe among the outcomes here, 
maybe the worst would be to pass a bad 
bill and send the President a bad bill he 
might sign. That would be a mistake. 

Almost as great a mistake as that 
would be, I believe, would be to do 
nothing and to leave here this year 
having not addressed our problems and 
to know that people are going to con-
tinue to stream into this country ille-
gally. In most cases, they are just folks 
who want to come to work. In some 
cases, they are people who are crimi-
nals. Maybe in some cases, they are 
people who would come here as terror-
ists. That is just unacceptable. 

I am, frankly, proud of the Senate 
and the work we have done. I think in 
a way the center has sort of come to-
gether and held. The center has held 
with respect to this bill and sort of re-
jecting extreme views on either side. I 
find that encouraging. 

I don’t have to say complimentary 
things about the President. I think in 
this case, in this instance, he has 
shown leadership and willingness to 
use some of that political capital he 
earned back in 2004 and I think to put 
it to pretty good use. 

f 

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES 

CORPORAL CORY PALMER 

MARINE CORPORAL SEAN BARNEY 

STEPHEN SNOWBERGER 

Mr. CARPER. I would like to change 
gears, if I could. I would like to talk 
about a place in southern Delaware, a 
place called Seaford. Most people in 
this Chamber—my guess is most people 
around the world—have never heard 
about Seaford, DE, but almost every-
body in this country and around the 
world has heard about a product called 
nylon. The first nylon plant in the 
world was built in Seaford, DE, by the 
DuPont Company, I think roughly 60 
years or so ago. It is a plant that is 
still in operation, though run by a dif-
ferent firm today. There are still close 
to 1,000 people who work there. So 
Seaford is really known in our State, 
and to the extent they are known 
around the country, as the home of the 
first nylon plant ever built in the 
world. 

Seaford is a small town. I don’t know 
exactly how many people live there 
now, but it is less than 10,000 people— 
maybe 5,000 or so. There is a lot of 
pride there, about their heritage with 
DuPont and a number of other reasons 
as well. It is in the southwestern part 
of our State, Sussex County. A number 
of people in Seaford have gone on to 
serve in the Armed Forces of our coun-
try. This month, two of our young 
Seaford natives who had gone on to 
serve in Iraq have given their lives, 
have lost their lives. A young man 
named Cory Palmer, earlier in his life, 
maybe 10 years ago, came up to the 
Governor’s house. I was hosting the 
Governors Fall Festival. We kicked off 
the Governors Fall Festival every year 
with a 5-kilometer race. I remember 

Cory and other members of his family 
running in that race with the rest of 
us. 

Earlier this month, Cory was in a 
humvee in Fallujah, with his team-
mates and the humvee exploded. It hit 
an IED, a big one, and Cory and his 
team, I think now maybe all six of 
them, at least five, have lost their 
lives. 

I had the privilege of visiting with 
Cory Palmer’s parents about 12 days 
ago. As I sat there in the living room of 
that home with Cory’s mom and dad, 
with his grandparents, siblings, I 
talked about another young man, a fel-
low who came to my attention—gosh, 6 
years ago. 

I got a phone call from Bill Bradley, 
Senator Bill Bradley, who was running 
for President. Bill Bradley called me to 
talk about a couple of guys who had 
worked in his Presidential campaign. 
He said: I am pulling out of the Presi-
dential campaign. I have several people 
in my Presidential campaign whom 
you ought to talk to as you consider 
your run for the Senate. 

One of the names he shared with me 
that day was that of Sean Barney. Sean 
Barney came to work for us and ended 
up being my research director in our 
campaign for 2001. One of the smartest 
people I have ever met, he was also one 
of the hardest working people I have 
ever met. Sean worked as a research di-
rector in our campaign. In the cam-
paign, he came early, he worked late. 
He didn’t just do it once in a while, he 
did it every day and every night. I 
think one of the reasons we were suc-
cessful in that campaign was because 
of his hard work and sort of never-say- 
die attitude. 

I got elected, came to the Senate, 
and I asked Sean if he would join us on 
my Senate staff and he said that he 
would be pleased to do that. He came 
to work in January of 2001, one of the 
first people we hired. He came on board 
as a senior legislative aide. 

I will not soon forget the day he 
came into my office and said to me, 
after 9/11, that he felt the need to do 
something more to serve our country. 
He knew that I had served in the Navy. 
He said he had always respected the 
service that I had to my country dur-
ing the Vietnam war and later on in 
the Cold War. He said he felt the need 
to do that kind of thing as well. 

Sean was then in his mid- to late 20s. 
I said: Sean, you served your country 
already. You do a great job of serving 
Delaware, you serve your country, you 
do it right here in the Senate, and we 
are lucky that you do. Why don’t you 
just stay here with us and continue the 
service you perform and perform so 
well? 

Just like in the campaign where he 
came early, worked late, in the Senate 
he was just the same. He had a whole 
range of issues, from tax policy, budget 
policy, Social Security, Medicare—he 
didn’t take the easy issues, he took the 
tough issues. He came early, worked 
late. He had a great sense of humor, 
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