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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
f 

IRAQ 

Mr. OBAMA. Mr. President, today in 
Iraq we sadly find ourselves at the very 
point I feared when I opposed giving 
the President the open-ended authority 
to wage this war in 2002, an occupation 
of undetermined length and undeter-
mined cost, with undetermined con-
sequences in the midst of a country 
torn by civil war. 

The American people have waited. 
The American people have been pa-
tient. We have given chance after 
chance for a resolution that has not 
come and, more importantly, watched 
with horror and grief at the tragic loss 
of thousands of brave young American 
soldiers. 

The time for waiting in Iraq is over. 
The days of our open-ended commit-
ment must come to a close. The need 
to bring this war to an end is here. 

That is why today I am introducing 
the Iraq War De-escalation Act of 2007. 
This plan would not only place a cap on 
the number of troops in Iraq and stop 
the escalation; more importantly, it 
would begin a phased redeployment of 
United States forces with the goal of 
removing all United States combat 
forces from Iraq by March 31, 2008, con-
sistent with the expectations of the bi-
partisan Iraq Study Group that the 
President has so assiduously ignored. 

The redeployment of troops to the 
United States, Afghanistan, and else-
where in the region would begin no 
later than May 1 of this year, toward 
the end of the timeframe I first pro-
posed in a speech more than 2 months 
ago. 

In a civil war where no military solu-
tion exists, this redeployment remains 
our best leverage to pressure the Iraqi 
Government to achieve the political 
settlement between its warring fac-
tions, that can slow the bloodshed and 
promote stability. My plan allows for a 
limited number of United States troops 
to remain as basic force protection, to 
engage in counterterrorism, and to 
continue the training of Iraqi security 
forces. 

If the Iraqis are successful in meeting 
the 13 benchmarks for progress laid out 
by the Bush administration itself, this 
plan also allows for the temporary sus-
pension of the redeployment, provided 
Congress agrees that the benchmarks 
have actually been met and that the 
suspension is in the national security 
interest of the United States. 

The United States military has per-
formed valiantly and brilliantly in 
Iraq. Our troops have done all we have 
asked them to do and more, but no 
amount of American soldiers can solve 
the political differences at the heart of 
somebody else’s civil war, nor settle 
the grievances in the hearts of the 
combatants. 

It is my firm belief that the respon-
sible course of action for the United 
States, for Iraq and for our troops, is to 

oppose this reckless escalation and to 
pursue a new policy. This policy I have 
laid out is consistent with what I have 
advocated for well over a year, with 
many of the recommendations of the 
bipartisan Iraq Study Group, and with 
what the American people demanded in 
the November election. 

When it comes to the war in Iraq, the 
time for promises and assurances, for 
waiting and for patience, is over. Too 
many lives have been lost and too 
many billions of dollars have been 
spent for us to trust the President on 
another tired and failed policy that is 
opposed by generals and experts, Demo-
crats and Republicans, Americans, and 
many of the Iraqis themselves. 

It is time for us to fundamentally 
change our policy. It is time to give 
the Iraqis back their country. And it is 
time to refocus America’s efforts on 
the challenges we face at home and the 
wider struggle against terror yet to be 
won. 

Thank you very much, Mr. President. 
Mr. President, 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. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MENENDEZ). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

f 

TRADE RELATIONS WITH LATIN 
AMERICA 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
to speak on the U.S. trade agenda. 
There are a number of important items 
on this year’s trade agenda, including 
reauthorization of Trade Promotion 
Authority for the President and reau-
thorizing our trade adjustment assist-
ance programs for workers who are dis-
placed by trade. I will speak on those 
priorities another day. 

Today I want to focus on our trade 
relations with our neighbors in Central 
and South America. During my chair-
manship of the Finance Committee, 
Congress passed implementing bills for 
trade agreements covering 12 coun-
tries. Out of these 12 countries, over 
half—7—are located in Latin America. 
I am pleased that Congress acted to 
strengthen our economic relations with 
Chile, the Dominican Republic, Guate-
mala, Honduras, El Salvador, Nica-
ragua, and Costa Rica, by imple-
menting our trade agreements with 
these neighbors to the south. And I 
think we should all be pleased that 
these seven countries made it a pri-
ority to develop closer economic ties 
with us and to further commit them-
selves to transparency and the rule of 
law. 

I hope that the current Congress will 
continue working to strengthen eco-
nomic relations between the United 
States and Latin America. Fortu-
nately, we already have a roadmap for 

doing so. We have concluded free trade 
agreements with Peru and Colombia, 
and we are about to sign an agreement 
with Panama. It is up to this Congress 
to pass implementing legislation for 
these agreements. Failure to do so 
would only damage our relations with 
these important allies and embolden 
other southern neighbors who are in-
creasingly hostile to the United States. 

Moreover, by implementing our trade 
agreements with Peru, Colombia, and 
Panama, we would provide an impor-
tant boost for U.S. exporters. During 
my time in the Senate, I have heard 
many of my colleagues complain that 
the global trade situation reflects an 
uneven playing field. To some extent, I 
agree. In too many cases, the duties 
imposed on U.S. exports by our trading 
partners are much higher than our du-
ties. That is certainly the situation 
with Peru, Colombia, and Panama. 
Right now, almost all imports from 
those three countries enter the United 
States duty free. Ninety percent of the 
value of our imports from Colombia 
enter duty-free. With respect to Pan-
ama, it is over 95 percent, and with re-
spect to Peru it is 97 percent. 

On the other hand, our exports to 
these countries face significant duties. 
Colombia’s tariffs generally range from 
10 to 20 percent, while those of Peru 
range from 12 to 25 percent. After Pan-
ama acceded to the World Trade Orga-
nization in 1997 its tariffs averaged 8 
percent, but since then Panama has 
raised tariffs on certain agricultural 
products. For example, Panama’s tariff 
on pork—a major Iowa product—is cur-
rently 74 percent, while its tariff on 
chicken imports is 273 percent. Now 
that is what I call a one-way street. 

This imbalance is largely the result 
of unilateral trade benefits that we ex-
tend to these nations. Panama gets 
duty-free access to our markets under 
the Caribbean Basin Initiative, while 
Peru and Colombia are eligible under 
the Andean Trade Preference Act. And 
all three are eligible under our Gener-
alized System of Preferences. 

The nonpartisan U.S. International 
Trade Commission, ITC, analyzed our 
trade agreements with Peru and Co-
lombia. The ITC concluded that these 
agreements will help to level the play-
ing field that is currently tilted 
against U.S. exporters. 

Here is what the ITC has to say about 
our trade promotion agreement with 
Peru: 

Given the substantially larger tariffs faced 
by U.S. exporters to Peru than Peruvian ex-
porters to the United States, the TPA is 
likely to result in a much larger increase in 
U.S. exports than in U.S. imports. 

The ITC goes on to state that the 
agreement will likely increase U.S. ex-
ports to Peru by 25 percent, while Pe-
ruvian exports to the United States 
will grow by 8 percent. 

The ITC’s analysis of our trade pro-
motion agreement with Colombia 
draws similar conclusions. The ITC re-
port states that: 

Colombian exporters generally face sub-
stantially lower tariffs in the U.S. market 
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than do U.S. exporters in the Colombian 
market. . . . The TPA is likely to result in a 
much larger increase in U.S. exports to Co-
lombia than in U.S. imports from Colombia. 

The ITC predicts that after imple-
menting the agreement, U.S. exports to 
Colombia will be $1.1 billion higher 
than today, and U.S. imports from Co-
lombia will be $487 million higher. 

The ITC has not yet completed its 
analysis of our trade agreement with 
Panama. But given the disparity in 
tariff levels between the United States 
and Panama, I think it is safe to as-
sume that the ITC will reach similar 
conclusions regarding the likely eco-
nomic impact of that agreement as 
well. And the benefits of these three 
trade agreements will be spread across 
all major sectors of our economy. U.S. 
agricultural producers, manufacturers, 
and service providers all stand to gain. 

According to the American Farm Bu-
reau Federation, our trade agreement 
with Peru could increase U.S. agricul-
tural exports by over $705 million an-
nually. With respect to Colombia, the 
Farm Bureau predicts that full imple-
mentation of our trade agreement will 
have an annual net benefit of over $660 
million for the U.S. agricultural sector. 
The Farm Bureau hasn’t finished its 
analysis of the impact of our trade 
agreement with Panama, but I am con-
fident that it will find major benefits 
for U.S. farmers. 

Our manufacturers stand to gain as 
well. According to the International 
Trade Commission, U.S. producers of 
machinery, chemicals, rubber, and 
plastic products will be among the big-
gest beneficiaries of these agreements. 
And Panama will eliminate tariffs on 
manufactured products within 10 years 
of implementing our trade agreement. 

U.S. service providers will also gain 
from increased trade with Peru, Colom-
bia, and Panama. Under their respec-
tive agreements, each of those coun-
tries agree to exceed the commitments 
they made on services in the World 
Trade Organization. 

In addition, Panama is scheduled to 
initiate a $5.25 billion expansion 
project for the Panama Canal in 2008. 
Our trade agreement with Panama will 
help ensure market access for U.S. 
service providers for this major 
project. 

So to those of my colleagues who 
complain that the current world trad-
ing situation is unfair, here is a chance 
to help fix the problem. By imple-
menting trade agreements with Peru, 
Colombia, and Panama, Congress will 
level the playing field for U.S. farmers, 
manufacturers, and service providers in 
these important markets. These agree-
ments will boost U.S. exports and help 
create jobs. I think it is ironic that 
some of my colleagues oppose these 
free trade agreements and yet at the 
same time complain the loudest about 
the trade deficit and how the deck is 
stacked against U.S. exporters. 

These agreements level the playing 
field. It is beyond me as to how some-
one could oppose that. Now, I under-

stand that there is rising protec-
tionism in Congress. But let’s look at 
the facts. Take as an example the Do-
minican Republic-Central America 
Free Trade Agreement, otherwise 
known as CAFTA. 

According to the U.S. Department of 
Commerce, our exports to the CAFTA 
countries were up 17 percent in the pe-
riod January through November 2006, 
while our imports from the CAFTA 
countries were up 3 percent. As a re-
sult, our trade balance swung from a 
$1.2 billion deficit 2 years ago to an 
annualized surplus of $1 billion last 
year. That is what happens when you 
level the playing field. 

And we are not the only ones who 
stand to benefit. Peru, Colombia, and 
Panama will also benefit from imple-
menting our trade agreements. The 
leaders of these countries are to be 
commended. By pursuing trade agree-
ments with the United States, they 
have demonstrated a commitment to 
locking in economic reforms, increas-
ing economic freedoms, and enhancing 
transparency and respect for the rule 
of law. 

That leadership and foresight will be 
rewarded once our trade agreements 
are implemented. I read recently in the 
Wall Street Journal of a joint study 
conducted by the Journal and the Her-
itage Foundation. According to the ar-
ticle, their study found that ‘‘economi-
cally free countries enjoy significantly 
greater prosperity than those burdened 
by heavy government intervention.’’ 

We certainly see examples of heavy- 
handed government intervention in 
some other Latin American countries. 
Instead of fostering individual and eco-
nomic liberty, these governments are 
embracing the failed policy of statism. 
Chief among them is the Government 
of Venezuela. 

President Chavez has announced 
plans to turn Venezuela into a ‘‘social-
ist republic.’’ To that end, he an-
nounced this month that he plans to 
nationalize Venezuela’s telecommuni-
cations and electricity industries. That 
decision will directly impact U.S. com-
panies with investments in those sec-
tors of the Venezuelan economy. 

President Chavez also might nation-
alize Venezuela’s mining sector, and he 
intends to increase state control over 
the oil industry as well. Significantly, 
President Chavez is demonstrating 
that those who withdraw economic 
rights often seek to withdraw political 
rights, and that those who centralize 
economic power tend to centralize po-
litical power. For example, he has stat-
ed that he plans to pull the broad-
casting license of one of Venezuela’s 
oldest television broadcasters, which 
also happens to be one of his major 
critics. President Chavez is also pro-
posing changes in Venezuelan laws that 
will enable him to rule by decree for 18 
months, permit his indefinite reelec-
tion as President, and reduce the power 
of state governors and mayors. 

Unfortunately, President Chavez is 
not alone. Two other countries in the 

region are moving toward increased 
state control of their economies. Bo-
livia and Ecuador each currently enjoy 
duty-free access to the U.S. market 
under the Andean Trade Preference 
Act. Yet last year Bolivia undertook a 
de facto nationalization of its natural 
gas industries, forcing companies to re-
negotiate their contracts with the 
state. Bolivian President Morales is 
also considering nationalizing the 
country’s mining, electricity, and tele-
communications sectors. In the case of 
Ecuador, last year the government re-
voked the operating license of a U.S. 
oil company and seized $1 billion of the 
company’s assets. 

So Latin America is clearly divided. 
Some countries, led by Venezuela, are 
consolidating economic power in the 
state. President Chavez is also clearly 
seeking to centralize political power, 
and has demonstrated an active hos-
tility to the United States. 

That stands in stark contrast to our 
allies and trading partners, Peru, Co-
lombia, and Panama. The governments 
of these three countries have gone out 
on a limb. They have demonstrated 
they want closer economic ties with 
the United States. They appreciate 
that, by working with us, by building 
more links between businesses in their 
countries and ours, they can better im-
prove the lives of their citizens. We 
need to reward that leadership. We 
should do so by implementing our re-
spective trade agreements as soon as 
possible. If we don’t, we will be turning 
our backs on allies in the region. We 
will be sending a signal to Latin Amer-
ica that we don’t really care about 
opening markets and enhancing the 
rule of law. Instead, we’d help build the 
clout of Chavez and other leaders in 
the region who see the failed policy of 
statism as Latin America’s future. And 
we would be shooting ourselves in the 
foot by giving up a chance to level the 
playing field. Why would we want to do 
that? 

Before concluding, I would like to ad-
dress two other sets of issues that have 
arisen with respect to our trade agree-
ments with Peru, Colombia, and Pan-
ama. First are the labor and environ-
ment chapters of the agreements, and 
second is the Andean Trade Preference 
Act. 

I understand that some in Congress 
would like to see the labor and envi-
ronment chapters of these agreements 
renegotiated. I disagree. I believe that 
the provisions on labor and the envi-
ronment are strong. And I note that re-
negotiation would effectively preclude 
implementation of these agreements 
under the current Trade Promotion 
Authority, which is set to expire on 
July 1. 

I question whether those who would 
insist on renegotiation aren’t really 
trying to kill the agreements outright. 
In my view, the best thing we can do to 
advance labor rights and environ-
mental protections in these countries 
is to implement our trade agreements 
with them. Implementation will in-
crease the rate of economic growth and 
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prosperity in these countries. It will 
increase business activity and aware-
ness of labor rights. It will create new 
bodies for more active oversight of 
labor and the environment. 

As important as labor and the envi-
ronment are to some of my colleagues, 
I don’t see how they can justify holding 
back these trade agreements that are 
so good for the United States. They 
should be embarrassed for holding 
them up. The sooner we implement 
these agreements, the sooner our farm-
ers, manufacturers, and service pro-
viders will benefit from them. That 
being said, I understand that U.S. 
Trade Representative Susan Schwab is 
in discussions with some of my col-
leagues to explore ways to address 
their concerns regarding labor and the 
environment. I am willing to listen to 
any constructive proposals that are put 
forward. 

Separately, I note that the Andean 
Trade Preference Act has been ex-
tended until June 30. That leaves Con-
gress sufficient time to implement our 
trade agreements with Peru and Co-
lombia, so that their preferential ac-
cess to the U.S. market does not termi-
nate. 

But with respect to Bolivia and Ecua-
dor, their preferential access to the 
U.S. market will terminate after June 
30 because we don’t have comprehen-
sive trade agreements lined up with 
those two countries. 

Some of my colleagues are already 
talking about extending the Andean 
Trade Preference Act beyond June 30. I 
see no reason to do so. If Congress acts 
responsibly and implements our trade 
agreements with Peru and Colombia by 
June 30, neither of those countries will 
need unilateral preferential trade bene-
fits. 

As far as Bolivia and Ecuador go, I 
see no reason to extend preferential 
trade benefits to them. Not only are 
they withholding market access from 
U.S. exporters, they are actively en-
gaged in nationalizing industries and 
expropriating foreign assets. 

It wouldn’t be right to treat imports 
from Bolivia and Ecuador the same as 
products from Peru and Colombia. Why 
should Congress be in the business of 
rewarding bad behavior? So I disagree 
with my colleagues who favor extend-
ing the Andean Trade Preference Act 
past June 30. 

In sum, Mr. President, I hope that 
the administration will soon be in a po-
sition to send implementing legislation 
for the U.S-Peru Trade Promotion 
Agreement to Congress. And I urge my 
colleagues to work with me to imple-
ment not only that agreement, but also 
our agreements with Colombia and 
Peru as soon as possible. Our agricul-
tural producers, manufacturers, and 
service providers are counting on us. 
Our allies are counting on us. It is in 
our economic interest, and it is in our 
national interest. Now it is up to Con-
gress. We have to execute our respon-
sibilities without delay. We cannot let 
the opportunities embodied in these 
trade agreements slip us by. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that there now be a pe-
riod for the transaction of morning 
business, with Senators allowed to 
speak therein for up to 10 minutes 
each. 

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

f 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 
RULES OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent, in accordance with 
rule XXVI, paragraph 2, of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, to have print-
ed in the RECORD the Rules of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

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

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES RULES OF 
PROCEDURE 

1. Regular Meeting Day. The Committee 
shall meet at least once a month when Con-
gress is in session. The regular meeting days 
of the Committee shall be Tuesday and 
Thursday, unless the Chairman, after con-
sultation with the Ranking Minority Mem-
ber, directs otherwise. 

2. Additional Meetings. The Chairman, 
after consultation with the Ranking Minor-
ity Member, may call such additional meet-
ings as he deems necessary. 

3. Special Meetings. Special meetings of 
the Committee may be called by a majority 
of the members of the Committee in accord-
ance with paragraph 3 of Rule XXVI of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate. 

4. Open Meetings. Each meeting of the 
Committee, or any subcommittee thereof, 
including meetings to conduct hearings, 
shall be open to the public, except that a 
meeting or series of meetings by the Com-
mittee or a subcommittee thereof on the 
same subject for a period of no more than 
fourteen (14) calendar days may be closed to 
the public on a motion made and seconded to 
go into closed session to discuss only wheth-
er the matters enumerated below in clauses 
(a) through (f) would require the meeting to 
be closed, followed immediately by a record 
vote in open session by a majority of the 
members of the Committee or subcommittee 
when it is determined that the matters to be 
discussed or the testimony to be taken at 
such meeting or meetings— 

(a) will disclose matters necessary to be 
kept secret in the interests of national de-
fense or the confidential conduct of the for-
eign relations of the United States; 

(b) will relate solely to matters of Com-
mittee staff personnel or internal staff man-
agement or procedure; 

(c) will tend to charge an individual with a 
crime or misconduct, to disgrace or injure 
the professional standing of an individual, or 
otherwise to expose an individual to public 

contempt or obloquy or will represent a 
clearly unwarranted invasion of the privacy 
of an individual; 

(d) will disclose the identity of any in-
former or law enforcement agent or will dis-
close any information relating to the inves-
tigation or prosecution of a criminal offense 
that is required to be kept secret in the in-
terests of effective law enforcement; 

(e) will disclose information relating to the 
trade secrets or financial or commercial in-
formation pertaining specifically to a given 
person if— 

(1) an Act of Congress requires the infor-
mation to be kept confidential by Govern-
ment officers and employees; or 

(2) the information has been obtained by 
the Government on a confidential basis, 
other than through an application by such 
person for a specific Government financial or 
other benefit, and is required to be kept se-
cret in order to prevent undue injury to the 
competitive position of such person; or 

(f) may divulge matters required to be kept 
confidential under other provisions of law or 
Government regulations. 

5. Presiding Officer. The Chairman shall 
preside at all meetings and hearings of the 
Committee except that in his absence the 
Ranking Majority Member present at the 
meeting or hearing shall preside unless by 
majority vote the Committee provides other-
wise. 

6. Quorum. (a) A majority of the members 
of the Committee are required to be actually 
present to report a matter or measure from 
the Committee. (See Standing Rules of the 
Senate 26.7(a)(1)). 

(b) Except as provided in subsections (a) 
and (c), and other than for the conduct of 
hearings, nine members of the Committee, 
including one member of the minority party; 
or a majority of the members of the Com-
mittee, shall constitute a quorum for the 
transaction of such business as may be con-
sidered by the Committee. 

(c) Three members of the Committee, one 
of whom shall be a member of the minority 
party, shall constitute a quorum for the pur-
pose of taking sworn testimony, unless oth-
erwise ordered by a majority of the full Com-
mittee. 

(d) Proxy votes may not be considered for 
the purpose of establishing a quorum. 

7. Proxy Voting. Proxy voting shall be al-
lowed on all measures and matters before the 
Committee. The vote by proxy of any mem-
ber of the Committee may be counted for the 
purpose of reporting any measure or matter 
to the Senate if the absent member casting 
such vote has been informed of the matter on 
which the member is being recorded and has 
affirmatively requested that he or she be so 
recorded. Proxy must be given in writing. 

8. Announcement of Votes. The results of 
all roll call votes taken in any meeting of 
the Committee on any measure, or amend-
ment thereto, shall be announced in the 
Committee report, unless previously an-
nounced by the Committee. The announce-
ment shall include a tabulation of the votes 
cast in favor and votes cast in opposition to 
each such measure and amendment by each 
member of the Committee who was present 
at such meeting. The Chairman, after con-
sultation with the Ranking Minority Mem-
ber, may hold open a roll call vote on any 
measure or matter which is before the Com-
mittee until no later than midnight of the 
day on which the Committee votes on such 
measure or matter. 

9. Subpoenas. Subpoenas for attendance of 
witnesses and for the production of memo-
randa, documents, records, and the like may 
be issued, after consultation with the Rank-
ing Minority Member, by the Chairman or 
any other member designated by the Chair-
man, but only when authorized by a major-
ity of the members of the Committee. The 
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