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to do it right, but we didn’t, so we are
faced with the Hobson’s choice of shut-
ting down the Government or trying to
do this bill in the right way with no
amendments. I don’t consider it a good
choice.

Mr. President, I will vote for the bill.
I do not think this is the Senate’s fin-
est hour. I do believe the Senate major-
ity leader made an effort. I think he
heard the merits of our bipartisan
amendment with 27 sponsors. I hope he
will, as he has promised, work with us
to get the full funding of these military
construction projects in the supple-
mental appropriations bill. However,
we have the chance right now. I hate to
give up the bird in the hand for one
that might see some delays, that might
see many changes. I will be right on
top of it. As the ranking member of
this subcommittee, I will certainly ex-
pect that we have the ability to amend
the appropriations bill that comes for-
ward as a supplemental, just as we
have always had in this body. I hope we
will not have to worry that we are
going to have a filled up amendment
tree and cloture filed on the supple-
mental appropriations bill.

We can do business the right way in
the Senate. We have for most of the
years of this great institution. I will be
disappointed if we start seeing us bring
bills to the floor and not allow amend-
ments—there is no reason to have 100
Members if that is the way we are
going to do business. We could just
have 51 or we could just have 1 if all
the decisions are going to be made in
that fashion.

That is not what the Constitution in-
tended, and I hope it is certainly not
what the new majority intends as a
way to do business.

I am going to hold out hope that the
word is kept, that we can have the
amendment process, that we can fund
the military construction projects that
are so important for quality of life and
training capabilities for the great men
and women who are serving our coun-
try and putting themselves forward to
give up their lives, if necessary, for
freedom for future generations of
Americans.

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and 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the quorum call be rescinded.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. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is now closed.
——
MAKING FURTHER CONTINUING
APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE FIS-
CAL YEAR 2007

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate resumes
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consideration of H.J. Res. 20, which the
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A joint resolution (H.J. Res 20) making fur-
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 2007, and for other purposes.

Pending:

Reid amendment No. 237, to change an ef-
fective date.

Reid amendment No. 238 (to amendment
No. 237), of a technical nature.

Motion to recommit the bill to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, with instructions
to report back forthwith, with Reid amend-
ment No. 239, to change an effective date.

Reid amendment No. 240 (to the instruc-
tions of the motion to recommit), of a tech-
nical nature.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM TAX

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
think it was 48 hours ago I opened a
discussion with my fellow Senators on
the alternative minimum tax. As I
pointed out at that time, it is gen-
erally recognized that the alternative
minimum tax is a policy failure.

Created in 1969, in response to the
discovery that 155 wealthy taxpayers—
and let me emphasize that I am talking
about 155 wealthy taxpayers—were able
to eliminate their entire tax liabilities
through legal means, the AMT has now
evolved into a place where, because it
wasn’t indexed, it has captured more
than 3 million middle-class Americans
as of 2004. The AMT was never supposed
to affect anyone except the very
wealthy people.

I am using 2004 numbers because 2004
is the most recent year we have com-
pleted data. Three million people in
that year were hit by AMT, even
though since 2001 we have had in place
a tax policy that no additional people
should be hit by the alternative min-
imum tax.

At the time I was visiting with my
colleagues 2 days ago, I cited the wide-
spread observation that the most sig-
nificant structural flaw afflicting the
AMT is the failure to index its rates
and exemptions for inflation. This fail-
ure, then—and I alluded to this a
minute ago—has resulted in the grad-
ual encroachment of the alternative
minimum tax to hit middle-class tax-
payers who were never intended to pay
this tax.

Despite the widespread agreement
that something needs to be done with
the alternative minimum tax, agree-
ment on what exactly to do is not so
widespread. A major factor in the dis-
agreement relates to the massive
amount of money the alternative min-
imum tax brings to the Federal Gov-
ernment. In 2004, from these 3 million
taxpayers hit by this tax, more than
$12.8 billion was paid into the Federal
Treasury. If we don’t extend the most
recent alternative minimum tax hold-
harmless that actually expired at the
end of 2006, the amount paid by those 3
million taxpayers is expected to bal-
loon to a much greater amount. And, of
course, when you go beyond that, into
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the long-term budget forecast, it is
going to continue to grow and grow,
with middle-class taxpayers paying a
tax that was meant to be for 155
wealthy people.

When forecasters put their projec-
tions together, they are working under
the assumption that the hold-harmless
that was extended in last year’s tax
bill will not be extended because they
base their assumptions on current law.
This means the hold-harmless provi-
sions ended December 31, 2006, and
money being earned right now is going
to hit millions more people.

People who guesstimate how much
money comes into the Federal Treas-
ury—and we have people both in the
executive branch and the legislative
branch who have that as their responsi-
bility, so we can make good tax pol-
icy—take into consideration what is
current law, and they are planning on
these millions of middle-class tax-
payers paying this alternative min-
imum tax, even though they were
never intended to pay it. Because of
this, budget planners make the as-
sumption that revenues will be much
higher than everyone who is frustrated
with the AMT thinks that amount of
money ought to be, as well as the num-
ber of people who are going to be pay-
ing it.

The reason for that is the alternative
minimum tax tremendously balloons
the revenue base, as it is projected to
increase revenues as a percentage of
gross domestic product. There is a
great deal of evidence to support this.

On a side note, a senior, well-re-
spected tax lawyer on the other side of
the aisle in the other body took excep-
tion to my use of the term ‘‘bal-
looning.” The staffer wrote an article
and criticized me for that term. Well, 1
am not used to staff writing articles
criticizing Members of Congress, so I
happened to respond to that staffer’s
criticism through my own staff. The
essence of the senior staffer’s criticism
was that the term ‘‘ballooning” ig-
nored the accounting for the inter-
action of bipartisan tax relief with
AMT costs. As we pointed out, bal-
looning revenue from the AMT occurs
in the outyears, whether the bipartisan
tax relief is extended or made perma-
nent. I will talk more about that in a
few minutes.

The nonpartisan Congressional Budg-
et Office has consistently forecast this
ballooning year after year. This chart
which I have before me now for you to
look at, reproduced from the Congres-
sional Budget Office’s long-term budg-
et outlook, was published in December
2005 and shows how Federal revenues
are expected to push through the 30-
year historical average and then keep
going up.

You can take that historical average
back 30 or 40 years for sure, and maybe
longer than that, but the historical av-
erage is here and current law is actu-
ally going to bring in this much rev-
enue, and that includes the ballooning
of the alternative minimum tax.
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I want to note that although the Tax
Increase Prevention and Reconciliation
Act of 2006 was signed into law after
this analysis was published, the 2006
tax bill extended the AMT hold-harm-
less through December 31 last year, and
this chart shows Federal revenues all
the way through to the year 2050. It is
important to note the long-term effects
then of the alternative minimum tax
on the revenue base.

There may be some doubters who
hesitate to attribute this ballooning of
revenues to the alternative minimum
tax, but this chart illustrates the dras-
tic expansion of the AMT under cur-
rent law over the next 43 years. Over
the next 43 years. This is also from the
nonpartisan Congressional Budget Of-
fice. You can clearly see that the share
of households subjected to the alter-
native minimum tax is alarmingly
around 65 percent.

Let’s go through that again. You can
see from the new chart which I have
put up here that the share of house-
holds subjected to the alternative min-
imum tax increases by the year 2050 to
about 65 percent of taxpayers. The rea-
son why this 65 percent—or even going
back to here, or even back to here—is
significant is because, as I told you 48
hours ago, and as I tell my colleagues
now, this alternative minimum tax was
put in the tax law to hit wealthy tax-
payers, 155 at that year, who didn’t pay
any tax whatsoever.

It was felt that everybody, particu-
larly wealthy people living in this
country and who benefit from this
country, ought to pay some sort of a
tax. It was never intended to hit this
percentage of taxpayers, or this per-
centage of taxpayers, and surely not
this percentage of taxpayers. And if we
do nothing, it is going to be 65 percent.
I don’t know what the population of
this country is going to be in 43 years,
but I know that 65 percent of the popu-
lation in 2050 will be more, quite obvi-
ously more than the 155 taxpayers the
AMT was intended to target.

This chart also shows how the AMT
will consume a greater and greater
share of the total individual income
tax liability. The Congressional Budget
Office report states:

By 2050, roughly 15 percent of the indi-
vidual income tax liability would be gen-
erated by the alternative minimum tax com-
pared with about 2 percent today.

This is what will happen if we don’t
do anything. This is going to happen.
The analysis done by the Congressional
Budget Office clearly shows an upcom-
ing ballooning of Federal revenues, ac-
companied by a corresponding bloating
of the share of households and the
share of total liability attributed to a
tax that was only intended to hit 155
people 39 years ago.

A particularly wrongheaded argu-
ment that has been advocated is that
the Bush tax cuts are responsible for
increases in the number of people hit
by the alternative minimum tax. Some
think the Bush tax cuts are increasing
some people’s income so much that
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they are subject to the alternative
minimum tax and that making the tax
cuts permanent will only make those
problems worse. This sort of reasoning
is deceptive and could not be more
wrong. First, the analysis that I pre-
sented—done by the Congressional
Budget Office—looks forward all the
way to 2050, and the Bush tax cuts
under current law sunset in 2010. As I
previously said, the AMT’s greatest
flaw is that it is not indexed for infla-
tion, and inflation is going to continue
whether the Bush tax cuts are extended
or not. Inflation is going to be there.

This next chart from the Congres-
sional Budget Office illustrates how
the alternative minimum tax will con-
tinue to be a money machine, regard-
less of any other factors. The bottom
line illustrates individual income tax
liabilities if the Bush tax cuts are
made permanent and the AMT is modi-
fied, the middle line illustrates current
law with the permanence of the Bush
tax cuts, and the very top line—current
law. If the Bush tax cuts are allowed to
sunset and the AMT is allowed to grow
and consume our middle class, the
AMT will still balloon revenues any-
way. Any argument that making the
Bush tax cuts permanent will worsen
our AMT problem is completely false,
and this chart proves that. The AMT is
a problem all by itself.

As I said earlier, the problem with all
of the projections showing the AMT
ballooning revenues is that these pro-
jections are used to put together budg-
ets. This means the central problem in
dealing with the AMT is money. There
are some people who say we can only
solve the AMT problem if offsetting
revenue can be found to replace the
money that the AMT is currently fore-
cast to collect. Anyone who says this
sees the forecasts showing revenue
being pushed up as a percentage of
GDP—and they are high-tax people and
yvet higher tax people to satisfy them—
and they want to keep it there. These
arguments are especially ridiculous
when one considers that the alter-
native minimum tax was never meant
to collect so much revenue and collect
it from the people who are going to end
up paying it, the middle class people, if
we don’t do something about it.

As a policy instrument, the alter-
native minimum tax has been and con-
tinues to be a complete failure, as I dis-
cussed 48 hours ago. The alternative
minimum tax was originally conceived
as a means to ensure that extremely
wealthy taxpayers were not able to
game the system and to avoid their en-
tire tax liability. In 1969, the alter-
native minimum tax was calculated to
hit only one out of a half a million peo-
ple. There is absolutely no way anyone
can call the AMT anything close to a
success. The alternative minimum tax
has even failed in its objective: to en-
sure that no citizen, regardless of how
wealthy, was able to completely avoid
paying at least a little bit of Federal
income tax because we have this anom-
aly.
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In 2004, the Commissioner of the In-
ternal Revenue Service, Mark Everson,
informed the Finance Committee that
the same number of taxpayers, as a
percentage of the tax-filing population
at large, continues to pay no Federal
income tax.

So even to hit the people who were
supposed to be hit, there are people in
a tax situation, legally, able to avoid
not only the regular income tax but to
avoid the alternative minimum tax. So
it is a failure by its own reason for ex-
istence.

According to an IRS analysis of the
tax year 2003 data, we had 2,366 tax-
payers with incomes above $200,000 or
more who did not use the medical or
dental expense deduction and had no
income tax.

The AMT has failed in every way ex-
cept for the ability to raise very large
sums of money, and it was never in-
tended to be a tax-producing machine.
It was only intended to hit people who
were not going to pay any income tax
and ought to pay a little bit for the
privilege of living in America. While it
may be hard for some to turn down
taxpayers’ money, whether we are sup-
posed to collect it or not, no one seems
to have trouble spending it. This means
that some want the taxpayer to pay
the price for a tax that was designed
poorly and through the comedy of er-
rors was allowed to flourish.

It is simply unfair to expect tax-
payers to pay a tax they were never in-
tended to pay—and that means middle
class America. And it is even more un-
fair to expect them to continue paying
for that tax once we get rid of it. The
reform or repeal of the AMT should not
be offset because it is money we were
never supposed to collect in the first
place.

The way to solve this problem is to
look on the other side of the ledger, the
spending side. Budget planners need to
take off their rose-colored glasses when
looking at long-term revenue projec-
tions that include a tax by middle class
people who were never intended to pay
that tax, the alternative minimum tax,
and to read the fine print. In general, it
is a good idea to spend money within
your means. That is true in this case as
well. If we start trying to spend reve-
nues we expect to collect in the future
because of the AMT, from people who
were never expected to pay it, it was
never supposed to come in the first
place, we will be living beyond our
means. We need to stop assuming that
record levels of revenue are available
to be spent and to recognize that the
AMT is a phony revenue source.

As we consider how to deal with the
AMT, we must first remember that we
do not have the option of not dealing
with it unless we want to kill the mid-
dle class. The problems will only get
worse every year and make any solu-
tions more difficult. We must also be
clear that the revenue the AMT would
not collect as a result of repeal or re-
form should not be offset as a condition
for repeal or reform. We should not call
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it lost revenue because it is revenue
that the middle class was never ex-
pected to pay. Making the offsetting of
the AMT’s ill-gotten gains a condition
of the AMT fix is to punish the Amer-
ican taxpayers for an ill-conceived and
poorly executed policy that has been a
total failure.

Aside from not increasing the propor-
tion of wealthy taxpayers who pay in-
come taxes, the AMT is projected to
balloon Federal revenues over histor-
ical averages and to become a greater
source of revenue than even the regular
income tax. Budget forecasters need to
recognize that the AMT is not a legiti-
mate source of revenue, and Congress
needs to be disciplined enough to show
restraint on spending so that an AMT
solution doesn’t boil down to the re-
placement of one misguided policy by
another misguided policy.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that following my
remarks, Senator BROWN of Ohio and
Senator CHAMBLISS of Georgia be rec-
ognized.

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

IRANIAN THREAT

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, at this
moment of challenge for our Nation,
the vantage point of this august Cham-
ber, we look onto a world filled with
danger, deeply complex threats against
our troops and our national interests
abroad, and genuine risks to our secu-
rity at home. Keeping our Nation
strong and our people safe requires
that we employ the best and smartest
strategies available.

In confronting enemies and threats
we are fortunate to possess a great
many assets, all of which we must
wisely deploy, including our military,
diplomatic, economic, and cultural as-
sets. Our strongest asset remains the
democracy that we are privileged to
take part in as Members of the Senate
and as representatives of our constitu-
ents. Our democratic institutions,
under our Constitution, balance one
another and check against excesses and
concentrations of power that help us
wrestle with difficult challenges in an
open and forthright way. This constitu-
tional framework is not an obstacle to
pursuing our national security but the
example that we should project to the
world. Our democracy, with its tradi-
tion of accountable power and open de-
bate, is America at its best. That is
what we need, America at our best, as
we deliberately and resolutely confront
the threat posed by the Iranian regime.

Make no mistake, Iran poses a threat
to our allies and our interests in the
region and beyond, including the
United States. The Iranian President
has held a conference denying the Hol-
ocaust and has issued bellicose state-
ment after bellicose statement calling
for Israel and the United States to be
wiped off the map. His statements are
even more disturbing and urgent when
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viewed in the context of the regime’s
quest to acquire nuclear weapons. The
regime also uses its influence and re-
sources in the region to support ter-
rorist elements that attack Israel.
Hezbollah’s attack on Israel this sum-
mer, using Iranian weapons, clearly
demonstrates Iran’s malevolent influ-
ence, even beyond its borders.

We also have evidence, although it is
by no means conclusive, of attacks
using Iranian-supplied or manufactured
weaponry against our own American
soldiers. As I have long said, and will
continue to say, U.S. policy must be
clear and unequivocal. We cannot, we
should not, we must not permit Iran to
build or acquire nuclear weapons. In
dealing with this threat, as I have also
said for a long time, no option can be
taken off the table. But America must
proceed deliberately and wisely, and we
must proceed as a unified nation. The
smartest and strongest policy will be
one forged through the institutions of
our democracy. That is the genius of
our American system and our constitu-
tional duty.

We have witnessed these past 6 years,
until the most recent election of a new
Congress by the American people, the
cost of congressional dereliction of its
oversight duty—a vital role entrusted
to Congress by our constituents and en-
shrined in and even required by our
Constitution. So we are here today be-
cause the price that has been paid in
blood and treasure through the rush to
war in Iraq and the incompetence of its
execution and managing the aftermath,
in the excesses of military contracting
abuses and the inadequate supply of
body armor and armored vehicles on
the ground, have led to a loss of con-
fidence in this administration among
our allies and the American people.

Therefore, we cannot and we must
not allow recent history to repeat
itself. We continue to experience the
consequences of unchecked Presi-
dential action. Sunlight is the best dis-
infectant but this President was al-
lowed, for too long, to commit blunder
after blunder under cover of darkness
provided by an allied Republican Con-
gress.

In dealing with the threats posed by
the Iranian regime, which has gained
its expanding influence in Iraq and the
region as a result of the administra-
tion’s policies, President Bush must
not be allowed to act without the au-
thority and oversight of Congress. It
would be a mistake of historical pro-
portion if the administration thought
that the 2002 resolution authorizing
force against Iraq was a blank check
for the use of force against Iran with-
out further congressional authoriza-
tion. Nor should the President think
that the 2001 resolution authorizing
force after the terrorist attacks of 9/11
in any way authorizes force against
Iran.

If the administration believes that
any—any—use of force against Iran is
necessary, the President must come to
Congress to seek that authority.
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I am deeply concerned by the recent
statements coming out of the Bush ad-
ministration. The administration has
asserted evidence of the Iranian re-
gime’s complicity at the highest levels
for attacks within Iraq. Yet, at the
same time, GEN Peter Pace, Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, questions
these assertions—in particular, the cul-
pability and intentions of the Irani
Government. In this delicate situation,
while making disturbing comments,
the administration has also announced
it is sending a third aircraft carrier to
the gulf. The President owes an ongo-
ing consultation to this Congress and
owes straight talk to the country. We
have to get this right. The Congress
should debate our current course, in-
cluding the current silent-treatment
policy toward our adversaries.

I believe we can better understand
how to deal with an adversary such as
Iran if we have some direct contact
with them. I think that can give us
valuable information and better lever-
age to hold over the Iranian regime.
And if we ever must, with congres-
sional agreement, take drastic action,
we should make clear to the world that
we have exhausted every other possi-
bility.

I welcome the agreement announced
yesterday between the United States
and North Korea. It demonstrates the
central value of using every tool in our
arsenal to achieve our objectives. I
only wish the administration had pur-
sued this course 6 years ago when an
agreement with North Korea was with-
in reach. The wasted time has allowed
North Korea to develop nuclear weap-
ons in the interim.

Failure to use diplomacy has dam-
aged our national security interests.
The important step forward our coun-
try has made with North Korea raises
the obvious question: Why will the
President refuse to have any kind of
process involving Iran, as I and others
have urged? The United States engaged
in talks with North Korea within a
multilateral process but also had ongo-
ing bilateral discussions. We should
have such a process of direct engage-
ment with Iran as recommended by
many, including the Iraq Study Group.
We need friends and allies to stand
with us in this long war against ter-
rorism and extremism and to contain
and alter the regimes that harbor and
support those who would harm us. Dur-
ing the Cold War, we spoke to the So-
viet Union while thousands of missiles
were pointed at our cities, while its
leaders threatened to bury us, while
the regime sowed discord and military
uprisings and actions against us and
our allies. That was a smart strategy
used by Republican and Democratic
Presidents alike, even though it was
often a difficult one.

As we discuss potential evidence of
Iranian complicity in supplying arms
to insurgents along with the refusal to
suspend their nuclear ambitions, we
need to deliver a strong message to
Iran that we will not stand by and tol-
erate this behavior. However, we need
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to deliver that message forcefully
through direct talks. The lives of
American soldiers are at risk, and we
should not outsource our discussions
with the Iranians on this and other
issues. When I say no option should be
taken off the table, I include diplo-
macy.

Currently, our intelligence on Iran is
of uncertain quality. We need to exam-
ine the facts closely and carefully. No
action can or should be taken without
explicit congressional authorization.
And knowing what we know now, this
body needs a steady stream of real,
verifiable intelligence. We in the Con-
gress cannot do our part in deciding
what needs to be done if we do not
know what is happening, and it does
not appear that the administration has
any real grasp on the facts on the
ground, even after all these years. The
public unclassified sections of the NIE
recently issued made it very clear in
their conclusions that sectarian vio-
lence would still exist in Iraq absent
Iran.

So we have a lot to sort out. We have
all learned lessons from the conflict in
Iraq, and we have to apply those les-
sons to any allegations that are being
raised about Iran because what we are
hearing has too familiar a ring, and we
must be on guard that we never again
make decisions on the basis of intel-
ligence that turns out to be faulty. If
we find evidence of potential Iranian
complicity, we will take appropriate
action, but that requires a partnership
to defend and protect America’s na-
tional security interests between the
Congress and the President.

Oversight will also lead to a con-
sensus approach that brings together
the best judgment and strategies of our
Nation and will examine the con-
sequences of action, the reality of any
perceived or alleged threat, and the
consequences of taking action. I some-
times fear that the word ‘‘con-
sequence’” has been taken out of the
vocabulary of this administration. We
have to look over the horizon. We have
to make hard choices among difficult
options.

So there are no easy answers to the
complex situations we confront in the
world today. But if we do face threats,
the congressional consultation and au-
thorization will bring the American
people into the debate. Whatever steps,
if any, may be required should be taken
by our Nation, not just by our Presi-
dent. We must act as Americans, not as
members of one party or another. Our
Nation has been divided by a failed pol-
icy and the relentless pursuit of it. We
are facing that again with the esca-
lation policy the President is pursuing
today.

Mr. President, if we face up to our
constitutional responsibilities as the
Congress, if we conduct the oversight
that is required, if we exercise our
checks and balances, then we are likely
to reach a better conclusion than we
have thus far. We must be tough and
smart, deliberative and wise, and we
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must look at all of our assets, not just
the brave men and women who wear
the uniform of our country. To imple-
ment the best policy, we should start
by employing our best values: the
democratic values that give strength
to our Nation and our cause and that
serve as an example and beacon to peo-
ple who wish to live in peace and free-
dom and prosperity around the world.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio is recognized.

BUILDING ECONOMIC SECURITY

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, today be-
fore the Senate Banking Committee,
the Federal Reserve Chairman testified
that the economy is doing well. I was
joined by my friend, the Senator from
New Jersey, Mr. MENENDEZ, who is in
the chair. He told us that consumer
spending is up, productivity is up, and
that the 1labor market will stay
healthy. At the very moment that the
Chairman delivered a rosy prediction
for our Nation’s economy, an AP story
broke that Chrysler is cutting 13,000
jobs. One hundred of those jobs are in
Cleveland. Those aren’t just numbers;
those are 100 families.

Two weeks ago, before the same Sen-
ate Banking Committee, the Treasury
Secretary testified that the economy
was doing well. He repeated many
times that the GDP had grown in ex-
cess of 3 percent. Earlier that same
morning, at the Senate Agriculture
Committee, Rhonda Stewart, a single
mother from Hamilton, OH, testified
that despite working full time, caring
for her 9-year-old son Wyatt, and even
serving as president of the PTA and a
leader in the Boy Scouts, she and her
son must rely on food stamps to sur-
vive. At the end of each month, she
told us, she must forgo dinner so her
son can eat because the food stamps
just don’t go far enough.

Worker productivity is up, profits are
up, the stock market is doing well, and
millionaires are enjoying exorbitant
tax breaks. Thirteen thousand more
workers are about to lose their jobs,
and a single mother working full time,
involved in her community, doing her
best, can’t afford to eat dinner. There
is a clear disconnect between the cor-
porate-driven myopia of this adminis-
tration on our Nation’s economy and
the real-world economic conditions
working families in Ohio struggle
through every day.

Our middle class is shrinking in large
part because our policies in Wash-
ington have betrayed the values of
working families across our country,
which is why we must revamp our eco-
nomic and trade policies so that we in-
vest in our middle class. We must
shrink income inequality, grow our
business community, and create good-
paying jobs. We must establish trade
policy that builds our economic secu-
rity. That is not what we have now.

Job loss does not just affect the
worker or even just the worker’s fam-
ily; job loss, especially job loss in the
thousands, devastates communities. It
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hurts the local business owners—the
drugstore, the grocery store, the neigh-
borhood restaurant. When people are
out of work, they can’t support their
local economy, which forces owners to
close, in too many cases, their small
businesses. That means lost revenues
to the community, which hurts
schools, which hurts fire departments,
which hurts police departments. The
trade policies we set in Washington and
negotiated across the globe have a di-
rect impact on places such as Toledo
and Steubenville, Cleveland and Lima,
Zanesville and Portsmouth.

We hear the word ‘‘protectionist”
thrown around by those who insist on
more of the same failed trade policies.
It is considered ‘‘protectionist’” by
some of them to fight for labor and en-
vironmental standards, but they call it
free trade when we pass trade agree-
ments to protect drug company patents
and Hollywood DVDs. If we can protect
intellectual property, as we should, if
we can protect intellectual property
rights with enforceable provisions in
trade agreements, we can certainly do
the same for labor and environmental
and food safety standards. It is not a
question of if we trade, it is how we
trade and who benefits from that trade.

While it is unclear whether the ad-
ministration will ever acknowledge
that our trade policy has failed, it is
very clear that this Congress is already
at work. Republicans and Democrats
are working cooperatively to revamp
our trade policy. We are working coop-
eratively to raise the minimum wage.
We will work cooperatively to make
education more affordable for middle-
class families and to lower the cost of
prescription drugs for our Nation’s sen-
iors, and we will work cooperatively to
invest in new technology and new in-
dustry.

In my State of Ohio, we have a tal-
ented and hard-working labor force and
an entrepreneurial spirit second to
none that needs only the investment
dollars, predictable tax policy, and
commitment from our Government to
realize our economic potential.

Oberlin College, in the county in
which I live, Lorain County, has the
largest building on any university cam-
pus in the country fully powered by
solar energy. However, the builder had
to buy the solar panels from Germany
and Japan because we do not make
enough of them in our country.

Through investment and alternative
energy, we can not only create jobs, we
can grow industry, and we can grow in-
dustry through biomedical research
and development. Now is the time for
Government to do its part and direct
our priorities from favoring the
wealthiest 1 percent to growing our Na-
tion’s middle class.

Mr. President, on a personal note, I
would like to take this opportunity to
wish my wife Connie, who is home in
Ohio under several feet of snow, a
happy Valentines Day.

Connie, I am blessed to have you as
my wife.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CARDIN). The Senator from Georgia is
recognized.

SCHIP FUNDING

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I
would like to wish my colleague a
happy Valentines Day, also. I am sorry
his wife is under all that snow. It is 70
degrees in south Georgia, so you should
come south this year.

I rise today to bring to the attention
of this body once again an amendment
Senator ISAKSON and I filed to the con-
tinuing resolution. The amendment is
very simple. It is very straightforward.
We have a program called SCHIP that
everybody in this body is familiar with,
and it has been a very valuable pro-
gram to every State in the country be-
cause what it does is provide children
all across America who are above the
Medicaid limit but not able to afford
health insurance the opportunity to be
covered by medical insurance. It is
called the SCHIP program, and it is ex-
actly what it says it is: health insur-
ance assistance for children.

Unfortunately, the money that is
block-granted under this program has
created some shortfalls in several
States. The shortfalls vary with the
timing of the shortfalls, and the rea-
soning for the shortfalls differs in each
of the States where we are about to run
out of money for these children and
then these children will no longer have
health insurance coverage.

The amendment that Senator
ISAKSON and I have proposed will come
up with an alternative that allows
those States which have an excess
amount of money to put that money
into a pool of money from which the 13
States that have a shortfall in the
SCHIP program.

Mr. President, in this amendment,
for the 13 States that will have a short-
fall, we take money from States that
have an excess amount of money,
money they cannot possibly use in
their SCHIP program because this pro-
gram expired at the end of this fiscal
year. We allow them plenty of room for
any emergency-type situation that
might arise between now and the end of
the fiscal year, and we give them the
funding they need to cover the children
in their States. We utilize that money
to fund the shortfalls in States such as
Georgia, where 273,000 children partici-
pate in SCHIP.

Frankly, the main reason we have a
shortfall in Georgia is because fol-
lowing Hurricane Katrina last year we
had an influx of some 40,000 children
who came from the hurricane-dev-
astated areas of Louisiana and Mis-
sissippi into Georgia. They are now
participating in the SCHIP program,
and they should be allowed to have
that coverage.

We now have the opportunity, in this
Senate—whether it is today when we
vote on the continuing resolution,
whether it is tomorrow or whether it is
Friday—to look after these children
who are very soon going to have this
insurance safety net jerked out from

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

under them. I implore my colleagues
on both sides of the aisle to encourage
the Democratic leadership to allow the
amendment to come forward, let us
have a vote on this amendment to
make sure all of these children who
participate in the SCHIP program in
Georgia as well as the other 13 States
that are going to experience a shortfall
between now and the time we reauthor-
ize this program before the end of the
year, can continue to have that health
care coverage they deserve and that
they so badly need. It is a very simple
request we are making of the Demo-
cratic leadership that we allow this
amendment to come forward.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent Senator CARDIN be
recognized at 3 p.m., and when Senator
SANDERS is recognized today, he be per-
mitted to speak up to 20 minutes.

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

Mr. BROWN. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont is recognized for 20
minutes.

THE BUDGET

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, the
Federal budget is more than a long list
of numbers which, in this case, adds up
to about $2.9 trillion. The Federal
budget, similar to any family budget or
any company budget, is a statement of
values and priorities. In fact, the Fed-
eral budget, in many ways, is a state-
ment of what our country is all about.

We would all find it irresponsible and
strange if a family we knew spent all of
its money on an expensive vacation but
forgot to put aside money for the mort-
gage or the rent and suddenly the fam-
ily and their kids found themselves out
on the street. We would say: My good-
ness, that is irresponsible. The family
was spending money where they
shouldn’t have been and not spending
it where they should.

Preparing the Federal budget and
analyzing the Federal budget is exactly
the same process. It is about spending
the money of the people of the United
States of America. It is about deciding
where we should spend it and where we
should not spend it. It is looking at the
American people as a family. It is
about taking a hard look at the needs
of our people and prioritizing the budg-
et in an intelligent and a rational way.

Let me take a quick glance at the
economic reality facing the middle
class, the working families of our coun-
try, tens and tens of millions of Ameri-
cans and their kids.

Since President Bush has been in of-
fice, more than 5 million Americans
have slipped into poverty, including
over 1 million children. Not only does
the United States of America have the
highest rate of poverty of any major
country on Earth, we also shamefully
have the highest rate of childhood pov-
erty in the industrialized world, with
almost 18 percent of our children living
in poverty. Today, 37 million Ameri-
cans live in poverty and 13 million are
children.
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Last year, in the richest Nation in
the history of the world, 35 million of
our fellow Americans struggled to put
food on the table. The Agriculture De-
partment recently reported that the
number of the poorest, hungriest
Americans keep rising. In America
today, hunger is a growing problem.

We have a crisis in our Nation in
terms of affordable housing. Millions of
working families in my State of
Vermont and all over this country are
paying 50 to 60 percent of their limited
incomes for housing. And there are, as
we well know, other families who are
either living in their cars or living out
on the streets—in some cases, with
their children—in America.

Last year, there were 1.2 million
home foreclosures in this country, an
increase of 42 percent since 2005.

The cost of energy has rapidly risen
since President Bush has been in office.
0Oil prices have more than doubled and
gasoline prices have gone up by 70 per-
cent since January of 2001. This in-
crease in energy prices, in gas prices, is
putting a huge strain on people from
all over this country, including work-
ers from rural States such as Vermont,
who have to travel long distances to
get to their jobs.

As is well known, many middle-class
families in our country today are find-
ing it increasingly difficult to afford
the escalating costs of a college edu-
cation with average tuition and other
costs increasing rapidly with the result
that many families are now saying: We
can’t send our kids to college, while
other young people are graduating col-
lege deeply in debt.

In America today, millions of our
workers are working longer hours for
lower wages, and median income for
working-age families has declined for 5
years in a row. Today, incredible as it
may sound, the personal savings rate is
below zero, which has not happened
since the Great Depression. In other
words, all over this country working
people and people in the middle class
are purchasing groceries, they are pur-
chasing gas at the pump, they are pur-
chasing other basic necessities through
their credit cards and, in the process,
are going deeper and deeper into debt.

Over the last 6 years, we have lost in
this country 3 million manufacturing
jobs, often good-paying manufacturing
jobs, including 10,000 in my small State
of Vermont. Many of the new jobs that
are available to those displaced work-
ers, if they are lucky enough to find
new jobs, will pay wages and benefits
substantially lower than the jobs they
have lost.

It is no secret that in America today
our health care system is disinte-
grating. There is little dispute about
that. Health care costs are soaring.
Today, we have 46.6 million Americans
with zero health insurance, an increase
of 6.8 million since President Bush has
been in office.

Today, 3 million fewer American
workers have pension coverage than
when President Bush took office and
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half of private-sector American work-
ers have no pension coverage whatso-
ever.

Throughout our country, American
workers who now work the longest
hours of any people in the industri-
alized world—husbands working long
hours, wives working long hours, peo-
ple being stressed out by having to
work so hard to earn the living they
need to pay for their basic needs—are
finding it harder and harder to come up
with jobs, to get jobs which provide
them a decent amount of vacation
time. The 2-week vacation is some-
thing many workers no longer can have
in this country.

While the middle class is shrinking
and while poverty is increasing in our
country, there is another reality tak-
ing place. That is that the wealthiest 1
percent, the people at the very top of
the economic ladder, have not had it so
good since the 1920s. The middle class
is shrinking, poverty is increasing, and
the people on the top are doing phe-
nomenally well.

According to Forbes magazine, the
selective net worth of the wealthiest
400 Americans increased by $120 billion
last year to $1.25 trillion; 400 families,
$1.25 trillion in worth. The 400 wealthi-
est Americans are worth an unbeliev-
able amount of money and their wealth
is soaring.

Sadly, however, the United States
today has the most unfair distribution
of wealth and income of any major
country and the gap between the very
wealthy and everyone else is growing
wider. This was a country formed
around egalitarian principles—we are
all in it together. When one goes up,
others go up. Yet what we are seeing
today in an almost unprecedented way
is the people on the top making out
like bandits, earning huge increases in
their incomes, in their wealth, while
the middle class shrinks and poverty is
increasing.

Today the wealthiest 13,000 families
in our country own nearly as much in-
come as do the bottom 20 million fami-
lies. That is 13,000 compared to 20 mil-
lion. And the wealthiest 1 percent own
more wealth than the bottom 90 per-
cent.

I have given a brief sketch of the
economy in terms of how it impacts
the middle class and working families
of our country. Let me, within that
context of what is happening to tens of
millions of Americans, take a look at
the President’s budget.

At a time of a major health care cri-
sis, with more and more Americans un-
insured or underinsured, the Presi-
dent’s budget would cut Medicare and
Medicaid by $280 billion over the next
decade, lowering the quality of health
care for approximately 43 million sen-
ior citizens and people with disabilities
who depend on Medicare and more than
50 million Americans who rely on Med-
icaid.

At a time when our childcare and
early childhood education system are
totally inadequate to meet the needs of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

working parents, the Bush budget re-
duces the number of children receiving
childcare assistance by 300,000.
Childcare in crisis. The President’s re-
sponse: Deny childcare to 300,000 chil-
dren.

In addition, the President’s budget
provides a $100 million cut for the Head
Start program at a time when only
about one-half of the children eligible
for this important and excellent pro-
gram actually participate in it due to a
lack of funding. Huge numbers of kids
cannot get into Head Start. The Presi-
dent’s response: Cut Head Start fund-
ing.

While hunger in this country, as I
mentioned earlier, is shamefully in-
creasing, the President’s budget denies
food stamps to 280,000 families and
eliminates nutrition assistance to over
400,000 senior citizens, mothers, and
newborn children.

We are in a war in Iraq. We are in a
war in Afghanistan. The number of our
veterans is increasing. Twenty-two
thousand have been wounded, many se-
riously. Many will come back to this
country with post-traumatic stress dis-
order. Yet the President has signifi-
cantly cut funding for the VA over a
period of years, and some years ago
made hundreds of thousands of vet-
erans ineligible to get VA health care.

In this great country, with so many
people struggling desperately to keep
their heads above water, we should not
be cutting back on health care. We
should not be cutting back on nutri-
tional benefits. We should not be cut-
ting back on Head Start, affordable
housing, the needs of our veterans, and
educational opportunities for middle-
class families. That is what we should
not be doing.

This is especially true when the
President’s budget provides $739 billion
in tax breaks over the next decade to
households with incomes exceeding $1
million per year. The average tax
break for this group of millionaires
will total $162,000 by the year 2012.

Let me be very blunt. In my view it
is wrong, in my view it is immoral to
give huge tax breaks to millionaires
and billionaires—the people who need
them the least—while cutting back on
the needs of the middle-class and work-
ing families of our country. That is
wrong.

Is this budget, the President’s budg-
et, a reflection of the values of the peo-
ple of our country? I do not believe
that. I do not believe ordinary Ameri-
cans think it is right and appropriate
to give tax breaks to billionaires and
then provide inadequately for our vet-
erans, for our children, and for our sen-
iors. That is not, in my view, what
America is about.

We are told over and over again we
do not have the money to reduce child-
hood poverty in this country. We are
told we do not have the funds to wipe
out the disgrace of hunger in America.
We are told we do not have enough
money to make sure the young people
who graduate from high school in this
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country, who are excited about going
to college, will be able to do so without
coming out deeply in debt.

We do not have the money to help
those families. Yet—yet—while we turn
our backs on the middle-class and
working families of our country, it ap-
pears we have plenty of money for the
millionaires and billionaires of this
country. We have tens of billions, in
fact, to shower on those who need it
the least, yet we have nothing, and we
are cutting back on the programs, for
those who need it most.

Included in the President’s budget,
amazingly, is the complete repeal of
the estate tax which would take effect
at the end of 2010. As you know, the
complete repeal of this tax would ben-
efit only the top two-tenths of 1 per-
cent of the American people. Let me
repeat that. The complete repeal of the
estate tax would benefit solely the
upper two-tenths of 1 percent of the
American population.

These are families, of course, who al-
ready are millionaires and billionaires,
and these are families who in the cur-
rent economy have been doing exceed-
ingly well. In other words, 99.8 percent
of Americans would not benefit by one
nickel from the complete repeal of the
estate tax, as proposed by the Presi-
dent.

According to the President’s budget,
this repeal of the estate tax would re-
duce receipts for the Treasury by more
than $91 billion over the next 5 years
and more than $442 billion over the
next decade. But the long-term damage
to our fiscal solvency is even worse.

According to the Center on Budget
and Policy Priorities, repealing the es-
tate tax would cost over $1 trillion
from 2012 to 2021—over $1 trillion. In
other words, if the President’s plan to
permanently repeal the estate tax suc-
ceeds, the children and family mem-
bers of the very few most privileged
families in America will reap a massive
tax break. Instead of closing the gap
between the rich and the poor, instead
of addressing the huge national debt
and deficit problems we have, we make
both situations worse by fully repeal-
ing the estate tax.

I have brought with me a few charts
to demonstrate who are the winners
and losers in the President’s budget.
Obviously, fortunes go up and down,
and we do not know what anyone is
going to be worth tomorrow, let alone
in the coming years. And the estimates
I am giving to you and the charts I am
using are based on two reports.

The first is an April 2006 report by
United for a Fair Economy and Public
Citizen, entitled ‘“‘Spending Millions to
Save Billions,” reflecting the financial
position of the wealthiest 400 Ameri-
cans in this country as compiled by
Forbes magazine from the year 2005.

The second is a May 30, 2006 report
from the House Government Reform
Committee, entitled ‘“‘Estimated Tax
Savings of Oil Company CEOs.”’

Of course, no one can predict what
the numbers will be in the years to
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come. But these are the best figures
available to us at this time.

Let me go to the first chart. The
granddaddy of all of the winners under
the Bush budget is none other than the
heirs to the Wal-Mart fortune. If the
estate tax was completely repealed, the
entire Walton family would receive an
estimated tax break of $32.7 billion—
that is with a “B’—$32.7 billion in tax
relief for one family which today hap-
pens to be one of the wealthiest fami-
lies in this country already.

Meanwhile, in contrast, the Presi-
dent’s budget proposes to cut Medicaid
by $28 billion over the next decade,
driving up the cost of health care for
tens of millions of Americans. In other
words, while one of the wealthiest fam-
ilies in this country gets a tax break of
over $30 billion, tens of millions of
Americans—children, seniors—will suf-
fer. Now, that may make sense to
someone, that may appear to be fair to
someone, but it sure does not make
sense to me. In other words, if the
President’s proposed budget passes,
millions of Americans will lose, includ-
ing some of the most vulnerable people
in our country, while one very wealthy
family wins.

A second major beneficiary of the
President’s tax cuts is the heirs of the
Mars candy bar fortune. Now, I like
Snickers as much as anybody. And I do
not want to be seen here as attacking
Snickers, one of the basic food groups
of American society. But the family
that owns Mars is slated to receive an
estimated $11.7 billion tax break if the
estate tax is fully repealed.

Mr. President, $11.7 billion for the
Mars family. They are winners. Yet,
who are the losers? As I mentioned ear-
lier, all over this country there are
waiting lines for veterans to get into
VA hospitals. We are not keeping our
promises to the veterans. Veterans lose
while one family wins big time. I think
that is wrong.

Another major winner in the Presi-
dent’s budget is the Cox family. They
are the heirs to the Cox cable fortune.
They will gain $9.7 billion if the estate
tax is repealed. Meanwhile, while the
Cox family would receive almost $10
billion in tax breaks, the President
wants to cut funding for education by
$1.5 billion.

The President keeps talking about
No Child Left Behind while his budget
continues to leave, in fact, millions of
children behind. In Vermont and all
over this country, school districts are
struggling with grossly inadequate
funding for special education, which
the President also wants to cut. We do
not have the money to fund special
education to improve public education
in America. We do not have that
money. But we do have $9.7 billion for
one family, the Mars family.

Another major beneficiary of the
President’s budget is the Nordstrom
family, owners of the upscale depart-
ment store chain. By repealing the es-
tate tax, the Nordstrom family stands
to receive an estimated $826 million tax
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break, according to the April 2006 re-
port from United for a Fair Economy.
Tax breaks of over $300 million for an
enormously wealthy family, and yet we
see a $630 million cut in the President’s
budget for the Community Services
Block Grant Program.

As you know, the Community Serv-
ices Block Grant Program provides the
infrastructure necessary to deliver
services to 15 million of the lowest in-
come people in our country. These are
people who are hungry. When they are
hungry, they go to the community ac-
tion program. When they are homeless,
they go to the community action pro-
gram. When they do not have any
money to buy food, they go to the com-
munity action program. We are going
to cut back on that program, but we do
have $826 million in tax breaks for the
Nordstrom family.

Another major beneficiary of the
Bush budget is the family of Ernest
Gallo, who would receive a $468 million
tax break—$468 million. Meanwhile,
the President proposes to cut $420 mil-
lion from the Low-Income Home En-
ergy Assistance Program, the LIHEAP
program.

According to the latest available
data, 5.4 million senior citizens on
fixed incomes and low-income families
with Kkids receive help paying their
heating bills through this program
each and every year. In the State of
Vermont, trust me, it gets very cold,
and we have a lot of people in Vermont
and throughout this country who are
dependent upon the LIHEAP program.
But, as a nation, the President sug-
gests: No, no, we have to cut $420 mil-
lion from LIHEAP, which impacts the
lives of low-income senior -citizens.
But—guess what—we do have $468 mil-
lion available as a tax break for the
Gallo family.

The former CEO of ExxonMobil does
very well from the President’s tax
breaks. As some will remember, while
the cost of gas at the pumps was soar-
ing, while the profits of ExxonMobil
were soaring, the company decided, in
its wisdom and generosity, to provide a
$400 million retirement package for
their departing CEO, Mr. Lee Ray-
mond. Now the President wants to re-
ward Mr. Raymond by providing his es-
tate with an estimated $164 million tax
break. On the other hand, there is a
program called the Commodities Sup-
plemental Food Program which pro-
vides a package of high-quality, nutri-
tious food to some 480,000 seniors,
mothers, and children. The President
wants to eliminate this program. He is
saying to the 4,000 seniors in Vermont
who benefit from this program, the al-
most half a million seniors, mothers,
and kids who benefit from this package
of food once a month: We in America
don’t have enough money to provide
for you who are hungry, for you who
are old. We can’t do it. But if you are
the former CEO of ExxonMobil, if you
have a $400 million bonus at the end of
your career, guess what. Your family
will get a $164 million tax break.
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As a member of the Senate Budget
Committee, it appears to me that the
choice we as a Congress are facing and
that the American people are facing is
pretty clear. Do we continue to shower
huge tax breaks on millionaires and
billionaires, people who are already
doing phenomenally well, while we cut
back on the needs of the middle-class
working families and the most vulner-
able people in this country? It all
comes down to the phrase ‘“‘which side
are we on.” Are we on the side of those
people who make huge campaign con-
tributions to Congress and the White
House, or are we on the side of tens of
millions of working families, strug-
gling hard to keep their heads above
water?

That is the choice we face. As a mem-
ber of the Budget Committee, I think
the answer is pretty obvious. I will not
be voting to provide a tax break to the
heirs of the Wal-Mart fortune. Rather,
I will be fighting to substantially in-
crease financial aid for low- and mid-
dle-class families so that every Amer-
ican, regardless of income, can receive
a college education. I will not support
another tax cut for the former CEO of
ExxonMobil and his family. Instead, I
will be voting to give support to work-
ing families all over this country who
are desperately seeking quality and af-
fordable childcare.

If, as a nation, we are serious about
addressing the long neglected needs of
the middle-class and working people
and creating a fairer and more egali-
tarian society, we have to invest in
education, health care, housing, and
our infrastructure. We have to deal
with the crisis of global warming and
sustainable energy, as well as many
other areas. We also have to reduce our
national debt. Given that reality, Con-
gress must develop the courage to
stand up to the big money interests, to
the wealthiest families. We must roll
back the tax breaks given to the
wealthiest 1 percent, and we must de-
mand that fortunate people rejoin
American society and understand that
like everybody else in this country,
they are part of America and not a spe-
cial breed. If we are to keep faith with
our children, our seniors, our veterans,
and with those people who have no
health insurance, we can do no less. I
look forward to working with my col-
leagues to make sure we do just that.

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.

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

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

ACCESS TO HEALTH CARE

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
rise this afternoon to speak of an issue
of great concern in my State of Alaska
but also a concern we are seeing across
the Nation, and this is access to health
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care and, more specifically, access to
the professionals who provide for our
very important health care needs.

In just 20 years, 20 percent of the U.S.
population will be 65 years or older, a
percentage larger than any other time
in our Nation’s history. And just as
this aging population places the high-
est demand on our health care system,
the Council on Graduate Medical Edu-
cation states that there will be a na-
tional shortage of over 100,000 physi-
cians in this country. Other experts
look at it from a bit more dire perspec-
tive and predict a shortage closer to
200,000 physicians. If that becomes a re-
ality, 84 million patients will be left
without a doctor’s care.

A dozen States already report physi-
cian shortages. Across the country, pa-
tients are experiencing, or soon will
face, shortages in many physician spe-
cialties, including cardiology, radi-
ology, and several pediatric and sur-
gical subspecialties. Demand for doc-
tors is accelerating more rapidly than
the supply, and yet the number of our
medical school graduates has remained
virtually flat for over a quarter of a
century.

During that same time period, the
median tuition and fees at medical
schools have increased by 750 percent
in private schools and by nearly 900
percent in public schools.

To add to that, much of the Nation’s
physician workforce also is graying.
They are simply getting older. They
are heading for retirement. A third of
the Nation’s 750,000 active post resi-
dency physicians are older than 55 and
likely to retire just as this boomer pop-
ulation generation moves into its time
of greatest medical need. By the year
2020, physicians are expected to hang
up their stethoscopes at a rate nearly
25 times the retirement rate of today.

A looming doctor shortage threatens
to create a national health care crisis
by further limiting access to physi-
cians, jeopardizing quality and accel-
erating cost increases. People are wait-
ing for weeks to get appointments, and
emergency departments have lines that
fall out the door, literally. Many will
go without care entirely, and we know
the consequence then in terms of the
pressures on the health care system
when they go without care. In rural
America, patients have long gone with-
out care. In fact, the shortage of physi-
cians, especially primary care physi-
cians, in rural areas of the United
States represents one of the most in-
tractable health policy problems of the
past century. As a result, rural pa-
tients are often denied both access to
care and quality of care. One-fifth of
the U.S. population lives in rural
America.

Yet only 9 percent of the Nation’s
physicians are practicing in these
areas. Over 50 million of these rural
Americans live in areas that have a
shortage of physicians to meet their
basic needs.

Additionally, physician recruitment
to rural America has also been a prob-
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lem. The high cost of medical school is
in large part to blame. Most students,
very severely in debt after medical
school, are forced away from primary
care and forced into more lucrative
speciality medicine. Rural areas and
their community health centers across
the Nation report a declining ability to
recruit primary care physicians.

Alaska, as my colleagues have heard
me say on the floor of the Senate many
times, geographically is huge. It is a
State larger than Texas, California,
and Montana combined. In Alaska,
“rural’ really takes on a new meaning.
The physician shortage crisis in Alaska
has long been magnified. Health care
delivery in the State is extremely dif-
ficult because, in part, there are fewer
roads than in any other State. Even
Rhode Island has more roads than
Alaska. This means that for the vast
majority of communities in Alaska,
our medical supplies, our patients, and
our providers all must travel by air,
which adds to the cost.

Alaska’s population is growing, espe-
cially its elderly population, which is
the second fastest growing in the Na-
tion.

People don’t typically think of Alas-
ka as having a fair number of seniors,
but our senior population is growing at
a very rapid rate. However, Alaska’s
physician workforce, as others across
the Nation, is aging. The number of
new residents is not keeping up with
attrition. Mr. President, 118 physicians
in Anchorage alone are expected to re-
tire in the next 10 years.

Currently, Alaska has the sixth low-
est ratio of physicians to population in
the United States. Outside of Anchor-
age, the ratio is the worst in the Na-
tion. To put it into perspective, if Alas-
ka were to reach its national average
of physicians to population, if we were
to reach it by the year 2025, we would
need a net increase of 980 physicians
statewide or 49 more physicians per
year.

For some in States where their popu-
lation base is significant, they might
say 980 physicians between now and
2025 isn’t that bad. We only have about
650,000 people in the State of Alaska.
For us to find 980 physicians, or 49
more physicians per year, is a tall
order.

In Anchorage, many specialties are
in serious or in critical shortage, in-
cluding general internal medicine, neu-
rology, neurosurgery, rheumatology,
and infectious diseases. Patients wait
for months to be accepted as new pa-
tients for general internal medicine.
Others have to be flown to Seattle for
some critical specialties.

I need to repeat this because we are
not just talking about “I don’t like
this particular doctor, and I want to
find somebody else.”” We don’t have the
physicians to see the patients, so a pa-
tient will wait for months for an ap-
pointment or the other alternative is
to fly outside to Seattle.

There is a bright spot, though, on the
horizon. Even though Alaska has only
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one residency training program—and I
should also mention we don’t have any
medical schools in the State of Alas-
ka—our one residency training pro-
gram trains 12 family medicine resi-
dents each year—clearly a number that
is far fewer than our population needs.
Seventy-seven percent of the residents
choose to stay in Alaska—the highest
rate of return in the Nation. We know
why it is. We figure we have an awful
lot to offer those who come to the
State, but the problem is drawing them
to the State in the first place.

In the last Congress, with great fan-
fare, we provided a Medicare prescrip-
tion drug benefit. But the question I
was asking at that time is, What good
is a prescription drug benefit if there is
no physician to write prescriptions? In
the 21st century, we cannot, as a Gov-
ernment, permit such dire access to
care to continue. I do believe the situa-
tion is intolerable. We cannot sit by
while potentially millions of patients
go without care. That is why I am pro-
posing a three-pronged plan to allevi-
ate the Nation’s rural health care ac-
cess crisis.

Earlier in the year, I introduced the
Rural Physician Relief Act. This is leg-
islation which would provide tax incen-
tives for physicians to practice in our
most rural and frontier locations in the
country. Today, I am announcing a sec-
ond step on improving access to health
care. Soon, I will introduce the Physi-
cian Shortage Elimination Act. This is
a strong step in improving access to
our health system. Later, as the third
prong of my plan, I will introduce com-
prehensive legislation for improving
the plight of the uninsured.

To get to the Physician Shortage
Elimination Act, it essentially does
four things:

First and foremost, it doubles the
funding for the National Health Serv-
ice Corps. This program has operated
with 37 years of excellence, providing
primary care services to our most vul-
nerable populations. It is a solution to
the many students who find the exorbi-
tant cost of medical school prohibi-
tively expensive. However, the program
is just too small to meet the great need
in underserved America. Right now,
over 4,000 National Health Service
Corps clinicians provide primary care
to nearly 6 million people nationwide
who otherwise would likely have gone
without care. Tragically, this still
leaves some 50 million people with ex-
tremely diminished access to health
care. In fact, the American Association
of Medical Colleges said the current
program only meets 12 percent of the
needs of the underserved. Yet this pro-
gram is so popular with medical stu-
dents that 80 percent of its applicants
in a typical year must be turned away.

This National Health Service Corps
has a proven track record. Let us build
on its success. Doubling our invest-
ment in the National Health Service
Corps is the most prudent, most cost-
effective and expeditious way to meet
the current needs and future needs of



February 14, 2007

America’s underserved. In fact, the
former president of the AAMC stated
that the National Health Service
Corps:

. is ideally positioned to alleviate the
shortage of physicians in many medically
underserved areas but has only had sufficient
funding to accommodate only a fraction of
those young physicians who are prepared to
practice in those areas.

The second part of the bill will im-
prove and expand current medical resi-
dency programs. Half of all physicians
practice medicine within 100 miles of
their residency. This means the resi-
dents who train in rural or underserved
areas are likely to remain in those
areas. The small Alaska Family Resi-
dency Program, which is a program de-
signed to help meet the needs in rural
Alaska, is a great example of this. Of
the 55 graduates, 75 percent have
stayed in Alaska upon completing their
residency—the highest return rate of
any graduate medical program in the
country. Unfortunately, it is too small
to meet the large needs of rural Alas-
ka.

Rural and underserved residency pro-
grams must be allowed to flourish. We
have arcane barriers, and we have arti-
ficial caps on residency programs that
need to be removed. Students must be
allowed to learn their craft in the most
rural and underserved areas of the Na-
tion. My legislation will prevent resi-
dency programs from being penalized
for training in locations where the
need is greatest, such as the Indian
Health Service locations. Additionally,
it will remove barriers that prevent
programs from developing rural train-
ing rotations and rural experiences in
their curriculum. All the experts agree
that this is likely one of the most ef-
fective ways to prepare students for a
rural practice.

Further, the legislation will reau-
thorize the Centers of Excellence Pro-
gram and the Health Careers Oppor-
tunity Program. This did not receive
funding for 2006, but these are impor-
tant programs, and they target dis-
advantaged and minority students
from as young as Kkindergarten on
through high school. They target these
young people to develop an interest in
the health professions. The programs
nurture the youth in rural and under-
served areas, and they create a pipeline
to careers in the health professions.
This concept of ‘‘growing your own,” if
you will, is the most effective way of
achieving long-term retention in most
rural locations.

Finally, my legislation will bolster
the cornerstone of health care in rural
America, which is the community
health center. Community health cen-
ters provide quality community-based
health care for millions of America’s
medically underserved and uninsured.
This bill will help them do their job. It
will expand residency programs and
primary care services offered by com-
munity health service centers and offer
grants to health centers to assist them
in recruitment, technical assistance,
and physician mentoring programs.
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Mr. President, as a person coming
from a rural area, you know a strong
commitment to our community health
centers is a smart, cost-effective way
of maximizing our health care dollars
for our neediest populations.

The prognosis for quality of health
care in America right now does not
look good. The prognosis is poor. Fifty
million Americans in underserved
areas across the Nation today already
must do without care. Soon, we will
have greater problems. We will have
even greater physician shortages,
which will mean another 84 million pa-
tients will be left without a physician’s
care.

We must act here in Congress. I ask
my colleagues to take a look at the
legislation we are introducing, the
Physician Shortage Elimination Act,
and see if this isn’t something we can
join together to work on so we can con-
tinue to provide the level of care Amer-
icans across the country, in both rural
and urban areas, deserve and expect.

With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

The PRESIDING OFFICER
SANDERS). The majority leader.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that at 4:30 p.m., the
Senate go into executive session to
consider Executive Calendar No. 25, the
nomination of Nora Barry Fischer to
be a U.S. district judge; that there be
10 minutes for debate on that nomina-
tion equally divided between the chair-
man and ranking member of the Judi-
ciary Committee and 5 minutes under
the control of Senator CASEY; that at
4:45 p.m., the Senate vote on the nomi-
nation; that the motion to reconsider
be laid on the table, the President be
immediately notified of the Senate’s
action, and the Senate then return to
legislative session and resume consid-
eration of H. J. Res. 20; that all amend-
ments and motions be withdrawn, the
joint resolution be read a third time,
and the Senate vote on final passage,
with the preceding all occurring with-
out any intervening action or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Maryland is recog-
nized.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed to
speak for up to 10 minutes.

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

DARFUR

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, the peo-
ple of the Darfur region of Sudan are
crying out for help during their time of
despair. It is time for the U.S. Govern-
ment to exercise greater international
leadership and take greater strides to
stave off a humanitarian disaster.

Darfur has been identified as geno-
cide and the international community
is permitting it to continue. This is not
acceptable.

It is not enough to posture and
threaten the government in Khartoum.

(Mr.
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It is time to exercise moral leadership
and exercise more muscular diplomacy
in an area where so little has been ac-
complished for so many.

The conflict in Darfur has been rag-
ing for 4 years. Since 2003, the Suda-
nese Government and its allied
Janjaweed militia have been fighting
the rebel Sudanese Liberation Army—
SLA, and the Justice and Equality
Movement—JEM. The SLA and the
JEM claimed their aim was to force the
Sudanese Government to address the
underdevelopment and political
marginalization in the region.

In response, the government and the
Janjaweed targeted the region’s civil-
ian population and the ethnic groups
from which the rebels draw their sup-
port.

Since the fighting began, over 200,000
people have been killed. Approximately
3 million people have fled to internal
displacement camps within Darfur, or
to neighboring Chad and the Central
African Republic—C.A.R. None of these
options have shielded them from vio-
lence as the Janjaweed has patrolled
outside the camps and Sudanese war-
planes have attacked inside Chad and
C.A.R.

In the face of these horrendous condi-
tions, an estimated 14,000 aid workers
risk their lives to provide basic human
services and comfort to one-third of
the population in Darfur. The majority
of these aid workers are Sudanese na-
tionals who have banded together to
create an unprecedented relief oper-
ation.

For its part, the United States pro-
vides approximately $1 billion in food
aid to the Darfur region. This contribu-
tion is one of the few positive develop-
ments for the people in Darfur as we
have been able to increase the daily nu-
tritional intake. Nonetheless, the vio-
lence rages and many aid agencies
working in Darfur are unable to gain
access to vast areas because of the
fighting.

Thus far only the African Union—
AU—has responded to the call to pro-
tect civilians. Unfortunately, the AU
troops have been deployed in a slow
and limited manner.

The Darfur region is roughly 160,000
square miles, and the AU force is far
too small to cover this vast territory.
The AU should be commended for
shouldering the burden this long.

In August 2006, the United Nations
Security Council adopted Resolution
1706, to expand the mandate of the U.N.
mission in Sudan—UNIMIS—to include
Darfur. The resolution ‘invites the
consent of the Sudanese Government”
to allow U.N. forces into Darfur and
““‘authorizes use of ‘all necessary
means’ to protect U.N. personnel and
civilians under threat of physical vio-
lence.”

Resolution 1706 calls for a total of
27,000 armed personnel for Sudan. The
breakdown includes the 7,000 AU sol-
diers, 17,000 U.N. blue helmets and 3,000
police officers. This is a significant
mission by the United Nations and one
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that underscores significant
national concern about Darfur.

Without question, U.N. Resolution
1706 caused concern and then foot drag-
ging by the Khartoum Government.
Khartoum is wary of a robust U.N.
troop presence on its soil for two rea-
sons. First, it fears the investigators
from the International Criminal
Court—ICC—who will have greater lati-
tude under a U.N. presence. Second, it
fears the presence of the U.N. will force
them to follow through on the oil rev-
enue sharing agreement with the
southern Sudanese.

Khartoum views a U.N. presence as a
surrender of sovereignty. However,
what it really fears is the ICC inves-
tigators being able to gather evidence
within its borders. Since the ICC ac-
cepted the responsibility of looking
into genocide in Sudan, Khartoum has
maneuvered mightily to keep its inves-
tigators away, out of the country.

Sudan’s President Omar al-Bashir
has resisted the U.N. force since its in-
ception. As he has done repeatedly
throughout the Darfur crisis, he com-
mits and later reneges on commit-
ments and pledges of cooperation in
Darfur. For this reason, former U.N.
General Secretary, Kofi Annan, gave us
a viable Plan A to implement the U.N.
force in Sudan.

Plan A implements a hybrid U.N.-AU
force which the government of Sudan
initially agreed to.

Plan A is a workable option and a
win-win for everybody. Unfortunately,
President al-Bashir has back pedaled
from his initial embrace of Mr. Annan’s
plan. On November 18, 2006, it was re-
ported Sudan’s U.N. ambassador de-
clared ‘‘there will be no U.N. peace-
keepers in Darfur.”

The ambassador’s comments came as
Sudanese war planes and Sudanese-
backed militias staged fresh attacks in
neighboring Chad and the Central Afri-
can Republic.

It is imperative the United States
and the international community rein-
vigorate diplomacy with Sudan in
order to move Khartoum to reason.
This is what I would describe as the ad-
ministration’s potential Plan B.

The immediate next steps for Darfur
are complex, yet achievable. These in-
clude securing a cease fire and pro-
tecting humanitarian relief corridors,
establishing the hybrid U.N.-AU peace-
keeping operation and advancing the
political dialogue in Darfur.

Additionally, President Bush and
Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice
must place Sudan higher on the U.S.-
Chinese agenda. Sudan produces some
500,000 and 600,000 barrels of oil per day.
China purchases 80 percent of this oil
and invests heavily into Sudan’s oil
producing infrastructure.

As China continues its diplomatic
and economic courtship of African na-
tions, she should be clear about how
she intends to deal with despotic and
authoritarian governments. The inter-
national community has worked hard
over the past 20 years for greater

inter-
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progress on democracy and human
issues in Africa. Having China thumb
its nose at these accomplishments
would set a bad precedent for Africa
and should have consequences in the
West.

China should be afforded an oppor-
tunity to become part of the solution
in addressing Sudan’s humanitarian
concerns.

Diplomacy and economic Ileverage
should be applied to Sudan with the co-
operation of China.

The United States has clearly shown
what can be accomplished through sus-
tained and concerted diplomatic ef-
forts. After 21 years of fighting we were
able to persuade Khartoum to nego-
tiate with the Sudanese People’s Lib-
eration Front—SPLF.

This administration was able to mar-
shal international humanitarian sup-
port and the attention of the world to
what 1is happening in Darfur. The
United States must provide the vision
and the leadership to protect innocent
civilians in Darfur.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I be-
lieve under the unanimous consent
agreement I am recognized until 4:15; is
that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. COBURN. I will try not to take
that much time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is recognized.

(A portion of the remarks of Mr.
COBURN are printed in today’s RECORD
under ‘“‘Morning Business.’’)

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I want
to turn to the bill in front of us and
make a few remarks about how things
change, but they never change. We had
an election this last fall. The election
was based on changing the control so
we can control the spending, so we can
secure the future, so we can eliminate
wasteful Washington spending. I would
put forth that the bill in front of us is
more of the same—actually I want to
guard the words I use—more of the
same lack of clarity, lack of trans-
parency and game playing that Con-
gress has been known for the last 25 to
30 years.

The bill before us manipulates the
numbers. The bill before us is untruth-
ful about the costs. The bill before us is
put on the floor of the Senate without
any debate to bring forth transparency.
No amendments are going to be offered
to bring forth transparency. No amend-
ments are going to be offered to offset
the cost. This $3.1 billion expense is
going to go directly to our grand-
children because what is not spent for
military construction and BRAC costs
will be added to the supplemental
which we are going to be taking up in
March. We are going to be taking up
more of the same games, so what you
got for what you thought was change is
not a change at all. It is just a change
in name only. It is important for the
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American people to understand it is
not Republican or Democrat, it is
short-term vision versus long-term vi-
sion for our country.

We have a bill before us on the floor
of the Senate that does a lot of
things—a lot we should have gotten
done. There is no question. The major-
ity is within its rights to do what it
has done. The predicate that Senator
REID used, that it was used on the
Democrats before—there was no com-
plaint with that. It has been done. It is
not a good process. But what we are
seeing is not what was promised. We
thought we bought a new car, and what
we bought, what the American people
bought, was a car that had been
wrecked and repainted and sold as new.

I want to talk about several of the
problems, things that are wrong with
this bill. I want to raise the question
why should we not fix it now. I will
start first with the BRAC money—$3.1
billion to move tens of thousands of
troops out of Germany, back here. It is
not going to happen. The money may
come with the omnibus but not in time
to achieve the savings that we were
hoping to achieve through the BRAC
process. So there is a double cost. One
is, if we took that money and we spent
it to grow the Government—debatable.
It is not debatable that some of the
things that are funded with that are
not good—but are they the priority?
We are going to grow the Government,
No. 1, and then we are going to take
that money and put it on the supple-
mental bill.

A supplemental bill is a bill that
comes forward outside the budget pa-
rameters, so therefore any of the
money spent doesn’t have to be within
the budget limits. That money goes di-
rectly to the credit card of your
grandkids. There is $3.1 billion. Then
we are going to lose the benefits
through delay of the BRAC closure
process which is going to be another $3
to $5 billion. So by playing the same
games Washington has been known for
for years, we are going to add $7 or $8
billion more to the debt of our grand-
children.

If you thought things changed, they
didn’t. They changed in name only.
This game with this maneuver in it is
a sham for our grandkids and anybody
else who thinks we are going to be fis-
cally responsible with your money.

The second thing it does is it de-
stroys some of the help that was out
there to help the most wvulnerable.
There was a provision in the new Ryan
White AIDS bill that saves the life of
newborn babies. We know it works. The
two States that have done it have re-
duced HIV infection in newborn chil-
dren by about 98 percent—for $85: $10 to
test and $75 to treat newborn children.

In New York they used to have 500
babies a year born who were infected
with HIV. Last year they had seven.
Why? Because women who did not
know their status were given an oppor-
tunity to opt out of being tested. If
they didn’t want to be tested, they
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didn’t have to be. But if they did, they
were given an opportunity to get test-
ed. And if they didn’t want to be test-
ed, their baby was tested, so if, in fact,
they were carrying HIV, we could pre-
vent, 99 percent of the time, those chil-
dren from becoming infected with HIV.

The money was taken out in this bill.
This is a chart for the infections,
perinatal infections. Just in these
States alone, for which we have a
record, these are going to be the pre-
ventable cases of newborn baby AIDS
that are going to not happen because of
what this bill does. Thousands of ba-
bies are going to get infected with HIV
because we are taking away the incen-
tives. In terms of this bill, it is small
numbers, $30 million—incentives to get
States doing what New York and Con-
necticut have done.

Shame on us, shame on us, to claim
we care and then to take this and
eliminate it. They went so far as to
talk to the administration about this,
hoping that they would have a letter
coming that would say we don’t want
the money. In fact, they want the
money. It is in the President’s budget.
He wants the money. Why? Because it
actually does something. Your dollars
actually go to make a difference. How
do they make a difference? Not only do
they save the life, the cost to treat a
baby over their life—their life expect-
ancy is only 25 years if they get HIV.
But that is a quarter of a million dol-
lars versus $85, and the vast majority
of that money is going to be paid by
the American taxpayers. So shame on
us. Shame on us for doing that. These
are, just in these States alone, the
number of children who are going to
get infected with HIV without this pro-
gram going forward.

Another amendment I wanted to
offer so we could offer ways to try to
change these things is to delay the CR
for 2 weeks and let’s have the debate
about these issues, but we are not
going to be allowed to even offer an
amendment to continue it for 2 more
weeks so we can actually debate it.
That is the majority’s right. I respect
their right. It was probably done to
them before I got here. It doesn’t mean
it is the correct process for our country
to solve the big fiscal problems that
are in front of us.

One of the items which BARACK
OBAMA and I got through the last Con-
gress in coordination with several key
Members in the House was the Ac-
countability and Transparency Act of
2006. What that act says is by January
1 of next year, you as the American
taxpayer are going to start finding out
how we are spending the money. The
whole idea behind it is if you know, we
are going to be held to a higher stand-
ard. We are going to be held more ac-
countable. Also the idea behind it is if
you know the American people are
going to know, maybe you won’t do
some of the things for your buddies you
are up here doing.

But in this bill there are 40 reports
that are demanded of the administra-
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tion that aren’t available to you, that
have nothing to do with national secu-
rity. I can’t even get them. The Presi-
dent pro tempore of the Senate right
now can’t get them unless he sits on
the appropriations subcommittees of
those reports coming back. That is not
transparency. What that is is working
in the dark so the American people
don’t know what is going on. I have an
amendment that says those reports
ought to be made public to the Amer-
ican people. It is their money. It is our
money. But we have—here we go—an
appropriations bill that has 40 reports
from the Federal Government agencies
to report back to Congress. Yet the
Senator from Vermont and the Senator
from OKklahoma cannot see those re-
ports, and neither can you. What is
that all about? Why shouldn’t you be
able to see those reports? You should
be able to. But that amendment is de-
nied under this process. More of the
same. More work done in darkness
without the light of day for the Amer-
ican people to see what is going on in
their Government with their money.
They should reject that. We all should
reject that. But change comes slowly.

The reason I am out here talking
about it is I think the American people
ought to know what is going on in this
bill. Yes, the threat is if we don’t pass
this, the Government will shut down.
The Government doesn’t have to shut
down. We could continue this for 2
weeks, but we are playing the game.
Who will look worse if you vote against
it. What the American people care
about is whether we have an open and
transparent government. That is what
I am about: making sure we know the
cost of what we are doing, making sure
we know who is responsible, and hold-
ing those accountable when they are
not doing what is in the best long-term
interest of our country rather than
what is in the best short-term political
interest of either political party or any
individual Member of Congress.

Another amendment I was going to
offer but have been precluded from
doing so is we have thousands of people
waiting for assistance with their drugs
for HIV. As a matter of fact, there are
several hundred, 350-some in South
Carolina alone who don’t have any
money, are not getting treated, their
HIV is progressing, they are going to
AIDS, and they are going to die. That
number is in the thousands across the
country right now, and although we
have increased the AIDS drug assist-
ance program, we haven’t increased it
enough to where we are taking care of
those who do not have any other re-
source with which to get the medicines
to save their lives. That amendment is
foregone. We can’t do that, not avail-
able.

Another amendment I had, which is
certainly necessary—and we have had
the Senators from North Dakota and
South Dakota talking about it—is the
fact that we have had a disaster in the
Central Plains of this country, in west-
ern Oklahoma and many other agricul-
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tural areas, where we have a tremen-
dous need—an agricultural disaster by
any means that we have addressed be-
fore. We tried to address it before we
went home, but we didn’t want to pay
for it. So that didn’t go anywhere. That
is going to go somewhere when the sup-
plemental comes. It will be a part of
the supplemental package that comes
out of the Appropriations Committee
and we will pay $4 billion or $5 billion
or $6 billion. It won’t be paid for, we
will charge it to our kids, and we will
help these farmers. There is $1 billion
in my amendment that is paid for—
paid for; we don’t have to charge it to
our grandchildren—that will help im-
mediately those farmers who have suf-
fered through this tremendous drought
in the Central Plains. We can not offer
that amendment. We can not help the
people who need us to help right now
because we are playing games. We are
playing the same old political games
that were played when the Republicans
were in charge. This isn’t a new day;
this is just a new manager under the
same scams. It is a scam, and the
American people need to know it is a
scam in terms of their money.

Finally, the money we are stealing
from the BRAC, a portion of that we
are giving to the Global AIDS Fund.
We are the largest contributor to the
Global AIDS Fund—$300 million. We
are going to bump that to $750 million,
except there is no accountability in the
Global AIDS Fund. The Boston Globe
recently released a report on some in-
side auditor work inside the Global
AIDS Fund showing the slush funds,
showing the money that has been wast-
ed. Yet we can’t have access to those
reports. We are the largest contributor,
but we are denied access. I have an
amendment that says if they want the
money, then they have to show us the
internal transparent workings of that
organization, since we are the largest
contributor. That is denied. That is
common sense. If you were giving
money to a charity and they were
wasting it, you would want to know
how they were spending your money.

As a matter of fact, we make char-
ities in this country show how they are
spending their money. We actually
audit them. We are precluded from
knowing how $750 million of your
money is going to be spent. And the
waste we have found out about in that
program is denying the very people we
are hoping to help, those innocent
young African children who are in-
fected with HIV, with their medicines
every day.

So the way to have great government
is to have transparency. The way to
get rid of wasteful Washington spend-
ing is to have transparency. The way
to lower the taxes on everybody in this
country is to get rid of the waste,
fraud, abuse, and duplication that is
present within our Government. This
bill does none of that. What this bill
does is spend more of your money and
with sleight of hand and under the
cover of darkness transfer billions to
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our grandkids that they have shut out
now but will ask for again when we

have a supplemental and, con-
sequently, our children will be directly
impacted.

If you are born in this country
today—if you go talk to David Walker,
the Comptroller General, who is a non-
political person; he is a straight shoot-
er; he knows what we are facing is an
impending crisis in this country and
that we are on a crash course toward
fiscal bankruptcy. But here is what we
know. If you are born today in this
country, you have a birth tax of
$453,000. That is what your share is of
the unfunded liabilities we refuse to fix
that we are adding to with this bill—we
are going to add $10 billion to $12 bil-
lion actually with this bill when the
new supplemental comes out—that is
my prediction—at a minimum, $3 bil-
lion, probably $10 billion to $12 billion.
What we are doing is going to add to
that birth tax.

What is the great thing about our
country? The great thing about our
country is it was built on the sacrifice
of one generation creating opportunity
for the next. This bill does the opposite
of that. This bill steals from the next
generation to take care of us now.
There is no long-term thinking in this
bill; there is only short-term thinking.
Is it partially my fault we are here?
Sure. I will take that. But the process
and the false claims that we are under
a new day, that we are under a new fis-
cal paradigm, is hogwash. There is no
fiscal responsibility in this bill. This
bill actually claims that it eliminates
all the earmarks. Nothing could be fur-
ther from the truth. As a matter of
fact, hopefully today, I understand, the
President is going to say they are not
going to honor the unwritten ear-
marks. There is $17 billion worth of un-
written earmarks that will continue in
this bill the way this bill is written.

Now, they get to claim in the press
that they have a little section in the
bill that says none of the earmarks in
this bill carry the force of law. Well,
that doesn’t do anything. None of those
earmarks carried the force of law last
year. None of those earmarks next year
will carry the force of law. It does
nothing to eliminate those earmarks
from continuing to be spent. We know
what earmarks are. We know how they
create conflicts of interest within this
body and within the lobbying commu-
nity and individuals throughout this
country. They ought to be gone. None
of them should be honored, unless they
are in the bill and people are willing to
stand up and defend those and they
have been vetted by the committees of
this Congress.

So bear in mind as I vote against this
bill, it is not because I want to shut the
Government down; it is because it is a
vote saying it is more of the same,
American people. You didn’t get what
you bargained for, again. Hold us ac-
countable, come ask the questions, and
don’t take the spin. The fact is there is
a $453,000 birth tax for every child who
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is born this year in this country, and it
is going to grow by over $1,000 with this
bill. So it is going to go to $454,000.
Now, imagine what you have to earn a
year to pay the interest on that.

The fastest growing portion of our
Government budget—what is it? It is
not health care. It is interest. It is in-
terest on the debt, and we have perpet-
uated that with this bill.

I know none of my amendments will
be made in order, but I am inclined to
show the ridiculousness of this process.
So with notice to the Presiding Officer,
who I expect to object, as is his right
as a Senator from Vermont, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendments be set aside and my
amendment No. 234 be called up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

In my capacity as a Senator from
Vermont, I do object.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I have
another unanimous consent request,
which is that the pending amendments
be set aside and that amendment No.
235, the AIDS Drug Assistance Pro-
gram, be called up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In my
capacity as a Senator from Vermont, I
object.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that my amend-
ment No. 236 be called up and the pend-
ing amendments be set aside. This is an
amendment that will allow us to con-
tinue to discuss this for 2 weeks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In my
capacity as a Senator from Vermont, I
object.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that my amend-
ment No. 250, which allows all report
requests by the Appropriations Com-
mittee—40 of them—be made public,
that the pending amendments be set
aside and that it be called up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In my
capacity as a Senator from Vermont, I
object.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendments be set aside and my
amendment No. 251 that will apply $1
billion for the farmers who are in dire
need in this country today be called up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In my
capacity as a Senator from Vermont, I
object.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendments be set aside and my
amendment No. 252, which asks for the
transparency of our contributions into
the Global AIDS Fund be called up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In my
capacity as a Senator from Vermont, I
object.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I went
through that exercise, and I know the
Senator from Vermont does not dis-
agree with all those amendments, but
he is doing what he has been instructed
by the majority to do. The fact is we
could have a debate, we could delay
this for 2 weeks, and we could make
this bill far better. We could decide not
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to spend an additional $3.1 billion of
our grandkids’ money if we allowed a
true debate.

In the last Congress I took a lot of
criticism for going after my party on
fiscal issues. I am not going to quit
going after my party on fiscal issues,
but I will tell my colleagues, I am cer-
tainly not going to quit when the ma-
jority party claims—falsely claims—to
be doing something in the best inter-
ests of this country in terms of fiscal
responsibility when, in fact, they are
not.

There is no question what I have laid
out here today is factual. There is no
question that what we are seeing is
more of the same in Washington. It is
time for it to stop. It is time for the
American public to hold everybody ac-
countable, and we ought to be about
America, not the Democratic Party or
the Republican Party. We ought to be
nonpartisan for the long-term future of
this country. We ought to be non-
partisan in order to restore the idea of
sacrifice and service for the next gen-
eration, rather than taking it for us
today.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. WARNER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
McCASKILL). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President,
parliamentary inquiry: My under-
standing is that the matter before the
Senate at this time is the continuing
resolution and that Senators may ad-
dress aspects of that resolution at this
point in time; is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, the
Senate has before it the continuing res-
olution which is an absolutely essen-
tial piece of legislation to permit our
Government to go forward. We are
about to have a vote, I understand, at
4:45 in relation to that resolution. The
resolution has been consistent with the
rules and precedent of the Senate, put
before the Senate in such a way as to
make extremely restrictive the ability
to amend that resolution.

Nevertheless, a group of Senators
have felt ever so strongly about our
initiative, which is contained in S.
Con. Res. 7, a document that was filed
at the desk in connection with the de-
bate on Iraq. We feel very strongly that
the program announced by the Presi-
dent on January 20 of this year con-
tained therein aspects to which we
could not give our full concurrence.
There is a range of differences of opin-
ion between our group, and when I say
““our group,”’ they have identified
themselves from time to time as being
cosponsors and other Members of the
Senate.
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Speaking for myself, I felt the plan,
as announced on January 20, did not
speak to the clarity I thought nec-
essary, to say this operation should be
highly dependent on the Iraqi-trained
military and other security forces.

Our Nation, together with coalition
partners over the period of this long
conflict—in the not-too-distant future
months or so it will begin a fifth year—
have invested heavily in dollars and
sacrifice and otherwise to train the
Iraqi forces to take on their own secu-
rity obligations. The figure ‘‘over
300,000’ has been frequently referred to
in briefings and otherwise, that we
have thus far, in one way or another,
trained and equipped.

As a member of the Committee on
Armed Services in the course of brief-
ings and, indeed, in the Intelligence
Committee, both of which I serve on, it
has been represented through the
years, most particularly the last 2 to
245 years, there has been a steady im-
provement in the quality and the pro-
fessionalism of these Iraqi forces.

Now, 2% years is a long time to train
a military person. In the TUnited
States, we have prided ourselves since
the days of World War II in taking a 17-
or 18-year-old individual and training
that individual to be a fighting person
in 6, 8, 9 months and then some train-
ing with a unit and therein to a combat
situation. Throughout our history,
they have discharged themselves with
the highest degree of professionalism.
Many of the forces we currently have
in Iraq have followed that pattern of
less than a year’s training. How well
we know the courage with which the
men and women of the Armed Forces of
the United States, with the strong sup-
port of their families, have fought, suf-
fered severe wounds, and died to enable
the Iraqi people to have their freedom,
to have a nation which is regarded as a
sovereign nation today, to have a gov-
ernment elected by themselves.

I find it highly perplexing that in
that cadre of some 300,000, there are
not those elements that could have
been utilized to a far greater degree in
this campaign.

We have heard reports—within the
last 2 days I received confirmation—
that those Iraqi contingents, those
troop commitments to this surge plan
which is now in operation still fall
short of the level of numbers in the
commitment to have them in place.

Nevertheless, given the magnitude of
that force, in our resolution, we spe-
cifically say the President should
charge—we use the word ‘‘charge’—
hold them accountable for taking the
lead, for taking the point, for bearing
the principal burden of this operation
called ‘‘surge” in Iraq as enunciated by
the President on January 20. Therein,
rests this Senator’s grave concern
about the utilization of 21,500—and
even a somewhat larger force than
originally announced—in this oper-
ation.

We gathered together individuals of
honest thinking, clear thinking—not
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by political motivation—and have tried
to continuously push our resolution be-
fore this Senate such that each and
every Senator could express his or her
agreement, concurrence, or disagree-
ment. We have not yet succeeded, but
we are going to continue to press on.
There is some representation—I don’t
know whether it is final—that the Sen-
ate may see after we come back from
this recess the measure that will be
presumably passed by the House this
week and presented in what I'm told
could well be an identical form. We feel
very strongly our resolution, S. Con.
Res. 7, without any changes in it,
should be brought up as a substitute
amendment, but at the present time,
given the few minutes remaining, I see
my distinguished colleague who has
joined me in this effort, the distin-
guished Senator from Nebraska, Mr.
BEN NELSON. We have put forward this
S. Con. Res. 7, which requires the fund-
ing for the Government.

At this time, I ask the pending
amendment be set aside so I may offer
amendment numbered 259 which is our
S. Con. Res. 7, in identical form, which
is pending at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In my
capacity as a Senator from Missouri, I
object on behalf of the request of the
leadership.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I
receive that with a great deal of dis-
appointment because I felt, in this crit-
ical period of time as this operation in
Baghdad is getting underway, the con-
structive recommendations to the
President, as embraced in our resolu-
tion, should be brought before this Sen-
ate for full discussion. I see my col-
league.

I yield the floor.

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, what
is the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. House
Joint Resolution 20.

Mr. McCAIN. I ask for the regular
order and I ask to be recognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I
come to the Senate to comment on
H.J. Res. 20, making continuing appro-
priations for fiscal year 2007 which, as
I understand, is the pending business
before the Senate.

I think most of us agree that funding
the Federal Government should be
done through the regular order, not
through a patchwork of continuing res-
olutions. The reality is that all but two
Federal agencies are being funded
through a measure to which no Mem-
ber is being permitted to offer, debate
or vote on a single amendment. That is
wrong. We are not the House of Rep-
resentatives. We are not the other
body, I say to my colleagues. We are
the Senate, a deliberative body. I hope
the Senate leadership on both sides
will work to ensure we do not repeat
this fate.

I have been in this body for a little
over 20 years. I have watched, over
those 20 years, an increasing use of par-
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liamentary procedures—the so-called
filling up the tree and motions for clo-
ture filed at the same time the legisla-
tion is before the Senate increase to an
ever-accelerating process.

I was very disturbed about that proc-
ess being exercised when my side of the
aisle was in the leadership, and I am
even more concerned as I watch the
new majority conduct business in the
Senate. I could submit for the record
the fact of literally every measure be-
fore the Senate that at the same time
a cloture motion is proposed, the tree
is filled.

The Senate is here to debate and
amend. The other body, understand-
ably, has different rules. Given the
mechanisms that are being put in place
by the majority side, what is the dif-
ference? It seems to me that 20 years
ago—and I would ask my friend from
Virginia, who has been here consider-
ably longer than I have—the routine
was a piece of legislation would be be-
fore the Senate, there would be amend-
ments proposed, debated, with second-
degree amendments, if necessary. And
the process was something where lit-
erally every Member of the Senate, if a
Member so chose, could come to the
floor and debate and amend and im-
prove the legislation, if that was a
Member’s desire.

Where are we now? We file cloture.
We vote on cloture. We stand around
for 30 hours or so. And then we vote up
or down. This is a very dangerous proc-
ess we are going through. So now we
are examining a bill which funds all
but two Federal agencies in a measure
which no Member is permitted to offer,
debate or vote on a single amendment.
That is not why I came here. That is
not why. We are sent here—we are sent
here—to express the views and ambi-
tions and hopes and dreams of our con-
stituents.

I have been in discussion with several
other Members about how this trend
continues to accelerate and literally
deprive this institution from being de-
scribed as not the greatest deliberative
body in the world but a deliberative
body.

And I say to the leadership, please sit
down and work these things out. Have
a reasonable number of amendments.
Have debate. Agree to time agree-
ments. Agree to time agreements. I had
several amendments to this bill for
which I would have agreed to an hour
time agreement, which would have
been plenty of time to debate the
amendments and render the Senate’s
judgment, which I would have re-
spected whether it succeeded or failed.

Now, there are many of us who are
very unhappy because we think we
could have improved this legislation,
which covers all but two—two—Federal
agencies of the entire Federal Govern-
ment. And we are going to consider an
up-or-down vote on it. That is not
right. It is not fair to the American
people. And it is not fair to the hal-
lowed traditions of this institution.

I do not know exactly what to do
about it. But there are some of us who
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are looking for ways, perhaps, to ex-
press our dissatisfaction on this issue.
In all deference to my dear friend from
Virginia, all I asked for on this issue of
the ‘‘surge’ or ‘‘change in strategy’ in
Iraqg was 2 hours of debate on our
amendment, with a time agreement
and a vote. I do not think that is a lot
to ask. I do not think that is a great
deal. I do not think that is a huge re-
quest. The two leaders sitting down to-
gether could have—and, by the way, I
know my friend from Virginia sup-
ported that. I am not in any way deni-
grating——

Mr. WARNER. If the Senator will
yield?

Mr. McCAIN. Yes.

Mr. WARNER. I would have it re-
flected in our colloquy that I did sup-
port that because it has always been
my understanding, this being the

greatest deliberative body in the
world’s organization, legislatures
should have that as a fundamental
precedent.

I supported the Senator, much to the
risk—and I was defamed from coast to
coast—but I stood by the Senator’s
right to have his amendment, along
with mine, considered by this body.

Mr. McCAIN. I thank my friend from
Virginia. And let the record be clear,
the Senator from Virginia supported
the proposition that we would consider
more than one amendment.

Now, I am absolutely convinced—I
hate to keep going on this aspect of it
because I wish to discuss the con-
tinuing appropriations bill before us—
but we could have sat down and said:
OK, we will have four amendments, a
certain amount of time on each amend-
ment for debate. Time agreements
would have been entered into, and then
everybody could have had their say or
certainly the majority of the Senate
would have agreed to that.

Instead, unfortunately, we ended up
without addressing the issue in a com-
prehensive fashion, in fact at all, be-
cause of the process that went through.
But equally as important—equally as
important—I say to my friend from
Virginia—and I would ask him, when
he first came here, would he have ever
seen a situation where the entire fund-
ing of the Federal Government was in a
measure before this body without a sin-
gle amendment being allowed to it?

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to engage in a brief colloquy
with the Senator from Virginia.

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

Mr. WARNER. Madam President,
I—

Mr. McCCAIN. For the record, you
might want to say how many years you
have been here.

Mr. WARNER. I certainly recall, over
a period of 29 years, the importance of
the continuing resolution and the
greater utilization, regrettably, of the
necessity for leaders on both sides to
resort to that. But I would have to say
to my good friend, the imperative of
the ability for our Government to func-
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tion requires the flow of money. And
unless this particular continuing reso-
lution is acted upon by this body with-
in the next few days, it will, indeed,
impair the ability of our Government
to function. So we have to take into
consideration those things.

Madam President, might I ask my
friend, our good friend from Nebraska
was to have had 2 minutes to rejoin in
my effort to get the amendment up. At
some point, might he be recognized
and——

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that without losing
the floor, my friend from Nebraska be
recognized for 3 minutes to make a
statement on the issue which has been
raised by the Senator from Virginia,
which I heartily disagree with.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I
thank my friend from Arizona for his
usual good humor and courtesy.

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

The Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Madam
President, I thank my friends from Vir-
ginia and Arizona for the courtesy
being extended to me and I appreciate
their forbearance.

Madam President, the Senate is
about to embark on a weeklong recess
in the next couple days, and I would be
remiss to allow this week to end with-
out at least trying with my colleague
from Virginia one more time to get the
Senate to consider our resolution on
the Iraq troop surge.

For days we have seen Senators de-
liver speeches on this floor, some for a
vote, others against allowing a vote.
We have heard great calls to action,
and we have heard that doing nothing
would be better than doing something.
We even had Senators participate in an
exercise to block an up-or-down vote
on a resolution, some for reasons they
think were certainly important.

But I am not a believer in doing
nothing, and I believe the Senate has
an obligation to lead. I have said that
before, and I will say it again. The Sen-
ate is not only a deliberative body, but
it is a governing body and has over-
sight interests. Each Senator, as a
Member of the body, has an obligation
to lead.

I would like to commend my col-
leagues, the Senator from Virginia and
the Senator from Maine, for exhibiting
great leadership and courage in forging
this resolution that includes many im-
portant issues that need to be covered
in a vote of this magnitude. Both of my
colleagues and others have overcome
fierce political pressures, including the
Presiding Officer. But we have come
together to do the right thing.

I would like to thank my colleagues,
the chairman of the Senate Armed
Services Committee, from Michigan,
my colleague from Nebraska, and the
other Senators who have signed on in
support of our resolution. Together, we
are able to begin the process of over-
sight, the process of leadership, the
process of living up to our obligations.
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And we are here today to try to con-
tinue to do the right thing. The House
of Representatives is engaged in a his-
toric debate today over a resolution
that does, in part, what our resolution
does. It expresses opposition to the
President’s planned surge of troops in
Iraq.

Although their resolution and our
resolution come at it from different di-
rections and points of view, in essence,
they have some similarity. But I would
prefer the Senate to take up the War-
ner-Nelson-Collins resolution because
we have spent considerable time and
energy drafting a complete and com-
prehensive resolution that includes
many of the priorities Senators have
expressed over the duration of that
war.

Our resolution includes the need to
establish benchmarks for the Iraqi
Government to meet in order to con-
tinue involvement of the United States
in Iraq. It includes the desire to con-
tinue fighting the terrorists in Anbar
Province. It expresses clear opposition
to the President’s proposal to deposit
21,000 troops at the crossroads of civil
war in Baghdad.

The House resolution does express
opposition to the President’s plan, but
it does not include these other impor-
tant measures which we think are very
important.

So I hope we can resolve our dif-
ferences and vote on this resolution in
a timely fashion. The American public
deserves an up-or-down down vote on
this most important issue of today.
The time is now to express our opposi-
tion to the troop surge and the use of
American soldiers to stop civil war in
Iraq.

Thank you, Madam President. And I
thank my colleague and friend from
Arizona and my colleague and friend
from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, if I
might be recognized to thank my col-
league from Nebraska and then thank
our colleague for his courtesy.

Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, I
have to insist on the regular order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona is recognized.

Mr. WARNER. I thank my colleague
from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. I thank my colleagues.

Madam President, I understand at
4:15 we are turning to a judge. I ask
unanimous consent for an additional 5
minutes.

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

Mr. ALLARD. Madam President, be-
fore we do that, I was under the im-
pression I might be able to speak for
about 5 minutes or so at around 4:15. If
I could add another 5 minutes at the
end of that so we each have 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
for executive session is not until 4:30.

Mr. ALLARD. Meaning we have
time? OK.

Mr. MCCAIN. We have time.

Mr. ALLARD. Thank you, Madam
President.
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Mr. McCAIN. I thank the Chair. I was
misinformed.

Madam President, I will not go on, on
this issue, but I believe we need to, as
a body, sit down and try to fix this un-
fortunate situation where we are not
allowing amendments nor sufficient ex-
amination of legislation before the
body.

Madam President, there is one silver
lining to the measure pending before
us. It is largely free of wasteful ear-
marking and porkbarrel spending. This
is the first time during my years in
Congress I have witnessed such an oc-
currence. Compare this to the last fis-
cal year, 2006. According to data com-
piled by the Congressional Research
Service, the appropriations bills and
accompanying reports for the last fis-
cal year included $64 billion in ear-
marks—the largest earmarked funding
in history.

So again, this CR, which does not
have an accompanying report where
historically 95 percent of earmarks are
included, is a welcomed change. I can
only urge the Appropriations Com-
mittee to let this be a guide for future
appropriations measures when it comes
to earmarks: Do not include them and
do not waste the taxpayers’ dollars.

I was pleased to join with several of
my colleagues in writing the President
last week to urge his leadership on this
issue and ensure his administration un-
derstands clearly and fully that it is
under absolutely no obligation to con-
tinue to fund earmarks that were in-
cluded in past committee reports or
urged by Members of Congress or their
staff. As stated by the President in his
State of the Union Address last month,
when it comes to earmarking, ‘‘The
time has come to end this practice.”
Now it is up to the administration to
abide by the President’s directive, and
I assure you, we will be watching.

Also, last week, Senator COBURN and
I received a response from the Depart-
ment of Energy Secretary Samuel
Bodman in response to our letter of the
previous week stating our serious con-
cerns about reports that the Depart-
ment may be planning ‘‘business as
usual” and would fund conference re-
port earmarks.

Fortunately, the Secretary has clari-
fied his Department’s position and will
only fund programs or activities that,
in his words, are ‘‘meritorious and ef-
fective’” and ‘‘support and advance the
Department’s missions and objectives

I ask unanimous consent that copies
of our correspondence with the Sec-
retary be printed in the RECORD at the
conclusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibits 1 and 2.)

Despite what I have described as a
positive consequence of this CR, the
measure is imperfect and, like many of
my colleagues, I believe we should have
had an opportunity to improve it. I am
particularly concerned about under-
funding the Base Realignment Closure,
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BRAC, account, and was pleased to join
in cosponsoring the amendment filed
by Senators HUTCHISON and INHOFE to
fund the account at the amount re-
quested by the President and the
amount we authorized for 2007.

The 55 percent cut to the BRAC ac-
count, submitted without any type of
justification or explanation, seriously
jeopardizes the Department of De-
fense’s ability to meet a statutory
deadline to complete all BRAC actions
by 2011. Congress imposed this 6-year
deadline specifically to limit the nega-
tive impact on the military units and
local communities around the country
affected by BRAC. Congress intended
that a concentrated period of invest-
ment would accelerate the economic
development and recovery of commu-
nities affected by BRAC. This callous
decision to deny funds to the Depart-
ment at this critical juncture directly
harms these communities as much as it
does the military units placed in limbo
by the sudden denial of funds.

The administration noted in its re-
cent response to the CR that the BRAC
cut will “‘reduce BRAC savings, delay
or postpone scheduled redeployments
of military personnel and their fami-
lies from overseas locations to the
United States, and negatively impact
many communities throughout the
country that have begun making spe-
cific plans in response to BRAC.”

Surely our colleagues who developed
this CR proposal did not intend to
cause additional harm to the local
communities that are already trying to
cope and recover from the BRAC deci-
sions. Quoting Congressman DAVID
OBEY, chairman of the House Appro-
priations Committee, about the CR, ‘I
don’t expect people to love this pro-
posal, I don’t love this proposal, and we
probably have made some wrong
choices.”

So, why are we in the Senate not al-
lowed an opportunity to correct an ob-
vious mistake?

I’ve heard from the other side of the
aisle during debate of H.J. Res. 20 that
they understand this problem and that
they plan to correct this $3.1 billion
BRAC underfunding in the fiscal year
2007 emergency supplemental request
of $93.4 billion. What kind of solution is
that? Supplemental funds have been re-
quested by the President for military
operations in Iraq and Afghanistan.
These funds are critically needed to
purchase equipment for force protec-
tion and IED defeat initiatives. These
funds will be used to train and equip
Iraqi security forces. Since when is
BRAC an emergency related to the
global war on terror?

Furthermore, we are having this dis-
cussion because my colleagues who de-
veloped the resolution share with us
the common goal to reduce overall
Government expenditures. In that spir-
it, what critical warfighting require-
ment will we cut in the supplemental
to pay for the BRAC increase they pro-
pose? What do we deny to our front-
line fighting troops? While I have heard
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the idea of funding BRAC in the supple-
mental, I have not heard one idea on
how to pay for it. Do they instead ad-
vocate for an increase to the supple-
mental? Why not just provide the funds
to BRAC by offsets in the pending
measure before us, as proposed by the
Hutchison amendment? We should be
addressing full fiscal year 2007 funding
for BRAC in this CR. Using budget
gimmicks and shell games in a supple-
mental, which could have devastating
results for the military and local com-
munities, is not the way to provide ap-
propriations for critical military re-
quirements.

Finally, I want to associate myself
with the remarks of my colleague, Dr.
COBURN. He has been on the floor sev-
eral times to discuss the very serious
ramifications of the provision in this
bill that will prohibit funding for what
is known as the ‘‘baby AIDS’ program.
I’ve often commented that we need to
start making tough fiscal decisions
around here among competing prior-
ities. But I have yet to hear anyone de-
fend or even attempt to explain the de-
cision that was made to prohibit fund-
ing for this critical program.

I completely agree with Dr. COBURN.
This funding prohibition is regrettable,
and may have far reaching and dev-
astating consequences for those help-
less babies who could otherwise be
given a better chance at having and
keeping healthy lives.

I yield the floor.

EXHIBIT 1
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY,
Washington, DC, February 2, 2007.
MEMORANDUM FOR ALL PROGRAM SECRETARIAL
OFFICERS
From: Jeffrey Kupfer, Chief of Staff, Office
of the Secretary.
Re: FY 2007 Funding.

As you know, the House of Representatives
recently passed H.J. Res. 20, which would
provide funding for the Department of Ener-
gy’s programs through the remainder of FY
2007. Even though the Senate has not yet
acted on that legislation, we must begin to
evaluate how we would operate if it is en-
acted into law.

One important matter that must be ad-
dressed in implementing H.J. Res. 20 is how
we will handle the matter of earmarks. As
President Bush noted in his recent State of
the Union address, special interest funding
earmarks often are included in committee
reports that are never voted on by Congress
or presented to the President for approval,
and these earmarks cost the taxpayers bil-
lions of dollars each year across the Federal
Government.

There is no House or Senate committee re-
port accompanying H.J. Res. 20, and there-
fore there are no committee earmarks for
the funding it would provide. Furthermore,
section 112 of this proposed legislation states
that “‘[a]lny language specifying an earmark
in a committee report or statement of man-
agers accompanying an appropriations Act
for fiscal year 2006 shall have no legal effect
with respect to funds appropriated by this di-
vision.” Nonetheless, I understand some of
your offices have begun to receive requests
from some Congressional offices, asking that
the Department continue to fund programs
or activities that received earmarked funds
1n prior years.
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Because the funding provided by H.J. Res.
20 will not be subject to nonstatutory ear-
marks and the President’s policy on ear-
marks is clear, we must ensure that the De-
partment only funds programs or activities
that are meritorious; the Department itself
is responsible for making those determina-
tions. As a result, and at the Secretary’s di-
rection, any proposal by a recipient of an
earmark in prior years who seeks continued
funding in FY 2007 needs to be carefully re-
viewed and evaluated. Only those with meri-
torious proposals or programs that effec-
tively support and advance the Department’s
missions and objectives, and who have sub-
mitted appropriate advance documentation
justifying their request, should receive FY
2007 funding. Of course, all funding-related
decisions and actions must be made in ac-
cordance with applicable laws and regula-
tions.

If H.J. Res. 20 is enacted into law, I will
ask each of you to submit a report con-
taining your recommendations about which,
if any, earmarks from prior Congressional
committee reports you believe should con-
tinue to receive funding in FY 2007. No final
decisions are to be made concerning those
potential recipients until after you have sub-
mitted your report and received further
guidance from the Secretary’s Office. The Of-
fice of the Chief Financial Officer will pro-
vide instructions on the timing and the con-
tent of your report.

EXHIBIT 2

THE SECRETARY OF ENERGY,
Washington, DC, February 7, 2007.
Hon. JOHN S. McCAIN,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR MCCAIN: Thank you for
your February 2, 2007 letter concerning H.J.
Res. 20. In your letter, you inquire whether
the Department of Energy (DOE) intends to
continue funding earmarks that have ap-
peared in committee reports accompanying
prior year appropriations bills. You note
that a recent press report, citing unnamed
sources, states that DOE has told Congres-
sional appropriators it will continue to fund
earmarks despite H.J. Res. 20 language that
says agencies are not bound to continue
funding prior year earmarks.

The press story cited in your letter does
not accurately reflect DOE policy or the di-
rection that has been given to DOE program
offices. Late last week, the Department’s
Chief of Staff issued a memorandum to all
Program Secretarial Officers concerning how
they should evaluate earmarks that ap-
peared in Congressional committee reports
accompanying prior year appropriations
bills. A copy of that memorandum is en-
closed.

Among other things, the memorandum
states that DOE officials must carefully re-
view any requests for continued funding of
prior year earmarks. Only those project
sponsors ‘‘with meritorious proposals or pro-
grams that effectively support and advance
the Department’s missions and objectives,
and who have submitted appropriate advance
documentation justifying their request,
should receive FY 2007 funding.” This means
that DOE may continue funding some pro-
grams or activities that have received ear-
marked funds in prior years, but only if the
programs or activities are meritorious and
effective. DOE is prepared to be fully ac-
countable for making those decisions.

As you know, H.J. Res. 20 has not yet been
enacted into law. We hope that Congress will
act quickly on that legislation so that nec-
essary funds will be provided for the remain-
der of Fiscal Year 2007, not only for DOE but
for many other federal agencies as well. If
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you have any further questions, please call
me or Jill L. Sigal, Assistant. Secretary for
Congressional and Intergovernmental Af-
fairs, at 202-586-5450.
Sincerely,
SAMUEL W. BODMAN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. ALLARD. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that I may
make some introductory remarks on S.
589, which is at the desk.

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

(The remarks of Mr. ALLARD per-
taining to the introduction of S. 589 are
located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”)

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, what
is the regular order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are
to proceed to executive session at this
time.

Mr. INHOFE. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be recognized for 5 minutes
as in morning business.

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

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President,
there is a vote coming up on the reso-
lution. We already had one vote on a
cloture motion. I have to say publicly
one more time the reason I have so vig-
orously opposed this whole concept,
and it is because in a very partisan
way, in a very partisan manner, the
Democrats were successful in taking
out the money that would have imple-
mented the fifth and last BRAC round.

BRAC is the Base Closure and Re-
alignment Commission. In this BRAC
round, we would have saved $20 billion
by 2012, but by delaying it a year, the
costs are going to be far greater. There
is $5.7 billion to implement BRAC, and
the Democrats took out effectively $4.1
billion and then put $1 billion back—
$3.1 billion out. That means we cannot
implement these BRAC policies and ac-
tually effect the savings.

The problem I have with this is they
say this is going to come out of the
emergency supplemental, we will get it
all taken out of that. That means it
comes out of money that otherwise
would have gone to our fighting troops
in Iraq. This is not what I want to hap-
pen. Right now, we are underfunded
over there. We have great needs in ar-
mored vehicles, operating costs, and
training costs for Iraqi security forces,
and this translates into American
lives.

To have $3.1 billion come out of this
BRAC process to me is unconscionable
when we are at war. This means the
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units that were planning to return
stateside will have to remain abroad. It
means the temporary and old housing
will continue to be used, further in-
creasing the upkeep in costs. And it
means it is going to cost a lot more to
implement it. Each week that goes by,
each time it is delayed, it is going to
cost additional money.

Here is the other problem we have, if
we stop and think. All the commu-
nities that are surrounding our various
military establishments have partici-
pated in the BRAC process and have
said: If you will do this and expand this
base, we will put in free housing, we
will do health care for the children of
our military people. All these very gen-
erous contributions which are made by
the private sector very likely will not
even be made.

It is not too late to change our mind.
I just wish I could reach a number of
people here to convince the leadership,
such as my good friend from North Da-
kota. I know he is interested in accom-
modating the BRAC needs. If we could
just get this one amendment in to
allow us to do the military construc-
tion and to pull that out of the con-
tinuing resolution, it would be appre-
ciated very much by our troops who
are fighting a very difficult battle.

I will make my one last appeal. We
cannot take the $3.1 billion out and
adequately support the military oper-
ation.

I yield the floor.

FUNDING FOR IRAQ: REFUGEES

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I
commend Senator LEAHY, chairman of
the Foreign Operations Subcommittee
of the Appropriations Committee, for
including an additional $20 million for
Iraqi refugees in the continuing resolu-
tion.

More than 3 million Iraqis have been
displaced from their homes, and many
of them have fled the country. America
has a special obligation to help them
and the neighboring countries in meet-
ing their needs.

The UNHCR has made an inter-
national appeal for $60 million to deal
with this emerging crisis, and the
United States plans to provide $20 mil-
lion to that appeal.

Our invasion of Iraq led to this crisis,
and we have a clear responsibility to do
more to ease it. We should provide at
least half the funding for this $60 mil-
lion appeal to help this growing refugee
population.

I believe $10 million of the funds in
this bill should be for the UNHCR ap-
peal, in an effort to raise the total U.S.
contribution to $30 million. Is that the
chairman’s intent?

Mr. LEAHY. Yes, it is. Senator KEN-
NEDY, who is the chairman of the Judi-
ciary Committee’s Subcommittee on
Refugees, makes an important point. I
believe that the United States should
contribute half of the funds, and I will
work with Senator KENNEDY and with
the State Department to ensure that
those funds are provided. I agree that
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America should show greater leader-
ship by providing at least half the
funds for this appeal.

NDIIPP

Mr. STEVENS. Madam President, I
have come to the floor to engage in a
colloquy with the ranking member of
the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration, Senator BENNETT of Utah.

In 2000, Dr. James Billington, the Li-
brarian of Congress, came to many
Members of this Chamber with an ur-
gent request. He wanted to begin pre-
serving important cultural works
which existed only in digital format.

Soon after, Congress approved the
creation of the National Digital Infor-
mation Infrastructure and Preserva-
tion Program, which is also referred to
as “NDIIPP.”

Those of us in Congress secured $100
million over 10 years to start this pro-
gram. With the Library’s guidance,
NDIIPP quickly became a broad-based
coalition of Federal agencies, univer-
sities, non-profit organizations, and
companies in the science and tech-
nology industries.

Today, the NDIIPP partnership in-
cludes 67 public and private organiza-
tions nationwide. But the future of this
effort is in serious jeopardy.

The House-passed fiscal year 2007
continuing resolution rescinds $47 mil-
lion in NDIIPP funds—effectively de-
stroying a program essential to our in-
creasingly digital world.

If funding for NDIIPP is not restored,
the Library of Congress risks losing
the resources which have already been
invested—and the important work al-
ready completed—with regard to dig-
ital preservation.

The Library’s partners in the private
sector have committed $37 million in
matching funds to this effort. If
NDIIPP is eliminated, these funds will
also be lost.

NDIIPP is essential to our ability to
identify, preserve, and provide access
to digital content. This program is
helping to ensure future generations
will be able to access information need-
ed for research and policymaking.

Madam President, our choice is clear.
A number of digital works have already
disappeared. Many Web sites launched
before 2000, for instance, were never
preserved and will never be recovered.
If funding for NDIIPP is eliminated,
many future works will likewise be lost
forever. If funding for NDIIPP is re-
stored, we can help ensure these works
do not suffer a similar fate.

This project holds great possibilities,
and I will work with my colleagues to
assure it receives the funding it de-
serves.

Mr. BENNETT. I agree with the Sen-
ator from Alaska. Funding intended for
NDIIPP serves a vital purpose for our
Nation. I will work with the Senator
and our colleagues to restore these
funds.

There is a wide assumption that dig-
ital materials will be available tomor-
row and that we can put off taking
measures to preserve them until some-
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time in the future. That is not the
case. The average life of a Web site is
44 days and material not saved today
will be gone tomorrow. Geospatial in-
formation, including records of land
elevation, weather patterns, water lev-
els, LANDSAT imagery, State and
local maps and other statistical infor-
mation about an area exist almost ex-
clusively in digital format today. If
these materials are not actively pre-
served, the vital information they con-
tain will be lost. Outside of efforts
being undertaken by government agen-
cies such as the Library of Congress
and its public and private sector part-
ners, little is being done to preserve
digitally created materials for the fu-
ture use of the Congress. The expense
is great, the technologies necessary for
long term preservation of digital infor-
mation are in their infancy and the
risks of loss are not widely known or
understood. The legislators of the fu-
ture will have access to only what we
actively preserve today.

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Senator
from Utah for his commitment to this
important program.

REVISED CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS FOR

FISCAL YEAR 2007

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I
rise to offer for the RECORD the Budget
Committee’s official scoring of H.J.
Res. 20, making revised continuing ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2007.

The pending long-term continuing
resolution appropriations bill for fiscal
year 2007, as passed by the House, pro-
vides discretionary budget authority
for fiscal year 2007 of $463.5 billion.

When combined with discretionary
budget authority levels included in the
2007 Defense and Department of Home-
land Security conference reports, total
2007 nonemergency budget authority is
$872.7 billion. This level is $60 million
below both the Appropriations Com-
mittee’s 302(a) allocation pursuant to
the deeming resolution (Sec. 7035 of
P.L. 109-234) and the President’s re-
quested level.

When funding levels contained in the
bill are combined with nonemergency
budget authority levels included in pre-
viously enacted bills, all subcommit-
tees are at their 302(b) allocation with
the exception of the Homeland Secu-
rity Subcommittee, which is $60 mil-
lion below its allocation. No points of
order lie against the bill as passed by
the House.

I commend the distinguished chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee
for bringing this legislation before the
Senate. I ask unanimous consent that
the table displaying the Budget Com-
mittee scoring of the bill be printed in
the RECORD.

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

H.J. RES. 20, REVISED CONTINUING
RESOLUTION FOR 2007
[Fiscal Year 2007; $ millions]
General Purpose

House-passed bill:

Budget Authority $463,456
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General Purpose

OUtlays oevveevnieiieineieeeeen 532,456
Previously-enacted bills:
Defense:
Budget Authority ............... 377,357
Outlays .coveevveeiiiiiieiiciieenns 394,446
Department of Homeland Se-
curity:
Budget Authority ............... 31,905
Outlays .coveevieiiiiiiieiineiieeans 38,714
Total:
Budget Authority .................. 872,718
OUtlaYS covveieiiiiiiiieiieeeeeenes 965,616

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President,
I rise today to speak on two matters
concerning the 2007 continuing resolu-
tion.

First, as the chairman of the Interior
Subcommittee, I want to let my col-
leagues know exactly what this con-
tinuing resolution means for the agen-
cies within my subcommittee’s juris-
diction.

Second, I want to touch briefly on
the appropriations process and why it
is so important that Congress pass in-
dividual appropriations bills.

Let me go through some funding
highlights for the agencies and pro-
grams under my subcommittee’s pur-
view:

The President recently announced
his new, National Parks Centennial
Initiative. This will provide up to $3
billion over the next 10 years to im-
prove our national parks in prepara-
tion for their centennial in 2016. This
continuing resolution contains the
first $40 million of the $100 million in-
stallment the President requested in
his 2008 budget.

The amount provided in the con-
tinuing resolution for basic operations
at our national parks is $1.758 billion, a
$40 million increase over last year’s
level.

The continuing resolution also con-
tains an increase of $70 million in the
Forest Service firefighting account. Of
that amount, $51 million is provided for
basic fire suppression activities.

We have added $19 million to the haz-
ardous fuels reduction account so that
important preventive work can con-
tinue as well.

The continuing resolution provides
an additional $125 million for the In-
dian Health Service so that the critical
medical care so desperately needed in
Indian country can be made available.

There is also $60 million for basic
operational needs for the Fish and
Wildlife Service, the Forest Service,
and the Bureau of Land Management.
Together, these agencies manage a con-
servation and recreation network that
spans more than 550 million acres.

Finally, I would like to point out
that under this continuing resolution,
EPA’s Clean Water State Revolving
Fund will receive nearly $1.1 billion.
That is $200 million more than the 2006
level, which will be used to help local
communities meet their wastewater in-
frastructure needs.

But while there are some funding in-
creases in this continuing resolution,
the fact that we are now considering
this on the floor today—over 4 months
into fiscal year 2007—underscores the
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problem with not going through the
regular appropriations process.

This resolution essentially provides
the same level of funding as fiscal year
2006, with a few exceptions. But this
means that dozens of programs and
projects did not receive an increase
over 2006 levels or did not receive fund-
ing at all.

There are, however, a few bright
spots in what has otherwise been tough
times.

For instance, there is an increase of
$3.6 billion in veterans health care and
$1.2 billion to help care for our brave
military personnel and their families;
over a billion dollars for State and
local law enforcement assistance
grants; $399 million for the State
Criminal Alien Assistance Program,
SCAAP, the same as fiscal year 2006;
$1.2 billion for Ryan White CARE
grants, an increase of $75.8 million to
fund at the newly authorized level; $4.5
billion for Global HIV/AIDS, an in-
crease of $1.3 billion; a $502 million in-
crease for section 8 tenant-based hous-
ing vouchers and the first increase in
the maximum Pell grant in 4 years,
from the current $4,050 to $4,310; and
full funding of the Transportation Re-
authorization bill for fiscal year 2007.

Yet many programs will not receive
increases. For example, in California
there is no increase for CalFed. This
program plays an important role in in-
creasing California’s water supply, re-
storing fisheries and delta levees, and
improving the water quality of the San
Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joa-
quin River Delta.

Additionally, programs of a critical
nature in my State that I fought hard
to secure funding for will not receive
the resources they deserve. These in-
clude State agricultural pest detection,
Perchlorate cleanup efforts, and impor-
tant flood control projects.

That is why it is so significant that
Congress does its job to fully consider
and approve each individual appropria-
tions bill. This is the best way to en-
sure that needed projects and programs
are funded adequately.

For this reason, I am glad to serve on
the Appropriations Committee under
the leadership of the Senator from
West Virginia. Under his direction, I
believe we will pass all 12 bills for fis-
cal year 2008. First, however, we must
dispose of the leftover business from
last Congress.

The Chairman is proceeding the best
he can, and I believe we need to sup-
port this effort and get this done. I
urge my colleagues to vote for the pas-
sage of this continuing resolution.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President,
this joint funding resolution is not
what anyone wanted. We are in this po-
sition because the last Congress failed
to do its job. We had no choice. We
were determined to stay within strict
spending limits while trying to address
compelling needs. I believe we have
done the best we can do. We were able
to take care of the most important pri-
orities facing the nation without going
over our spending limits.
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In the Commerce, Justice, Science
chapter of this resolution, we were able
to increase funding for the Department
of Justice by $1.4 billion over last year
to ensure there were no cuts to the FBI
and the war against terror. We pro-
vided the FBI with a $333 million in-
crease over the old CR which fully
funds the FBI, U.S. attorneys and the
Bureau of Prisons. More importantly,
the additional $1.4 billion eliminates
the cuts to State and local law enforce-
ment proposed in the President’s budg-
et. At a time when crime rates are
going back up according to the most
recent FBI crime statistics, we fully
fund the COPS program, as well as pro-
grams to fight gangs and sexual preda-
tors. Protecting our neighborhoods and
communities remains our No. 1 pri-
ority and this extra funding is proof of
our commitment to make America
safer.

We were also able to make a down
payment on our innovation and com-
petitiveness agenda. We added $335 mil-
lion to the National Science Founda-
tion’s research account to increase our
commitment to basic research that
will lead to new breakthroughs in
science, technology and future innova-
tion to keep America competitive in
the global economy. In addition, we
added $38 million to the National Insti-
tute of Standards and Technology to
increase research grants and an addi-
tional $12 million to modernize their
laboratory facilities. Finally, we gave
the Patent and Trademark Office the
full $1.7 billion called for in the Presi-
dent’s fiscal year 2007 budget request
and ensured that all patent fees stay
with the Patent Office.

While I would have liked to have in-
creased funding for NASA, there was
simply not enough extra funding avail-
able for us to do so. Within the limits
of NASA’s fiscal year 2006 operating
plan, we added an extra $460 million to
exploration while protecting other crit-
ical NASA programs in science and aer-
onautics. With only 7 months left in
this fiscal year, I believe NASA will be
able to manage their programs in ex-
ploration with minimal impact to the
overall schedule.

This bill cuts $3.3 billion in Military
Constructions funds required to imple-
ment the 2005 Base Realignment and
Closure round. By putting the entire
year’s BRAC Military Construction
program on hold, the current situation
has caused adverse disruptions to im-
portant military planning. In Maryland
alone, the Defense Department is un-
able to execute over $300 million worth
of projects, preventing the construc-
tion of badly needed facilities that di-
rectly support our warfighters. This
delay also has a huge impact on the
economy of the State of Maryland, in
the construction industry and other
key support industries. Finally, the
continuing resolution blocks critical
projects required to implement the 2005
Base Realignment and Closure, BRAC,
recommendations, jeopardizing the
ability of our military installations to
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complete required BRAC actions on
time.

I, along with the other members of
the Maryland congressional delegation,
have sent a letter to the Chairmen and
ranking members of the House and
Senate Appropriations Committee, urg-
ing them to fully fund BRAC Military
Construction in the fiscal year 2007
emergency supplemental spending bill.
Both the House and Senate majority
leaders have pledged their support for
our effort. I will fight to add this vital
funding to the emergency supple-
mental when it comes before the Sen-
ate in March.

So while this bill is not what anyone
wanted, it is the best we could do con-
sidering what we were left with. I will
support this continuing resolution and
I will fight to do better next year.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam
President, I rise today to clarify an
issue of concern to communities in my
home state of Florida, particularly to
those who have been affected by nat-
ural disasters in recent years.

The continuing resolution, H.J. Res.
20, contains a revision to the formula
for funding the critical section 8 ten-
ant-based rental assistance voucher
program. Inefficiencies in the voucher
funding formula in place since 2004
have resulted in the loss of vouchers
for an estimated 150,000 families na-
tionwide. My understanding is that the
revised formula will provide sufficient
funding for the number of families as-
sisted last year, and provides a $100
million pool to assist agencies who ex-
perience unusual circumstances during
the transition.

However, due to the devastating hur-
ricanes in 2004 and 2005, several of our
Florida communities helped unusually
low numbers of families last year. This
is because the hurricanes devastated
their housing stock they simply did
not have the apartments and houses to
rent. In some areas, the amount of
need did not decline; there was simply
a shortage of affordable housing op-
tions.

I rise to confirm my understanding
that the section 8 funds for housing as-
sistance payments already allocated by
the Department of Housing and Urban
Development, HUD, to a local housing
authority will remain accessible.

If my understanding is correct, hous-
ing authorities may continue to use
the funds in their possession, along
with their fiscal year 2007 funds, to
lease up to the authorized level of units
under contract. This will ensure that
our hurricane damaged communities
and others who have seen losses in re-
cent years due to unforeseen cir-
cumstances or the dislocations that
have occurred since 2004 will be able to
recover. As our communities rebuild, I
want to make sure that our housing
agencies will continue to have access
to the available resources needed to
serve low-income families.

Mr. CARDIN. Madam President,
today I will vote in favor of the con-
tinuing resolution not because it is
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perfect but because it is the responsible
course of action for Congress to bring
some fiscal sanity back to our Federal
budget. The alternative, letting Gov-
ernment come to a screeching halt and
blocking services to millions of Ameri-
cans, is unacceptable.

The resolution we vote on today was
drafted under the guidance of a Repub-
lican Congress and Republican Presi-
dent. Yet that same Congress, the
109th, refused to make difficult fiscal
decisions and instead simply passed the
buck to the current 110th Congress. So
today we meet our constitutional re-
sponsibility to determine the Nation’s
budget and provide funding for pro-
grams that millions of hard-working
Americans rely on to make ends meet.

Perhaps most unfortunate, today we
are voting for appropriating funds for
fiscal year 2007 that for most agencies
are the same as fiscal year 2006 levels.
In addition, it concerns me that this
resolution gives too much power to
Federal agencies. Under the formula
prescribed in this resolution, each
agency seemingly has wide discretion
to determine which specific programs
get slashed and which receive addi-
tional funds. I fear this widespread
Federal discretion could have a nega-
tive impact on programs critical to
Maryland, like the Chesapeake Bay
Gateways and Small Watersheds Pro-
grams, the consolidation of the FDA
Headquarters at White Oak, and the
Ocean City Thurricane protection
project, to name only a few. I encour-
age the agencies to do the right thing
and allocate appropriate funds for pro-
grams with track records of success be-
cause Congress will be watching.

Despite the shortcomings in this res-
olution, it does include some modest
increases for important programs. In
Maryland, scientists at the National
Institutes of Health are on the cutting
edge of unlocking some of our most
complicated and devastating diseases.
The additional $620 million that this
resolution allocates to NIH may lead to
a groundbreaking cure or vaccine.

We must continue to do more to
make a college education a reality for
all families, and I am pleased to see
that Pell grants will be expanded to
help students afford college. In Mary-
land, the cost of receiving a public edu-
cation has increased by nearly 40 per-
cent at some State universities. A col-
lege education is key to achieving the
American dream, and we must con-
tinue to make sure all children regard-
less of what zip code they live in or
how much money their parents make
have that opportunity.

Although some of Maryland’s envi-
ronmental programs might be affected,
the increased funding in the Clean
Water State Revolving Fund will en-
able Maryland communities to con-
tinue upgrading sewage treatment
plants to help cleanup the Chesapeake
Bay. This is a step in the right direc-
tion.

Maryland’s transportation systems
will also receive a much-needed boost,
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with an additional $86 million in high-
way funds and $14 million more for
transit funds. Amtrak will also receive
much-needed funding so it can con-
tinue to help thousands of Marylanders
get to work each day.

Again, this continuing resolution is
far from perfect, and the circumstances
under which we are passing it are far
from ideal. It is unfortunate that this
Congress was forced to finish the work
of the prior Congress, but it is our re-
sponsibility to do so. Therefore, I sup-
port the continuing resolution and en-
courage my colleagues to do the same.

————

EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF NORA BARRY
FISCHER TO BE UNITED STATES
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE WEST-
ERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYL-
VANIA

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to executive session to consider
the following nomination, which the
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the nomination of Nora Barry Fischer,
of Pennsylvania, to be United States
District Judge for the Western District
of Pennsylvania.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, Nora
Barry Fischer is an accomplished and
well-respected attorney with over 30
years of legal experience. She is nomi-
nated to a seat on the United States
District Court for the Western District
of Pennsylvania. She received her law
degree from Notre Dame University
Law School, and graduated magna cum
laude from St. Mary’s College, Notre
Dame, with a B.A. in history and hu-
manistic studies. She has been an at-
torney with the law firm of Meyer,
Darragh, Buckler, Bebenek & Eck,
where she quickly rose through the
ranks. She is currently a partner with
the Pittsburgh law firm of Pietragallo,
Bosick & Gordon, cochairing the firm’s
Defense Litigation Group. Ms. Fischer
brings courtroom experience to the
bench, having tried over 55 cases in
State and Federal courts across the
country. She has also served as a spe-
cial master in state court and an arbi-
trator in Federal court on pro bono
cases. She has been president of the
Academy of Trial Lawyers of Alle-
gheny County, served on the Executive
Women’s Council of Pittsburgh, and
worked with the Alleghany County Bar
Association to provide legal services to
the underserved.

I thank Senator CASEY for expediting
his consideration of this nomination.
As a courtesy to Senator SPECTER, I
asked the former majority leader to
proceed to this nomination in Decem-
ber last year. Regrettably, Senator
FRIST chose not to do so and Senator
SPECTER’S chairmanship of the Judici-
ary Committee ended without this
nomination having been confirmed. I
am glad that, at long last, the Senate
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has turned its attention to this nomi-
nation and is granting its consent. I
thank Majority Leader REID for acting
promptly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I
have sought recognition to speak in
favor of the pending nomination of a
distinguished Pennsylvania lawyer,
Mrs. Nora Barry Fischer, who is to be
considered for the position of a U.S.
district judge for the Western District
of Pennsylvania.

Senator CASEY and I strongly endorse
her confirmation. She is a Pennsyl-
vania native with a distinguished aca-
demic record. She graduated magna
cum laude from St. Mary’s College
with a B.A. degree in 1973 and received
a law degree from Notre Dame Law
School in 1976. She has had a distin-
guished law practice with the Pitts-
burgh firm of Meyer, Darragh, Buckler,
Bebenek & Eck and later at
Pietragallo, Bosick & Gordon. She
served as an administrative partner in
charge of recruitment and training and
served as co-chair of the Defense Liti-
gation Practice, which is Pietragallo
Bosick’s largest practice group. As
Special Master for the Court of Com-
mon Pleas of Allegheny County, she
handled conciliations, nonjury and jury
trials by consent of the parties, which
gives her a leg up on analogous judicial
duties.

Mrs. Fischer is the recipient of a
number of awards. The Pennsylvania
Bar Association’s Commission on
Women in the Profession awarded her
the Anne X. Alpern Award for her ef-
forts to promote women in the law.
The Pennsylvania Bar Association also
recognized Mrs. Fischer for her work as
co-chair of the Task Force on Health
Care Delivery in Pennsylvania. She
was named the recipient of the 2006
Professionalism Award by the Civil
Litigation Section of the Allegheny
County Bar Association for her faithful
adherence to the highest standards of
legal professionalism. She has been
recognized as a Pennsylvania Super
Lawyer and as one of the Top 50
Women Super Lawyers in Pennsyl-
vania.

The American Bar Association has
unanimously rated Mrs. Fischer ‘“‘well
qualified” to serve as a federal district
court judge.

She is precisely the type of nominee
we are looking for, and I believe she
will do very well in this very important
position.

Madam President, in the absence of
any other Senator seeking recognition,
I 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. DORGAN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, am
I correct that there is a vote ordered at
4:45 p.m.?
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