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days after enactment of this Act, conduct a 
study on the appellate process for immigra-
tion appeals. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—In conducting the 
study under subsection (a), the Comptroller 
General shall consider the possibility of con-
solidating all appeals from the Board of Im-
migration Appeals and habeas corpus peti-
tions in immigration cases into 1 United 
States Court of Appeals, by— 

(1) consolidating all such appeals into an 
existing circuit court, such as the United 
States Court of Appeals for the Federal Cir-
cuit; 

(2) consolidating all such appeals into a 
centralized appellate court consisting of ac-
tive circuit court judges temporarily as-
signed from the various circuits, in a manner 
similar to the Foreign Intelligence Surveil-
lance Court or the Temporary Emergency 
Court of Appeals; or 

(3) implementing a mechanism by which a 
panel of active circuit court judges shall 
have the authority to reassign such appeals 
from circuits with relatively high caseloads 
to circuits with relatively low caseloads. 

(c) FACTORS TO CONSIDER.—In conducting 
the study under subsection (a), the Comp-
troller General, in consultation with the At-
torney General, the Secretary, and the Judi-
cial Conference of the United States, shall 
consider— 

(1) the resources needed for each alter-
native, including judges, attorneys and other 
support staff, case management techniques 
including technological requirements, phys-
ical infrastructure, and other procedural and 
logistical issues as appropriate; 

(2) the impact of each plan on various cir-
cuits, including their caseload in general and 
caseload per panel; 

(3) the possibility of utilizing case manage-
ment techniques to reduce the impact of any 
consolidation option, such as requiring cer-
tificates of reviewability, similar to proce-
dures for habeas and existing summary dis-
missal procedures in local rules of the courts 
of appeals; 

(4) the effect of reforms in this Act on the 
ability of the circuit courts to adjudicate 
such appeals; 

(5) potential impact, if any, on litigants; 
and 

(6) other reforms to improve adjudication 
of immigration matters, including appellate 
review of motions to reopen and reconsider, 
and attorney fee awards with respect to re-
view of final orders of removal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the Senate proceed 
to morning business and the following 
Senators on our side be recognized for 
the time amounts that I will give, al-
ternating with Republican Senators on 
the other side if they so request, lim-
ited to 10 minutes. On the Democratic 
side the order would be: Senator BYRD 
for 15 minutes, Senator KERRY for 10 
minutes, Senator BOXER for 5 minutes, 
Senator MURRAY for 10 minutes, Sen-
ator CONRAD for 5 minutes, Senator 
DODD for 10 minutes, Senator BROWN 
for 5 minutes, Senator LANDRIEU for 5 
minutes, Senator LEVIN for 5 minutes, 
and Senator DURBIN for 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Reserving the right 
to object. I asked for 20 minutes. How 
do I fit into that? 

Mrs. MURRAY. The unanimous con-
sent would allow for every other Sen-
ator to be from that side, at your dis-
cretion. I did limit it to 10 minutes and 
I will be happy to amend the unani-
mous consent for Senator GRASSLEY for 
15 minutes following Senator BYRD. 

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

The senior Senator from West Vir-
ginia is recognized. 

The Senator will suspend. The Senate 
is awaiting the comments from the 
senior Senator from West Virginia. 
Will those Senators having conversa-
tions retire from the Chamber. 

The Senator from West Virginia is 
recognized. 

f 

EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, a few 
weeks ago, Congress approved legisla-
tion that would have changed the 
course of the U.S. occupation of Iraq. I 
say occupation because, frankly, that 
is what this is. Our troops won the bat-
tle they were sent to fight. The dic-
tator Saddam Hussein is deposed and 
executed. His rotten government is no 
more, replaced with a democratically 
elected Parliament, President, and 
Prime Minister. We all are cheered at 
the skill of our soldiers. 

But, sadly, this President has not 
done justice by our brave troops. The 
dreadful management of this occupa-
tion has resulted in chaos. Iraq is at 
war with itself and our troops are 
caught in the middle. That is why this 
Congress established a new direction 
for bringing our troops home from this 
misbegotten occupation. The bill the 
President vetoed would have refocused 
our military, not on the civil war in 
Iraq but, rather, on Osama bin Laden 
and his base of operations. It is time 
for the President to take off his blind-
ers and uncover his ears. White House 
obstinacy cannot continue to drive our 
military plans in Iraq. 

With this supplemental funding legis-
lation we begin to shift the responsi-
bility for Iraq’s future off the shoulders 
of our military, and onto the shoulders 
of the Iraqi Government and the Iraqi 
people. The White House wanted a 
blank check for the President’s man-
gled occupation of Iraq. We are not 
going to sign on that dotted line—not 
now, not ever. The legislation that is 
before the Senate today is a step to-
ward that goal. It is not a giant leap, 
but it is progress. And it is only a first 
step. In a few weeks, this Senate is ex-
pected to focus on the Defense Depart-
ment authorization bill. I shall press 
for a vote on the proposal Senator 
CLINTON and I have outlined in the au-
thorization for the Iraq war and to give 
Congress a chance, just a chance, to de-
cide whether the so-called new mission 
in Iraq should continue. If this mission 
is so critical, then let the administra-
tion make its case and let the people’s 
elected Representatives—that is us— 
let the people’s elected Representatives 
vote. 

In July we will turn our attention to 
the Pentagon’s fiscal 2008 funding re-
quest, and in September we will con-
sider the $145 billion war funding re-
quest for the next fiscal year. Each of 
these bills is an opportunity to shape 
the future course of the mission in 
Iraq. Clearly, Congress is not turning 
from the debate on Iraq. On the con-
trary, we are just beginning this de-
bate. 

We have all committed to protecting 
our men and women in uniform. This 
legislation provides the funding to do 
just that. We ensure $3 billion for the 
purchase of mine-resistant, ambush- 
protected vehicles. The 2,000 additional 
advanced armored vehicles that will be 
built with these funds will help to save 
the lives of American soldiers and 
American marines as they travel the 
lonely streets of Baghdad—the lonely 
streets of Iraq. 

If our soldiers are injured in battle, 
this legislation ensures they will re-
ceive high-quality health care when 
they come home. The fiasco at Walter 
Reed should be seared into our national 
consciousness. That is why this legisla-
tion provides $4.8 billion to ensure that 
troops and veterans receive the health 
care they have earned with their serv-
ice. 

A few weeks ago, we watched Kansas 
families try to put their lives back to-
gether after deadly tornadoes ripped 
through their homes. The Kansas Gov-
ernor pointed out that her State’s Na-
tional Guard equipment was parked in 
Iraq and not at home, slowing cleanup 
and recovery efforts. Other States 
faced the potential for the exact same 
problem. This supplemental bill pro-
vides $1 billion—that is 1 dollar for 
every minute since Jesus Christ was 
born—$1 billion for the National Guard 
and reserve to replace the trucks and 
heavy equipment that Guard units 
have been directed to leave in Iraq. 

Again today President Bush warned 
of terrorist attacks on American soil. 
He talks a great deal about the threats 
of such attacks, but very seldom does 
he provide resources to protect the 
country. If the President’s warnings 
are accurate, the $1 billion contained 
in this bill should help to save lives. 

We include funds for port security 
and for mass transit security, for ex-
plosive detection equipment at air-
ports, and for several initiatives in the 
9/11 bill that recently passed the Sen-
ate, including a more aggressive 
screening of cargo on passenger air-
lines. We will not—no, we will not— 
close our eyes to the huge gaps in our 
protections at home. 

We also work to heal the devastated 
communities still struggling to recover 
from Hurricane Katrina and Hurricane 
Rita. To this day, mangled trash heaps 
stand where homes and families once 
lived. This White House, the Bush 
White House, sends billions of dollars 
to rebuild Baghdad but ignores the 
overwhelming needs in New Orleans, 
Slidell, Biloxi, and so many other 
places at home. 
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This bill invests $6.4 billion—that is 

$6.40 for every minute since Jesus was 
born—this bill invests $6.4 billion to re-
build the gulf coast communities and 
to restore the vibrance of this proud re-
gion. 

I close, and I thank my ranking 
member, Senator THAD COCHRAN, for 
his help. I thank Representative DAVE 
OBEY, chairman of the House Appro-
priations Committee, and the Senate 
leaders, Senator HARRY REID and Sen-
ator MITCH MCCONNELL. I thank the 
Appropriations Committee staff: staff 
director, Charles Kieffer; Republican 
staff director, Bruce Evans; and our 
subcommittee and professional staff 
members. 

I appreciate, I deeply appreciate the 
long hours they have worked—yes, long 
hours they have worked to craft the 
supplemental legislation. I urge Sen-
ators, all Senators on both sides of the 
aisle, to support this legislation. It is 
the product of bipartisan negotiations. 
That is right, isn’t it, THAD? 

Mr. COCHRAN. Sometimes. 
Mr. BYRD. It meets the critical 

needs of this country. It moves us for-
ward in our efforts to change the dy-
namic in Iraq. We must challenge—we 
must challenge—this President, our 
President, to open his eyes to the truth 
and adopt the new direction in Iraq 
that this Nation and the world so ea-
gerly—yes, so anxiously—awaits. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 

would like to talk first about the proc-
ess and then the substance of this leg-
islation. As everybody knows, we will 
soon be considering the war supple-
mental bill entitled ‘‘The U.S. Troop 
Readiness, Veterans Care, Katrina Re-
covery and Iraq Accountability Appro-
priations Act of 2007.’’ 

That title is very important. As the 
title says, the legislation is an appro-
priations bill. The title refers to troop 
readiness. There is finally, after sev-
eral months of legislative wrangling, 
funding for the troops that the Presi-
dent can sign. 

The title refers to veterans care. 
There is funding for that. The title re-
fers to Katrina recovery. There are 
funds for Hurricane Katrina damage. 
The title also refers to Iraq account-
ability. There is language finally in the 
form acceptable to the President so 
that he can sign it dealing with bench-
marks on our mission in Iraq and the 
role of the Iraqi Government. 

The title of the bill, however, does 
not refer to any matters within the ju-
risdiction of a committee I am very fa-
miliar with, the Finance Committee. 
But take a look and you will find three 
categories of Finance Committee mat-
ters: One, the small business tax relief 
package; two, the so-called pension 
technicals; and, three, Medicaid and 
SCHIP provisions. 

Now, why does it matter whether 
these policy provisions travel in a tax- 
writing committee bill or an appropria-

tions bill? It matters for several rea-
sons. I had the pleasure of serving on 
both the Finance Committee, and for a 
very short period of time during my ca-
reer in the Senate, on the Appropria-
tions Committee. They are the money 
committees of the Senate. 

Appropriations bills, by and large, 
spend money. That is not entitlements, 
that is the set-asides in the budget. Fi-
nance Committee bills, on the other 
hand, raise revenue and deal with most 
of the health and welfare entitlement 
spending. 

Both the Appropriations and Finance 
Committees have very strong constitu-
tional traditions, expertise in the com-
plex subject matter, and seasoned 
memberships motivated and dedicated 
to service of the respective commit-
tees. All you have to do is look at the 
careers of Chairman BYRD, the ranking 
member, or Senator BAUCUS, to know 
that they dedicate themselves to these 
two great money committees of the 
Senate. 

So when policy issues are processed 
outside of the Appropriations or out-
side the Finance Committee, necessary 
care, expertise, and experience is lost. 
When I was chairman, I took great 
pains to avoid taking on appropriations 
matters. More often than not, policy 
made outside of either of these com-
mittee jurisdictions will, it seems, 
somehow need to be corrected. 

There is another reason it matters; 
that is, policy made through the com-
mittee process is very transparent, and 
that is what American Government 
and the Congress is all about, trans-
parency—the public business to be done 
publicly. The committee’s role is to air 
and carefully consider proposals in the 
areas of committee jurisdiction. 

We are really talking about trans-
parency. Sunshine is the best disinfect-
ant. When the committee process is 
end-run, as I will demonstrate in part 
of this bill, there is usually no positive 
reason. Usually the reason is expedi-
ency on the part of people, maybe even 
beyond the control of the committee 
chairman, and I would suggest legisla-
tive leadership. 

It has happened not just now, it has 
happened under Republicans and under 
Democrats. But I am pleased to say it 
has been effectively very rare over the 
last few years. Skipping the committee 
process on new proposals was the ex-
ception rather than the rule. 

Unfortunately, now, with respect to 
the critical pieces of Finance Com-
mittee jurisdiction, it looks as if lead-
ership prefers to skip the committee, 
after I have been told privately and 
publicly so many times all of the work 
is going to be done through the com-
mittee. So I am hoping that what I am 
going to complain about is pretty 
much a temporary pattern. 

To sum it up, the people’s business 
should be done in committees in a 
transparent way so the people of this 
country know what is going on. Com-
mittee process means sunshine. I think 
the committee process was abused on 
this legislation. 

But the conference process was also 
abused. We never even went through 
the trappings of the committee proc-
ess. We have an amended House bill 
that because of the imperative of an 
acceptable war funding package has 
the force of a conference report. 

How was the process abused? Just 
take a look at the bill, and you will 
find a patchwork of unconnected provi-
sions in the Finance Committee juris-
diction that is not even mentioned in 
the title. Aside from a small business 
tax relief provision, no real back-and- 
forth discussion occurred on these mat-
ters, either in the Finance Committee 
or in conference. 

With respect to the small business 
tax relief provisions, the House and 
Senate Democratic leadership set an 
arbitrary ceiling that constrained our 
outstanding chairman, Senator BAU-
CUS, from reaching a bipartisan agree-
ment which is so much in the tradition 
of how Senator BAUCUS and I work to-
gether. 

The bottom line is, Republicans 
opened the door to a conference agree-
ment without receiving assurances of a 
fair deal. I don’t think we got a fair 
deal. Once Republicans opened the door 
to the conference, the door was effec-
tively shut on full and meaningful par-
ticipation. 

Now, in the past, Republican leader-
ship did similar things, and Democrats 
cried foul. I am proud to say that on 
most, not all, Finance Committee con-
ferences, the Senate Democrats were 
represented and present for final con-
ference agreements. After crying foul 
about some conference processes, the 
Senate Democratic leadership insisted 
in previous years on preconference 
agreements before letting Republicans 
go to conference. 

As I feared earlier in the year, the 
Senate Republican leadership will have 
to similarly insist on assurances before 
conferences are convened. This supple-
mental and its vetoed predecessor 
made the case that the conference 
process can’t be trusted. 

Senate Republicans have no recourse 
other than to insist on preconference 
agreements, as we can learn from the 
Democratic minority of the previous 4 
years. 

Now, I want to turn to the substance 
of three categories of the Finance Com-
mittee matters that were inserted in 
the process, after spending my previous 
minutes on that process. Now to the 
substance. 

The first matter deals with the small 
business tax relief package that trav-
eled with a minimum wage increase. 
The deal in the conference is basically 
the same deal presented by the Demo-
cratic negotiators on the last appro-
priations bill. It favors the House posi-
tion in number and composition of that 
package, practically ignoring the great 
work that Senator BAUCUS and I did on 
these provisions. 

From a small business standpoint, 
the House bill was a peanut shell. The 
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Senate bill was real peanuts. Real pea-
nuts—still not enough from my per-
spective but more, much more than 
what the House has. 

As you can see here, I have got Mr. 
Peanut up here to demonstrate the 
Senate bill, the House bill, and the con-
ference report. From a small business 
standpoint, then, I want to repeat: The 
House bill was a peanut shell. The Sen-
ate bill was real peanuts. It is a missed 
opportunity because a conference 
agreement is a single, shriveled peanut, 
not helping small business the way 
small business ought to have been 
helped to offset the negative impacts 
on small business of a minimum wage 
tax increase. 

We could have, in fact, provided 
small business with meaningful tax re-
lief that is contemporaneous with the 
effects of the minimum wage hike that 
I say, and I think economists agree, are 
negative toward small business. 

This chart shows Mr. Peanut. It 
shows this bill at each of its stages—a 
peanut, a peanut shell, and shriveled 
peanut. What we are going to be voting 
on will be that shriveled peanut. 

There is another matter that bothers 
me and this is the so-called pension 
technical corrections. What is a tech-
nical correction, one might ask. Tech-
nical corrections measures are routine 
for major tax bills. Last year’s land-
mark bipartisan pension reform bill 
certainly can be described as a major 
tax bill. It contained the most signifi-
cant retirement security policy 
changes within a generation. There are 
proposals necessary to ensure that the 
provisions of the pension reform bill 
are working consistently within con-
gressional intent and to provide cler-
ical corrections. That is what technical 
corrections means. Because these 
measures carry out congressional in-
tent, no revenue gain or loss is scored 
by the Congressional Budget Office. 

Technical corrections is derived from 
a deliberative and consultative process 
among the congressional as well as ad-
ministration tax staffs, where there is 
a great deal of expertise. That means 
the Republican as well as the Demo-
cratic staffs, regardless of who is in the 
majority or minority of both the House 
Ways and Means Committee and the 
Senate Finance Committee, are in-
volved, as well as Treasury Department 
personnel, whether we have a Repub-
lican or Democratic President. All of 
this work is performed with the par-
ticipation and guidance of the non-
partisan professional staff of the Joint 
Committee on Taxation. A technical 
enters the list only if all staffs agree it 
is appropriate. Any one segment I have 
listed can veto it. That is why we know 
it is nonpartisan. That is why we know 
it is technical. That is why we know it 
is not a substantive change in law. If it 
were, it would not be technical. 

The pension provisions in this bill, 
the one we will be voting on in a little 
while, represent then forgetting this 
process so you know things are done 
right. It represents a cherry-picking of 

some, not all, of the technical correc-
tions that these professional people, in 
a nonpartisan way, are currently try-
ing to put together with a bill that will 
come up later on. 

In addition, there are pension provi-
sions included in this bill that are 
called technical but are of great sub-
stance and are not then technical. 
Some of these proposals are even con-
troversial. I have reviewed legislative 
history over the last 15-plus years, and 
that history informs me that this may 
be an unprecedented treatment of tech-
nical corrections. Techincals were 
processed on a 2000 year bill that was 
not a tax-writing committee bill, but 
that package was a consensus package. 
All the committees and the adminis-
tration had signed off that year, 7 
years ago. In other instances, 
technicals were processed on tax-writ-
ing committee vehicles. In all these in-
stances, the packages represented an 
agreement between all the tax-writing 
committees, Republican and Demo-
cratic, and the Treasury. 

In this case, there are four commit-
tees involved, the two tax-writing com-
mittees and the Senate Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions Com-
mittee, what we call the HELP Com-
mittee, and the House Education and 
Labor Committee. To illustrate the 
controversy over the pensions tech-
nical package, I ask unanimous con-
sent to print in the RECORD a copy of a 
letter from HELP Committee Chair-
man KENNEDY and Ranking Member 
ENZI. The letter lays out their objec-
tions to the House technical process. I 
also ask unanimous consent that a 
copy of a letter I wrote regarding the 
Finance Committee’s jurisdiction be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

U.S. SENATE, COMMITTEE ON 
HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, AND 
PENSIONS, 

Washington, DC, May 22, 2007. 
Hon. HARRY REID, 
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL, 
Republican Leader, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR LEADERS: Last year we worked with 
other committees to author the most exten-
sive overhaul of pension funding rules in a 
generation. The Pension Protection Act of 
2006 (PPA) was signed into law in August 
2006, following extensive bipartisan, bi-
cameral negotiations. Conferees were intent 
on ensuring that retirement plans are prop-
erly funded, and that Americans’ retirement 
savings will be there when they need it. This 
law passed the Senate with overwhelming 
support, 93–5. 

We understand that a number of pension 
provisions originating in the House may be 
included in the emergency war spending bill. 
While moving forward on pensions technical 
corrections is a goal that many members 
share, moving House pension technical cor-
rections separately on this spending bill 
from Senate priorities creates a disparity. 
We are very concerned at this disregard for 
equal consideration and lack of discussion of 
Senate priorities and prerogatives. 

Retirement security is a cornerstone of the 
HELP Committee’s jurisdiction, and we rec-
ognize that immediate technical corrections 
are needed to the PPA. Bicameral, staff-level 
meetings are taking place regularly, and we 
are working with the Administration to en-
sure that the needed corrections are prompt-
ly addressed. The HELP Committee has a 
history of finding common ground on com-
plex legislative challenges, and we are con-
fident that we will reach consensus on a 
package soon. We urge you to provide us 
with the opportunity to bring a finished pen-
sion technical package to the floor in a time-
ly fashion in order to give our colleagues the 
chance to have their priorities considered. 

Sincerely, 
EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 

Chairman. 
MICHAEL B. ENZI, 

Ranking Member. 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE, 

Washington, DC, May 15, 2007. 
Hon. ROBERT C. BYRD, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, U.S. 

Senate, Washington, DC. 
Hon. THAD COCHRAN, 
Ranking Member, Committee on Appropriations, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN BYRD AND RANKING MEM-

BER COCHRAN: I am writing to express my 
continued opposition to the consideration of 
any provision concerning intergovernmental 
transfers/cost based reimbursement by the 
Committee on Appropriations for the supple-
mental appropriation bill we will be voting 
on shortly. I am also opposed to the inclu-
sion of tax provisions that passed separately 
through the Senate as part of the supple-
mental appropriations. As you know, the 
Medicaid matter pertains to programs under 
the Social Security Act and the tax provi-
sions amend the Internal Revenue Code. 
Both the Social Security Act and the Inter-
nal Revenue Code fall clearly and solely 
within the jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Finance. 

Throughout the years, the Committee on 
Finance has worked to safeguard and im-
prove the programs under its jurisdiction, in-
cluding the Medicaid program. The Finance 
Committee has unique expertise with these 
programs and is the only Committee in the 
position to assess the possible effects of indi-
vidual changes on all Social Security Act 
programs as a whole. Any requests for addi-
tional changes to these programs must be ex-
amined with great care, and the Committee 
on Finance is the only Committee with expe-
rience necessary for this task. Accordingly, 
the Committee will legislate to modify these 
programs only after thorough analysis of the 
issues involved and potential solutions. 

The proposed intergovernmental transfers/ 
cost based reimbursement provision in ques-
tion is case in point of why it should not be 
considered in an appropriations bill. This 
provision would halt the implementation of 
a Department of Health and Human Services 
(HHS) regulation on cost based reimburse-
ment. The regulation addresses the question-
able practice of states recycling Medicaid 
funds paid to providers. The Government Ac-
countability Office (GAO) has opined numer-
ous times about the inappropriateness of the 
practice and the Finance Committee has 
worked to expose it as well. Restricting pay-
ments to cost and requiring claims docu-
mentation both are in the best interest of 
the integrity of the Medicaid program, and 
forbidding HHS from acting in these areas is 
extraordinarily short-sighted. In fact, the 
Administration believes the new rule will 
save $5 billion over the next five years. 
Clearly, halting implementation will have an 
impact on Medicaid resources and, therefore, 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 08:59 May 25, 2007 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00113 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G24MY6.114 S24MYPT1ba
jo

hn
so

n 
on

 P
R

O
D

P
C

74
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES6690 May 24, 2007 
decisions that have such an impact are more 
appropriate for the Finance Committee. 

Certainly, a one-year moratorium is an im-
provement over the two-year moratorium 
that was in the bill that was originally 
passed by the Senate, but the language in 
the bill still encourages states to push the 
envelope on payment schemes. If a state sub-
mits a proposed waiver or state plan amend-
ment that is in contravention with the regu-
lation, the agency will not have the author-
ity to deny the proposal. This is a provision 
written for the benefit of special interests so 
they can avoid real scrutiny of their financ-
ing arrangements. This provision will en-
courage states to offer payment schemes 
that CMS has previously disallowed as being 
inappropriate. It will encourage litigation if 
CMS tries to assert that they do still main-
tain jurisdiction. 

The inspector general has investigated and 
reported to Congress on why there are prob-
lems in the areas the rule addresses. The Fi-
nance Committee has not had the first hear-
ing on why the rule doesn’t work and must 
be stopped. 

The way that this provision is paid for is 
equally problematic. The extension of the 
Wisconsin pharmacy plus waiver is an unnec-
essary earmark. Every state but Wisconsin 
has changed their pharmacy assistance pro-
gram as the MMA required. Furthermore, 
the way the language is written sets a very 
bad precedent. The language is written in a 
way that alters Medicaid’s budget neutrality 
test. It’s written to guarantee that it ap-
pears to save money. The reality is that Wis-
consin will be providing many poor seniors 
with less of a benefit than they could get 
through Part D. Wisconsin charges greater 
cost-sharing than Medicare for low income 
seniors. 

Legislating to prevent CMS from cleaning 
up intergovernmental transfers scams on 
this appropriation bill sets a bad precedent. 
That is clear. It is legislation on Medicaid 
and that is a basic part of the jurisdiction of 
the Finance Committee. 

I am also concerned that the supplemental 
appropriation includes tax provisions which 
also fall solely in the jurisdiction of the Fi-
nance Committee. The power of the purse, 
appropriations, is Congress’ power and we 
are directly accountable to our constituents 
for our spending actions. In that vein, I deep-
ly respect the deep traditions of the Appro-
priations Committee. As a former Chairman, 
and now, Ranking Member of the Finance 
Committee, I deeply respect that division of 
power. The power to tax is our power and we 
are directly accountable to our constituents 
for our taxing actions. 

We should rarely mix the jurisdiction of 
the two great money committees. It should 
only occur, if at all, when the four senior 
members of the tax writing and appropria-
tions committees agree. Mixing tax writing 
and appropriations jurisdiction should not 
occur at the whim of leadership. Those kinds 
of actions demean the committees. Fortu-
nately, I insisted and the leadership re-
spected this division of jurisdiction between 
the tax writers and appropriators over the 
last six years. 

Earlier this year, the Senate acted on the 
minimum wage bill/small business tax relief 
bill after the House had passed its own 
version of the bill. We worked with our 
House counterparts to resolve differences be-
tween the two bills. However, because of a 
bicameral Democratic Leadership obsession 
with a top-line number on the tax side, the 
conference options were severely limited. 
Chairman Baucus was able to accommodate 
far less than half the tax policy the Senate 
sent to conference. The Senate’s authority 
was limited by the Leadership decision to at-
tach the bill to the supplemental appropria-

tions bill where Chairman Baucus was not a 
conferee. Legitimate tax policy proposals on 
the revenue losing and revenue raising sides 
were left on the conference’s cutting room 
floor. 

The composition of the final package is 
heavily weighted towards an extension and 
modification of the work opportunity tax 
credit. I support that credit. But the benefits 
of that policy are delayed. Small businesses 
need the tax relief to be in synch with the 
time the minimum wage kicks in. 

Both of these outcomes do not reflect a 
proportionate agreement between the House 
and Senate bills. The arbitrary ceiling on the 
amount of tax relief was not a fair balance. 

I appreciate your Committee members’ in-
terest in the Social Security Act programs 
and the Internal Revenue Code. I ask that 
they work with the Committee on Finance 
to see that their objectives are examined and 
addressed at the appropriate time, in the ap-
propriate setting. Thanks for your assist-
ance. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES E. GRASSLEY, 

Ranking Member. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. The bottom line is, 
the Republicans now know that the 
conference process and the committee 
process will not be respected. We are 
doing things of a substantive nature. 
We are doing things for which there is 
a process to make sure that the term 
‘‘technical’’ is abided by. That process 
that worked so perfectly is ignored. So 
if the committee process will not be re-
spected, we have to do things to make 
sure that it is. In the future, we will 
need to protect the committee and the 
conference process, and we will need to 
do some preconferencing agreements as 
we ought to have learned from now 
what is the majority, the Democrats, 
when they were in the minority, that 
they got Republicans to agree to. It 
seems to me that is legitimate. It may 
not be exactly the way it ought to 
work, but it is something we have to do 
to make sure these things don’t happen 
again. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts is recognized. 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, history 

has proven it was a mistake to give 
this President the power to go to Iraq, 
and I believe history will prove it is a 
mistake to give him the open-ended 
power that this supplemental bill 
leaves in his hands. This war is not 
what this President says it is. I believe 
we have an obligation not to vote for 
the continuation of a policy that em-
powers the President to simply con-
tinue the war at his discretion. I have 
listened to some of my colleagues and 
others who have suggested that this 
bill will somehow change the course. I 
have to respectfully disagree. This bill 
does not provide a strategy worthy of 
our soldiers’ sacrifice. Instead it per-
mits more of the same, a strategy that 
relies on sending American troops into 
the alleys and back roads of Iraq to ref-
eree a deadly civil war. 

Instead of the same misguided strat-
egy, I believe we had an opportunity. 
While I understand the votes and I un-
derstand the threat of veto, and I am 
not new to this process, I still believe 

we had an opportunity to elicit a le-
gitimate, fundamental change and 
some commitments from this adminis-
tration with respect to the way in 
which we would hold Iraqis account-
able and the way in which this admin-
istration itself would be held account-
able. 

I say with all due respect, that is 
what the American people voted for in 
November 2006. That is what they have 
a right to expect from this Congress. 
The fact is, we could show our support 
for our troops in many different ways 
in this legislation. I don’t believe the 
only way to show that support is by 
letting the President have full discre-
tion to continue to do what the Presi-
dent has been doing for these last 
years. I believe the way you do it is by 
requiring—and setting up real meas-
urements with real consequences—the 
Iraqis to stand up for Iraq. I am con-
vinced, because the last years have 
proven it, the President is wrong to 
keep suggesting we will stand down 
when they stand up. I believe they will 
not stand up until we stand down. That 
is the reality. 

The fact is, the benchmarks in this 
supplemental are not meaningful 
benchmarks. The President has a com-
plete waiver. All we require is a report, 
a certification from the President. Is 
there anybody here, based on the state-
ments the President has made for the 
last 5 years, who doesn’t know exactly 
what the President is going to say with 
respect to progress? All we require is 
that there be some measurement of 
‘‘progress.’’ 

Let me say very clearly, because I 
have been there before in this argu-
ment, I know what happens when you 
vote in a way that people can easily 
try to pick up and construe as a vote 
other than what it is. There is good in 
this supplemental. Yes, we need money 
for readiness for troops, and every sin-
gle one of us wants our troops to be as 
ready as they can be. Yes, it is good 
that there is money for care for vet-
erans, and our veterans deserve the 
best care in the world. In fact, the 
money available in this bill is a far cry 
from the real needs of our veterans 
with respect to mental health, out-
reach centers, the veterans centers, the 
VA, care in the hospitals. That could 
be a great deal stronger. But we are for 
that. We are also for the money for 
Katrina. So let me make it clear to 
anybody who wants to try to distort 
this vote: I am in favor of the money 
for readiness. I am in favor of giving 
our troops all the care they need and 
deserve. I am in favor of money for sup-
port for Katrina. 

But the fundamental gravamen of 
this bill, the heart of this bill, is the 
strategy with respect to the war in 
Iraq. The heart of this bill are the con-
sequences that we invite as a result of 
our votes. 

In the last week or two, I have been 
to three funerals, one funeral, the son 
of a man who was opposed to the war, 
a military man, a West Pointer, a man 
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who gave his career, but he is opposed 
to this war. He dared to use the word to 
me in a conversation on the very day 
that his son was being buried about 
how it was important for us to redou-
ble our efforts in the Senate to bring 
this to a close, how it was important 
for us not to allow these young men 
and women to have their lives ‘‘wast-
ed,’’ a word that if any politician used, 
we would be pilloried for. But the fa-
ther of a man who was being buried 
used that word on the very day his son 
was being buried. Another funeral I at-
tended with a father who was overcome 
from emotion speaking from the pul-
pit, left the pulpit, came down, stood 
beside his son’s coffin and said: I have 
to talk beside my son. He put his hand 
on the coffin and talked to us about his 
son’s pride, his son’s patriotism, his 
son’s love of his fellow soldiers, his 
son’s and his commitment to what he 
was doing personally but, obviously, 
the agony they feel over a war that so 
many people don’t support. 

We have a responsibility with respect 
to those young men and women, with 
respect to those families. I believe that 
responsibility is not met when you give 
the President the very same power to 
continue on a daily basis what he has 
been doing for these last years. There 
isn’t one person in this body who 
doesn’t know what this President is 
going to say with respect to progress. 
How many times have we heard, in the 
midst of this war, Vice President CHE-
NEY come out: We are making progress. 
The President yesterday talked about 
progress, even as he mischaracterizes 
what this war is about, talking prin-
cipally about al-Qaida, when all of us 
know this war is principally a civil 
war, a slaughter now between Shia and 
Sunni over the political spoils of Iraq. 
Our presence is empowering that. 

A few days ago, we set a new strat-
egy, forcing Iraqis to do what only 
Iraqis can do. We gave the President 
the full discretion to leave the troops 
necessary to complete the training of 
Iraqi security forces, to chase al-Qaida 
and protect U.S. forces and facilities. 
In the sixth year of this war, which we 
will reach by next year, it seems to me 
fair that we should expect that Iraqis 
can assume that responsibility. The 
Iraqi Government has said they can. 
The Iraqi Parliament has said they 
don’t want us there. Our own CIA tells 
us our presence is creating more ter-
rorists, that we are creating a bigger 
target. We have become a recruitment 
tool for fundraising by al-Qaida out of 
Pakistan and Afghanistan. We now 
know that al-Qaida is using our pres-
ence in Iraq to raise money and recruit 
jihadists around the world. This policy 
is counter to the best security inter-
ests of our Nation. 

This vote is a vote about those best 
security interests. We demanded a lit-
tle while ago a strategy of real bench-
marks. There is not in this supple-
mental one benchmark that can be en-
forced, not one. I don’t disagree with 
the benchmarks themselves. Yes, we 

want an oil deal. But I listened to Sec-
retary of State Rice in front of our 
committee months ago say: The oil 
deal is just about to be approved, right 
around the corner. 

It hasn’t even been put to the Par-
liament. It is not approved months 
later and too many lives lost later be-
cause of the procrastination of Iraqi 
politicians. How do you say to an 
American family that their son or 
daughter ought to give up their life so 
Iraqi politicians can spin around and 
play a game between each other at our 
expense? 

It is unconscionable. It is bad strat-
egy. It is bad policy. It defies common 
sense. That is what this vote is about: 
why and when we, as a Congress, are 
going to insist—now, I understand they 
do not want the deadline, and the 
President insists he is not going to 
have the deadline, notwithstanding— 
notwithstanding—we gave the Presi-
dent full discretion to leave troops 
there to complete the training, to leave 
troops to chase al-Qaida, to leave 
troops there to protect American fa-
cilities and forces. 

Those kids we are burying deserve an 
honest debate, not a debate where peo-
ple come to the floor and say: Oh, these 
are the cut-and-run folks. These are 
the folks who are looking for defeat. It 
is an insult to any Member of the Sen-
ate to suggest somebody is actively 
looking for defeat. We have a different 
way of finding success. As Thomas Jef-
ferson said: Dissent is the highest form 
of patriotism. Even the patriotism of 
people who offer a different road has 
been questioned. Well, not any longer, 
and I have no fear about casting this 
vote against this because this is the 
wrong policy for Iraq. This continues 
the open-ended lack of accountability. 
This allows the President to certify 
whatever the President wants, to waive 
whatever the President wants. 

I promise my colleagues, we will be 
back here in September having the 
same debate with the same benchmark 
questions, and they will not have 
moved in their accountability. Even 
the strategy is still changing. 

Let me ask my colleagues something: 
When can you remember in American 
history hearing about a President of 
the United States casting about to find 
a general to act as the czar for a war, 
where four four-star generals said no to 
the President? 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent for 1 additional minute. 

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

Mr. KERRY. General Sheehan, a ca-
reer military man—these are people 
whose lives are committed to defending 
our Nation, whose lives are committed 
to the troops, who, when a President 
would call them, you would think 
would be so honored and so unbeliev-
ably challenged by the moment, they 
would say: Of course, Mr. President, I 
will do what I need to do for my coun-
try. But four of them said no. And one 
of them was quoted, in saying no: Why 

would I do that because they don’t 
know where the hell they’re going. And 
as he said it, he said: I would go over 
there for a year, I would get an ulcer, 
I would come back, and it would be the 
same thing. 

We have an obligation to vote for a 
change. That is why I will cast my vote 
‘‘no’’ on this supplemental—yes for the 
money for troops; yes for care; yes for 
readiness; yes for all the things we 
need to do; but, most importantly, a 
‘‘yes’’ that we are not able to cast for 
a change in the entire dynamic with 
the Iraqis themselves and the account-
ability we will hold this administration 
to, the accountability we hold the 
Iraqis to, and, ultimately, a strategy 
for real success, not just in Iraq but in 
the Middle East, where we have made 
Hamas more powerful, Iran more pow-
erful, Nasrallah and Hezbollah more 
powerful, and our interests are being 
set back. 

It is time for us to get the policy 
right. That is how you support the 
troops. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SANDERS). The Senator from Cali-
fornia. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, in 
March and April I voted for an emer-
gency spending bill that would have 
fully funded our troops in Iraq but 
would have changed their mission— 
would have changed their mission—to a 
sound mission. That mission would 
have taken our troops out of the mid-
dle of a civil war and put them into a 
support role, as the Iraq Study Group 
suggested, training Iraqi soldiers and 
police. We would have allowed them to 
fight al-Qaida and protect our troops. 

The President did not agree to that, 
and he will not agree to that. As a mat-
ter of fact, the President will not agree 
to any change in strategy in Iraq. That 
is more than a shame. For the Amer-
ican people, it is a tragedy. 

It does not seem to matter how many 
Americans die in Iraq, how many fu-
nerals we have here at home, or what 
the American people think. This Presi-
dent will not budge. This new bill on 
Iraq keeps the status quo. Oh, it has a 
few frills around the outside, a few re-
ports, a few words about benchmarks— 
while our troops die and our troops get 
blown up. 

Now, I understand why this legisla-
tion is before us today. It is because 
this President wants to continue his 
one-man show in Iraq. That is the only 
thing he will sign. The President does 
not respect the Congress. What is 
worse, he does not respect the Amer-
ican people when it comes to Iraq. He 
wants to brush us all off like some an-
noying spot on his jacket. Well, that is 
wrong, and we won’t be brushed off. 

We have lost 3,427 American soldiers 
in Iraq. Of those, 731—or 21 percent— 
have been from my State of California 
or based in my State of California. Mr. 
President, 25,549 American soldiers 
have been wounded. 

If you come to my office, on big 
boards, I have the names of the Cali-
fornia dead and they are now blocking 
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the doorway, there are so many names, 
and we have to send the charts back for 
smaller and smaller print. 

Today, after several days of worrying 
and praying, we received the tragic 
news of the death of PVT Joseph 
Anzack, Jr., 20 years old, of Torrance, 
CA, who was abducted during a deadly 
ambush south of Baghdad almost 2 
weeks ago. One member of his platoon, 
SPC Daniel Seitz, summed it up this 
way to the Associated Press: 

It just angers me that it’s just another 
friend I’ve got to lose and deal with, because 
I’ve already lost 13 friends since I’ve been 
here, and I don’t know if I can take any more 
of this. 

He should not have to. But with this 
bill, he will. 

The first half of this year has already 
been deadlier than any 6-month period 
since the war began more than 4 long 
years ago. In this month alone, 83 U.S. 
servicemembers have already been 
killed in Iraq. 

Let me be clear: There are many 
things in this bill I strongly support— 
many provisions I worked side by side 
with my colleagues to fight for, for our 
troops, for our veterans, for their men-
tal health, for our farmers, for the vic-
tims of Hurricane Katrina, who so de-
serve our attention—but I must take a 
stand against this Iraq war and, there-
fore, I will vote ‘‘no’’ on this emer-
gency spending bill. 

Mr. President, we are not going 
away. You cannot brush us off like 
some spot on your jacket because we 
are going to be back. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming. 
Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I rise to ex-

press my concern and deep regret over 
the conference report to H.R. 2206, the 
U.S. Troop Readiness, Veterans’ Care, 
Katrina Recovery, and Iraq Appropria-
tions Act of 2007. 

I am extremely disappointed our 
troops have to continue to pay the 
price for our political posturing on this 
legislation and the inclusion of funding 
for pet programs in a must-pass mili-
tary funding bill. 

I want to make very clear my strong 
support for the members of our Armed 
Forces and the vital work they are 
doing around the world every day. I 
have the greatest admiration for all of 
them, for their commitment to pre-
serving our freedoms and maintaining 
our national security. They are all true 
heroes, and they are the ones who are 
doing the heavy lifting and making the 
great sacrifices in our country’s name 
so we might continue to be the land of 
the free and the home of the brave. 

We are faced with a vote on a bill 
that our troops need, but the troops are 
not the focus of this legislation. This 
supplemental is yet another example of 
a Congress whose fiscal house is not in 
order. It contains more than $17 billion 
in unrequested items—$17 billion in 
funding that has nothing to do with the 
war on terror. 

The intent of this legislation is to 
fund our troops and to provide them 

with the resources they need to win the 
war on terror. Emergency supple-
mentals are not intended to be a 
Christmas tree that includes presents 
in the form of every Member’s favorite 
pet programs. Unfortunately, the bill 
we will be voting on is just that. 

This legislation includes funding for 
a number of programs I would support 
on their own merits. It includes agri-
cultural disaster assistance for our Na-
tion’s ranchers who have suffered 
through years of drought. Many of 
those are in Wyoming. It includes fund-
ing for the Secure Rural Schools pro-
gram. These are both important prior-
ities for people in Wyoming, and al-
though I support the programs on their 
merits, I do not support their inclusion 
in this emergency war supplemental. 

This legislation is not intended to 
deal with drought relief. It is not in-
tended to deal with SCHIP. It is not in-
tended to deal with wildland fire man-
agement. It is intended to fund our 
troops. Instead of attaching these unre-
lated programs to a must-pass troop 
funding bill, a fiscally responsible Con-
gress would examine each of these pro-
grams on their own merits through our 
regular appropriations process—or else 
we ought to call ourselves irrespon-
sible. 

The American people have made 
clear that we need to be fiscally re-
sponsible. They have made clear they 
do not support spending billions of tax-
payers’ dollars with little or no debate. 
Unfortunately, if this legislation 
passes, that is exactly what we are 
going to do. 

The war supplemental also touches 
on various issues before the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions, including minimum wage and 
pensions. Unfortunately, our com-
mittee was not consulted on this lan-
guage nor made any part of the discus-
sions on this supplemental. 

The supplemental contains a provi-
sion that will boost the Federal min-
imum wage from $5.15 to $7.25 an hour. 
I have always believed any increase in 
the minimum wage must be accom-
panied by appropriate relief for those 
small business employers who have to 
absorb those costs. It is a mandate. 
Small businesses are the proven engine 
for our economy, and they are the 
greatest source of employment oppor-
tunity for U.S. workers. A raise in the 
minimum wage is of no value to a 
worker without a job or a job seeker 
without prospects. 

It was for these very reasons the 
minimum wage package which passed 
the Senate, with overwhelming bipar-
tisan support—overwhelming bipar-
tisan support; I think there were two 
votes in opposition—contained a series 
of provisions designed to provide relief 
for small businesses. That is how we 
got it. That was bipartisan. 

The Senate-passed versions of the 
minimum wage legislation contained 
significant tax relief that was targeted 
to small businesses and industries most 
likely to employ minimum wage work-

ers. Unfortunately, much of this tax re-
lief has been stripped from the current 
version of the supplemental. While 
some tax relief remains, the lion’s 
share of that relief is contained in the 
Work Opportunity Tax Credit provi-
sions, which, as a practical matter, are 
not utilized by small businesses. 

While the bill does continue to con-
tain important regulatory relief provi-
sions, such as compliance assistance 
for small businesses, and a small busi-
ness childcare grant authorization, the 
tax relief this body overwhelmingly de-
termined was necessary to help small 
businesses offset the cost of a new Fed-
eral minimum wage is no longer con-
tained in the legislative package, nor 
were any of us consulted. I cannot sup-
port legislation that dramatically 
raises the Federal minimum wage and 
fails to acknowledge and adequately 
offset the impact of such an increase 
on our small businesses. 

With respect to pensions, last year 
the Senate Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions worked 
with other committees in landmark 
legislation to author the most exten-
sive overhaul of pension funding rules 
in a generation. The Pension Protec-
tion Act of 2006 was signed into law in 
August 2006, following extensive—ex-
tensive—bipartisan, bicameral negotia-
tions. Conferees were intent on ensur-
ing that retirement plans are properly 
funded and that Americans’ retirement 
savings would be there when they need 
it. 

One of the fundamental reasons for 
pension funding reform was to ensure— 
to ensure—the solvency of the Pension 
Benefit Guaranty Corporation and its 
ability to guarantee benefits in plans 
that are underfunded. I am very con-
cerned that there are provisions in the 
war supplemental that the House lead-
ership claims are technical corrections 
to the Pension Protection Act. Any 
changes to the Pension Protection Act 
must be considered by the committees 
that have jurisdiction, the ones that 
know about all the intricacies and 
interrelationships of the parts that are 
in there, instead of legislating on an 
appropriations bill. 

Chairman KENNEDY and I sent a let-
ter to Senate leadership on Tuesday 
night citing our concerns with the 
House approach. I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
copy of that letter. 

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

U.S. SENATE, COMMITTEE ON HEALTH 
EDUCATION, LABOR, AND PENSIONS, 

Washington, DC, May 22, 2007. 
Hon. HARRY REID, 
Majority Leader, 
U.S. Senate, The Capitol, Washington, DC. 
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL, 
Republican Leader, 
U.S. Senate, The Capitol, Washington, DC. 

DEAR LEADERS: Last year, we worked with 
other committees to author the most exten-
sive overhaul of pension funding rules in a 
generation. The Pension Protection Act of 
2006 (PPA) was signed into law in August 
2006, following extensive bipartisan, bi-
cameral negotiations. Conferees were intent 
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on ensuring that retirement plans are prop-
erly funded, and that Americans’ retirement 
savings will be there when they need it. This 
law passed the Senate with overwhelming 
support, 93–5. 

We understand that a number of pension 
provisions originating in the House may be 
included in the emergency war spending bill. 
While moving forward on pensions technical 
corrections is a goal that many members 
share, moving House pension technical cor-
rections separately on this spending bill 
from Senate priorities creates a disparity. 
We are very concerned at this disregard for 
equal consideration and lack of discussion of 
Senate priorities and prerogatives. 

Retirement security is a cornerstone of the 
HELP Committee’s jurisdiction, and we rec-
ognize that immediate technical corrections 
are needed to the PPA. Bicameral, staff-level 
meetings are taking place regularly, and we 
are working with the Administration to en-
sure that the needed corrections are prompt-
ly addressed. The HELP Committee has a 
history of finding common ground on com-
plex legislative challenges, and we are con-
fident that we will reach consensus on a 
package soon. We urge you to provide us 
with the opportunity to bring a finished pen-
sion technical package to the floor in a time-
ly fashion in order to give our colleagues the 
chance to have their priorities considered. 

Sincerely, 
EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 

Chairman. 
MICHAEL B. ENZI, 

Ranking Member. 

Mr. ENZI. Retirement security is a 
cornerstone of the HELP Committee’s 
jurisdiction. I recognize that technical 
corrections are needed to the over 900 
pages of the Pension Protection Act. 
Bicameral, staff-level meetings are 
taking place at this very time, and we 
are working with the administration to 
assure that the needed corrections are 
promptly addressed. With the huge bi-
partisan, bicameral support that had 
before, there should be no difficulty 
with that, and people have been work-
ing on it since the very time that we 
passed it. House leadership, by cherry- 
picking certain technical corrections 
intended for certain special interest 
groups, is not the way to legislate, and 
I would contend that they are not tech-
nical corrections. 

Chairman KENNEDY and I, together 
with Chairman BAUCUS and Senator 
GRASSLEY, have worked extremely well 
on making sure that everyone has a 
voice at the table and that the process 
is transparent. 

Generally, these provisions undo, in a 
piecemeal fashion, what was accom-
plished in the Pension Protection Act 
as far as strengthening funding re-
quirements. It permits some plans to 
choose to have reduced funding obliga-
tions and reduced pension benefit guar-
antee premiums. In fact, it means that 
the Pension Benefit Guaranty Corpora-
tion must refund some premiums to 
some employers. 

Again, I want to provide our troops 
with the funding and the resources 
they need to be successful in all their 
tasks. Unfortunately, this conference 
does not make our troops the priority 
of congressional business. The men and 
women of our armed services deserve 
better than this spending bill. The peo-
ple of the United States deserve better. 

I yield the floor. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise 

this evening to support the supple-
mental appropriations bill we will be 
considering shortly. 

Let me be very clear. I strongly dis-
agree with the President on our course 
in Iraq. I was one of only 23 Members of 
the Senate to vote against going to the 
war in Iraq, and I am committed to 
changing the course, redeploying our 
troops, and refocusing our efforts on 
fighting the global war on terror. I 
have voted time and again for resolu-
tions and amendments to change direc-
tion. I believe the President is wrong 
to continue on with an open-ended 
commitment to an Iraqi government 
that has repeatedly failed to meet 
deadlines and take responsibility for 
its own country. I believe the President 
is wrong to continue to ignore the 
warnings of generals, experts, and the 
will of the American people. 

But I also believe the President is 
wrong when, in his stubborn refusal to 
change, he also withholds money for 
our troops whom he has sent into 
harm’s way. The President did just 
that on May 1 when he vetoed a con-
gressionally approved supplemental 
that provided $4 billion more than he 
asked for for our troops. When the 
President vetoed that bill, he was the 
one who denied our troops the re-
sources, equipment, and funding they 
need to do their jobs safely. The Presi-
dent was wrong, but he hasn’t changed 
his mind. He and the majority of Re-
publicans in Congress are blocking 
funding for our troops. 

As we head into this Memorial Day, I 
will vote for this supplemental because 
the President has blocked this funding 
for too long, and I will vote for this 
supplemental because Democrats in 
Congress have changed our course. 
With this bill, we have taken a respon-
sible path forward, in spite of the 
President, on many of our Nation’s 
most pressing issues. 

This bill, for the first time, funds the 
needs of our veterans and wounded 
warriors who have sacrificed for all of 
us and whose needs the President has 
refused to acknowledge as the cost of 
war. This bill makes our homeland 
more secure by investing critical funds 
in our ports and our borders, and this 
bill aids the recovery of hard-hit com-
munities across the country and in the 
gulf coast where families have contin-
ued to suffer due to neglect from this 
administration. In just 5 short months, 
Democrats have provided a new com-
mitment to the American people, a new 
direction in Iraq, and we are going to 
continue on this new path to change. 

From the start of the war in Iraq, the 
Republican Congress allowed President 
Bush a free hand. They held few over-
sight hearings. They demanded no ac-
countability. There were no wide-rang-
ing investigations into this administra-
tion’s endless mistakes. Year after 
year, they sent the President blank 
checks in the form of emergency 
supplementals. Now, 5 years into this 

war, after 5 years without account-
ability, 3,400 of our heroes have died, 
and over 25,000 have been injured. Our 
troops are now policing a civil war in 
Iraq. Billions of taxpayer dollars are 
unaccounted for. The reconstruction of 
Iraq is far from complete, and our vet-
erans are facing awful conditions when 
they return home. 

In November, voters asked for an end 
to this. They voted for us to stand up, 
ask difficult questions, and hold those 
who make mistakes accountable for 
them. Democrats heard that call. 

Immediately after being sworn in, we 
began to hold hearings. We heard from 
military and foreign affairs experts and 
called administration officials to tes-
tify—under oath. We began conducting 
investigations into prewar intelligence, 
the waste of taxpayer dollars, and the 
treatment of our veterans. Democrats 
began holding vote after vote on Iraq. 
We forced Republicans to make clear 
to Americans where they stood on the 
war: Are they for escalation or rede-
ployment? Are they for allowing Iraqis 
to continue to shirk their responsi-
bility or for forcing them to stand up? 

In January, President Bush ignored 
calls from Congress to follow the Iraq 
Study Group recommendations. In-
stead, he escalated our troops in Iraq. 
Congressional Republicans refused to 
criticize the escalation and stood by 
the President and attacked anyone who 
spoke out against that surge. 

But congressional Democrats stood 
strong. We upheld our constitutional 
duties and what Americans put us in 
office for—conducting oversight and 
holding the administration account-
able for its actions. This trend contin-
ued for months, and eventually, though 
slowly, some of my Republican col-
leagues began separating from the 
President and siding with us and the 
American people. After months of this, 
Democrats overcame Republican oppo-
sition and passed a bill with redeploy-
ment provisions. We sent that bill, 
based on the advice from the Iraq 
Study Group and military leaders and 
supported by 64 percent of Americans, 
to the President. We hoped he would 
read that bill. We hoped he would real-
ize it was the best way forward in Iraq. 
But he didn’t, and he vetoed it. 

Now, finally, after months of blindly 
following the President, more and more 
of our colleagues on the other side are 
beginning to stand up to the President, 
demanding benchmarks and a timeline 
for change in Iraq. 

It is clear that despite a slim major-
ity in the House and only a one-vote 
margin in the Senate, Democratic ef-
forts are working. Today is further evi-
dence of that. 

The bill we pass tonight will not be 
perfect. It doesn’t go nearly as far as 
many of us would like. We, along with 
the American people, have made it 
clear what we want—a new direction 
that forces Iraqis to take control of 
their own country. Unfortunately, the 
President has said he would veto that 
bill. 
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So today we have a bill that takes a 

step forward with our changing course 
in Iraq. It forces the White House to 
acknowledge the will of the American 
people and the role of Congress, it pres-
sures Iraqis to stand up, and, impor-
tantly, it funds our troops. The hard 
truth, of course, is that not enough 
Democrats are here to override a veto. 
We realize that another veto will not 
serve our troops well. They need our 
funds; they don’t need another White 
House delay. So we are moving ahead. 

I will say it again: This bill is not all 
I hoped for, but this war is not going to 
be brought to a close in 1 day. It is not 
going to be brought to a close with one 
bill. We will support our troops, and we 
will bring an end to the war in Iraq. We 
will continue to debate and force votes 
on this war week after week after 
week. Americans will continue to hear 
where the Republicans stand on this 
war. 

We face terror threats around the 
world. We must, and we will, defeat 
them. Unfortunately, the Iraqi civil 
war is not making us more secure. We 
do need to refocus our fight back on 
the war on terror, and we do need to re-
build our military. I support a new di-
rection in Iraq so that we can focus on 
the larger security challenges our 
country faces, and they are high. But I 
know we can improve security at 
home, that we can track down and 
eliminate terrorists around the world, 
and that we can take care of our serv-
icemembers. It is a matter of getting 
our priorities straight. Redeploying 
our troops from Iraq is an important 
first step toward getting those prior-
ities straight. It is a step the Senate 
must take, just as passing this bill to-
night is one. 

This bill, however, is about much 
more than just Iraq; it is about taking 
care of the best military in the world, 
both when they are deployed and when 
they return home. It is about rebuild-
ing here in America, on the gulf coast 
and on family farms from coast to 
coast, and it is about providing hard- 
working Americans struggling to care 
for their families with a desperately 
needed raise. 

I am not satisfied with the Iraq lan-
guage in this bill. I disagree with Sen-
ator WARNER’s language. I voted 
against it last week. But I am proud of 
what we were able to accomplish in 
this bill—in particular, taking care of 
the troops, which this bill does. It in-
cludes billions more than the President 
requested to train and equip and take 
care of our fighting men and women 
and to make sure we care for them 
when they come home. 

So tonight, when we vote, I will cast 
my vote as a yes—not for the Warner 
language, not for the language on Iraq, 
but to make sure that those men and 
women whom we have sent to battle, 
despite how I feel, have the care and 
support they need. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I rise 
tonight in support of the supplemental. 

I opposed the authorization to go to 
war in Iraq because I thought it would 
be a tragic error, and it has proved to 
be. Iraq did not attack this country; al- 
Qaida did. Sometimes I think that is 
somehow lost in this discussion. It was 
al-Qaida, led by Osama bin Laden, not 
Iraq, led by Saddam Hussein, who mas-
terminded the attacks of September 11. 
That is a fact. That is a reality. I think 
it was one of the great mistakes in 
American history that we launched an 
attack on Iraq before ever finishing 
business with al-Qaida. 

Now we face a difficult choice. We 
have 160,000 troops in the field, and I 
believe we must fund those troops until 
there is a responsible plan to redeploy 
them. Unfortunately, this President 
has absolutely refused to construct 
such a plan. I believe that leaves us 
with little choice but to fund the 
troops in this resolution before us to-
night. 

We also have in this package a mat-
ter of great interest to the people 
whom I represent, so I would like to 
speak for just a moment on a separate 
subject; that is, the disaster relief 
which is contained in this legislation. 

I introduced a comprehensive dis-
aster plan 3 years ago. The Senate has 
supported it, most recently in a vote of 
74 to 23 on the Senate floor. The House 
supported it 2 weeks ago in a vote of 
over 302 Members in support. Today, it 
received 348 votes. Now we have an as-
surance we did not have before—that 
the disaster package will be signed by 
President Bush. This has been a long, 
hard fight, but it is critically impor-
tant to the people whom I represent. 

These have been the headlines all 
across my State: 

Crops Lost To Flooding. 
Beet Crop Smallest in 10 Years. 
Heavy Rain Leads to Crop Diseases. 
Rain Halts Harvest. 
Area Farmers Battle Flooding and Disease. 

This is the picture which we saw in 
my State 2 years ago. I flew over 
southeastern North Dakota, and it 
looked like a giant lake. Over a million 
acres were prevented from even being 
planted. Another million acres had tre-
mendous losses in production. 

Then, irony of ironies, last year we 
had one of the worst droughts in our 
Nation’s history—by scientific meas-
urement, the third worst drought in 
American history—and the Dakotas 
were the epicenter of that drought. 

Mr. President, it got very little at-
tention. It wasn’t like Hurricanes 
Katrina and Rita, which were disasters 
that were immediately evident, and 
which received enormous national 
media attention. This was a slow-devel-
oping tragedy but a tragedy nonethe-
less. The Dakotas were right at the 
heart of it—North Dakota and South 
Dakota. It was rated as an exceptional 
drought—not extreme or severe or 
moderate, which are the other meas-
urements, but an exceptional drought. 
Exceptional it was. 

Here is the map of the U.S. Drought 
Monitor. They concluded it was the 
third worst drought in our Nation’s 
history, right down the center of our 
country. 

As you can see in this picture taken 
near my home in Burleigh County, ND, 
the corn is supposed to be knee-high by 
July 4, but it was just over the edge of 
this man’s boot. I went into a cornfield 
that was irrigated. The farmer started 
shucking the corn, and every other row 
was empty. I asked him how can that 
be? He told me: Senator, this week it 
was 112 degrees one day. We had day 
after day where it was over 100 degrees. 

This led to a devastating series of 
losses. The bankers of my State came 
to me and said: If there is not help, 5 to 
10 percent of our clients are going to be 
out of business. That is how serious 
and consequential this is. Without this 
help, thousands of farm and ranch fam-
ilies will be forced off the land. 

This legislation is funded as an emer-
gency and doesn’t require offsets from 
other programs. This is a change from 
the 2004 agriculture disaster package. 
Producers will be eligible for assist-
ance for one year only. Assistance pay-
ments plus the value of crop sales and 
crop insurance cannot exceed 95 per-
cent of the expected crop value, so no-
body is getting rich. 

It doesn’t allow producers to receive 
multiple benefits for the same loss. So 
there is no double-dipping. 

Crop assistance eligibility requires a 
35-percent loss before there is a dime of 
assistance, and the payment rate is 42 
percent of the established price for in-
sured crops. 

Livestock producers are eligible for 
both a livestock compensation program 
to help offset forage losses and feed 
costs and a livestock indemnity pro-
gram to help cover death losses. 

I thank my colleagues in the Senate 
and the House who have worked tire-
lessly for the last 3 years to help de-
liver this assistance. It has been bipar-
tisan in the Senate. It has been a long 
and hard fight, but it is going to be a 
lifeline to thousands of farm and ranch 
families in my State. This is a bill the 
President should sign. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alabama is recognized. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I am 

glad this long and unfortunate political 
process has apparently come to an end, 
so we can now provide the funding for 
our troops that has been needed for 
some time. The failure to do so has cre-
ated uncertainty and ambiguity and 
has, I believe, undermined our policies 
in Iraq in a number of different ways. 
Historically, politics have stopped at 
the water’s edge. That was a cardinal 
rule of American foreign policy that 
you might agree with or not, but you 
would not criticize fundamental deci-
sions made by the United States while 
things are ongoing in various places in 
the world and, certainly, you would not 
take steps and actions that would un-
dermine our troops in combat some-
place in the world. 
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Vigorous debate is absolutely a part 

of who we are as a Nation. A lot of peo-
ple who have been critical of our war 
efforts in Iraq have made suggestions 
that have been good. A number of their 
criticisms have been correct, and it is 
certainly welcome and a part of our 
heritage that we would have that kind 
of debate. I don’t mean to suggest oth-
erwise. But the delays we have been 
seeing now in actually providing the 
funding necessary for our military men 
and women in harm’s way has been too 
long. I believe it has had a tendency to 
embolden our enemies and raise ques-
tions in the minds of our own soldiers. 

So as I have said a number of times 
on the floor of the Senate, those sol-
diers in Iraq and Afghanistan today are 
there for one reason, and that is be-
cause we sent them. They are doing 
tough, hot, demanding, dangerous 
work. I have been there six times. I 
have to tell you, I have never been 
more impressed. They don’t complain. 
They do their work with profes-
sionalism. They care about what they 
are doing. They believe in what they 
are doing. They want to succeed, and I 
tell you that with every fiber in my 
being. It is their desire to help the 
country of Iraq achieve stability and 
progress. 

They are executing lawful policies of 
the U.S. Government. That includes 
the Congress—the House and Senate— 
as well as the President of the United 
States. We have, through lawful proc-
esses, deployed them to execute poli-
cies that we have decided on. This Con-
gress, of course, has the power to bring 
them home at any moment that we de-
sire. I think people are wrestling with 
that. Some think they should come 
home now. Some think that is not the 
appropriate decision. The President be-
lieves that is not the appropriate deci-
sion. We have accepted and have fun-
damentally affirmed the surge that has 
sent additional troops there. They are 
there to execute our mission. That is 
all I wish to say. They are there to exe-
cute our mission. 

I talked to a mother not long ago 
whose son was killed in Iraq. She told 
me her son told her he believed in what 
he was doing. He told me when they 
went into neighborhoods, the women 
and children were glad they were there. 
They wanted them in the neighbor-
hoods. That is all I am telling you. You 
can read what you want to in the news-
paper. But because it brought a sense 
of security there, they wanted them 
there. I know there are limits to our 
ability to achieve what we would like 
to achieve, no matter what we would 
like to achieve; I know we are not un-
limited in our ability to achieve it. We 
have to be realistic, and we cannot 
commit a single soldier to an effort a 
single day longer than we conclude is 
an appropriate thing for them to be 
doing. If we think it is not justified and 
worthwhile, we need to bring them 
home. I certainly agree with that. 

This is a serious discussion we have 
been having, and I don’t dispute the 

people who have different views of how 
this ought to occur. I will say again 
that real support of the soldiers in 
harm’s way means we affirm them and 
their mission as long as we fund their 
mission, as long as we order them 
there. You may say we didn’t order 
them there, but we did order them 
there. We have funded them to stay 
there, according to the President’s tac-
tical decision. But we authorized him 
to do so, and we can end that author-
ization as we choose. 

But the truth is, we have invested a 
tremendous amount in Iraq. General 
Petraeus—what a fabulous general he 
is—told us the truth, I believe. The 
truth is it is hard, but it is not impos-
sible. He also has said what we are 
doing there is important. It is impor-
tant that a stable, decent government 
be maintained in Iraq. That is not a lit-
tle thing; it is a very important thing. 
The soldiers who have been there—the 
soldiers who serve—would be, indeed, 
in pain and be hurt if we prematurely 
give up on what they have sacrificed to 
achieve and what so many of them 
truly believe in, if you talk to them. 

I have to tell you that the surge of 
troops into Iraq was a bitter pill to me. 
I remember distinctly when General 
Casey said in late 2005 he believed we 
could start bringing home troops in 
2006. That was absolutely music to my 
ears and what I wanted to hear. Then 
he said he had to delay the troops com-
ing home because the sophisticated, 
sustained effort by al-Qaida to attack 
Shia individuals in holy places had cre-
ated a reaction by Shia, with the for-
mation of a Shia militia, and they were 
killing Sunni individuals and that 
broke out into a spate of violence in 
Baghdad, the capital city, the central 
focus of Iraq, and that was extremely 
unfortunate. 

So my thinking is this: Benchmarks 
for the Iraqi Government—if we write 
that correctly and don’t do it in a way 
that is unwise and counterproductive, 
as I believe this language is, at least it 
would be language the President can 
accept, and I would be prepared to ac-
cept the demand that they do certain 
things. That is all right with me. Our 
commitment is not open-ended. We 
cannot continue to try to lift a govern-
ment that cannot function effectively. 
We want them to function. We want 
them to have a healthy, prosperous 
government. There are some good 
things that have happened—really and 
truly, there have been good things. But 
there are very difficult things also that 
are not going well. This is a challenge 
to the Iraqi Government. 

I truly hope the benchmarks and lan-
guage in this funding resolution will be 
such that it will be a positive spur to 
the Iraqi Government to confront their 
reconciliation difficulties, spur them 
to reach agreements on other constitu-
tional questions that are critical, and 
be an effective step in helping that 
Government stand up and assume re-
sponsibility for its own fate. 

I have to say I am not comfortable 
and am indeed uneasy with high troop 

levels sustained in what would be con-
sidered an occupation or a stand-in for 
the democratically elected Govern-
ment of Iraq. That Government has to 
stand up and assume greater and great-
er responsibility. I do hope and pray 
that they will because it is exceedingly 
important that they do. 

I yield the floor. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I 

think it is important that, in response 
to the comments of my friend Senator 
ENZI, I set the record straight for the 
Senate and the American people re-
garding the practice of including 
unrequested emergency funding in war 
supplementals. 

The emergency supplemental bills 
approved by Republican Congresses in 
2003, 2004, 2005, and 2006 included emer-
gency funding for many of the same 
issues that are in the emergency sup-
plemental, such as: agriculture disaster 
assistance—fiscal year 2006 war supple-
mental—$500 million; border security— 
fiscal year 2006 war supplemental—$1.9 
billion; pandemic flu—fiscal year 2006 
war supplemental—$2.3 billion; 
wildland fire suppression—fiscal year 
2005 Defense Appropriations Act, which 
carried $25.8 billion war supplemental— 
$500 million; airline security—fiscal 
year 2003 war supplemental—$2.396 bil-
lion; and fisheries assistance—fiscal 
year 2006 war supplemental—$112 mil-
lion. 

The White House has complained 
about Democrats including agricul-
tural disaster assistance in the war 
supplemental. Not only did the Repub-
lican Congress approve a targeted agri-
culture disaster package in 2006, but 
there is also precedent for including as-
sistance to a sector in the economy 
that has been hard hit by a disaster. In 
2003, Congress approved $515 million of 
relief for the aviation industry. 

The White House has also complained 
about Democrats including other mat-
ter in a war supplemental, such as the 
minimum wage increase. 

Yet under Republican control, war 
supplemental laws included such unre-
lated matters as the REAL ID Act, fis-
cal year 2005, a temporary worker pro-
gram, fiscal year 2005, and budget proc-
ess provisions, fiscal year 2006. 

So I am glad to have the opportunity 
to clarify for my colleagues the real 
record when it comes to meeting the 
needs of the American people in emer-
gency supplemental appropriation 
bills. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, while 
there are many aspects of this con-
ference report that I cannot support, I 
am pleased that it will finally allow us 
to get a minimum wage bill to the 
President’s desk. The minimum wage 
has been stuck at $5.15 an hour for 
more than 10 years, but now—finally 
Americans across the country will get 
the raise they need and deserve. For 
the millions of working families who 
will benefit, this increase may be long 
overdue, but it is nonetheless some-
thing to celebrate. 

Mr. President, 13 million Americans 
will see more money in their paychecks 
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for the first time in a decade. They will 
have a few more dollars to spend on the 
essentials of life, or maybe they will 
have a few more hours to spare to 
spend time with their families; 6 mil-
lion children will have better food, bet-
ter health, and better opportunities for 
the future. 

I deeply regret that this vital in-
crease was so long in coming. The min-
imum wage bill passed the House and 
Senate by overwhelming margins in 
January and February of this year. Had 
we been able to send that bill to the 
President’s desk right away, the first 
phase of the raise would already be in 
effect. 

Unfortunately, my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle would not let 
that happen. They prevented the min-
imum wage bill from going to con-
ference until they could make sure it 
included a big enough tax giveaway for 
businesses. That is why were here talk-
ing about it today. We had to put in on 
a bill they couldn’t block to get it to 
the President’s desk. 

We have overcome many obstacles— 
and faced every procedural trick in the 
book—to get this minimum wage in-
crease across the finish line. Demo-
crats stood together, and stood firm, to 
say that no one who works hard for a 
living should have to live in poverty. 

But we didn’t do it alone. The pas-
sage of the minimum wage is not mere-
ly a legislative victory—it’s a victory 
for the American people. 

After years of delay and inexcusable 
inaction by Congress, the American 
people took this fight into their own 
hands. They started a grassroots move-
ment that spread across the Nation 
like wildfire. They pounded the pave-
ments. They prayed in their pews. 
They refused to take no for an answer. 
We are here today because of their ef-
forts, and they deserve the gratitude of 
our Nation. 

The minimum wage is one of the 
great achievements of our proud de-
mocracy. It is a reflection of our val-
ues, and a cornerstone of the American 
dream. It is about the kind of country 
we want to be. 

Americans want to live in a country 
where everyone has opportunity and 
the chance to succeed. Where anyone 
who works hard and plays by the rules 
can build a better life for their family. 
Where there is no permanent 
underclass, and everyone has hope for a 
brighter future. When the President 
signs a minimum wage increase into 
law, we will be one step closer to that 
noble goal. 

Certainly, the increase we have 
passed today is only the first of many 
steps we must take to address the prob-
lems of poverty and inequality in our 
society. There is no doubt that we need 
to do much, much more. But it’s im-
portant to take a moment today to cel-
ebrate this victory. Raising the min-
imum wage will add dignity to the 
lives of millions of working families. It 
is one of the proudest achievements of 
this new Congress. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, due to 
a family medical emergency, I am re-
turning to Minnesota this evening and 
will be unable to cast my vote in favor 
of the supplemental appropriations 
bill. I believe the Senate is taking re-
sponsible action by passing critical 
funding for the troops without attach-
ing it to arbitrary timelines for with-
drawal. Moreover, this bill contains 
critical agricultural disaster assistance 
funding that I have been fighting to de-
liver for Minnesota’s farmers for over a 
year. Had I been present, I would have 
voted ‘‘aye’’ on the supplemental. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to announce that I am voting 
against the Iraq war supplemental. I 
wish I didn’t have to. I wish that I 
looked at Iraq and saw a stable, united 
government, a society free of terrorists 
and insurgents, and liberal democracy 
around the corner, if only we spent an-
other billion dollars, or a hundred 
lives, or another year of waiting. I wish 
that our surge had, at long last, 
brought quiet to the tortured city of 
Baghdad. I wish that our President’s 
policies were working. 

I wish that I could look at Iraq and 
say, with a clear voice and a clean con-
science: I share our President’s con-
fidence. 

I wish; and even as I wish, the truth 
tells me otherwise. It tells me that 
3,415 men and women in uniform have 
already sacrificed everything in Iraq, 
with no end in sight. It tells me that 
our military is being hollowed out by 
the Iraq experience, that two-thirds of 
our Army in the United States and 88 
percent of our National Guard are 
forced to report: Not ready for duty, 
sir. It tells me that the American peo-
ple demand an end to this war, and 
that the Iraqi people—for whose sake 
we toppled a dictator and established 
elections, precisely so we could hear 
their voice—demand the same. 

I look at this bill and I don’t see the 
truth in it. It exists in a world in which 
the President’s plans are all meeting 
their mark. It gives us a status-quo 
strategy that has failed and failed 
again. It writes the President a blank 
check. 

I had hoped that this supplemental 
would have passed with strong time-
tables for withdrawal, a unambiguous 
line in the sand. A responsible supple-
mental would have established defini-
tive guidance for the President to tran-
sition the mission of our forces away 
from combat operations. It would have 
defined that mission clearly as 
counter-terrorism, training of Iraqi 
forces, and American force protection. 
It would have required a diplomatic 
and economic strategy in Iraq. And it 
would have held both the President and 
the Iraqi Government accountable. The 
Feingold-Reid-Dodd bill contained just 
such timetables, and mandated a re-
sponsible transition in mission, all 
backed by Congress’s constitutional 
power of the purse. 

But I cannot, in good conscience, 
support the half-measure that has 

taken its place. Instead of establishing 
realistic timetables, this supplemental 
does one thing only: It delays for 4 
months, until funding runs out again, 
the decision we all know is coming: ul-
timately, combat troops will be rede-
ployed from Iraq. This bill allows 4 
more months of reckless endangerment 
of our troops and our national security. 

A Senator shouldn’t talk like that, 
some will say. I will be told I am de-
claring surrender right here on the 
Senate floor. Those are the words that 
will come from the other side of the 
aisle, big, grand words—surrender, tri-
umph, defeat, victory—words that will 
blur and swirl together until they lose 
all mooring in reality. The President’s 
supporters want to paint us a picture of 
a world in which we line up on a field 
of battle, the terrorists on one side and 
America on the other, and fight 
pitched warfare until one side waves 
the white flag. 

But Iraq does not exist in that world. 
General Petraeus tells us that there 
will be no military solution; so does 
the Iraq Study Group. Senator HAGEL, 
a war hero and member of the Foreign 
Relations Committee, tells us that 
‘‘there will be no victory or defeat in 
Iraq . . . Iraq belongs to the 25 million 
Iraqis who live there . . . Iraq is not a 
prize to be won or lost.’’ 

So I am not conceding defeat in 
Iraq—because there is no defeat to be 
conceded. There is only the hope that 
Sunni, Shia, and Kurd will reconcile in 
government, call off their militias and 
death squads, and turn against the for-
eign terrorists who have helped to 
spark this civil war. Our combat pres-
ence in Iraq cannot make that hope 
real. We can, and must, continue to as-
sist the Iraqis in trying to reach these 
goals—but we cannot do it with mili-
tary might alone. In the end, the chal-
lenges in Iraq can only be addressed 
through political means. 

We are told, again and again, that we 
are failing to ‘‘support the troops’’— 
support that is subject to only the va-
guest of measurements: ‘‘messages’’ 
and ‘‘signals’’ and ‘‘resolve.’’ 

We answer with fact. We answer with 
young lives lost and dollars squan-
dered. We answer with the wisdom of 
James Baker and Lee Hamilton. We 
ask how any conceivable definition of 
‘‘support’’ would leave our troops 
stranded in a civil war of strangers, 
with no mission or end in sight. And we 
say, unequivocally, that the only way 
to support our troops is to bring them 
home—now. 

In fact, from the very outset of this 
war, it has been the President’s defense 
policies that have hollowed out our 
Armed Forces and further threatened 
our national security. To reverse this 
negligence, Democrats have taken con-
crete action for our troops, again and 
again. 

In 2003, I offered an amendment to 
the emergency supplemental appro-
priations bill to add $322 million for 
critical protective gear identified by 
the Army, which the Bush administra-
tion had failed to include in its budget. 
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But it was blocked by the administra-
tion and its allies. 

In 2004 and 2005, I authored legisla-
tion, signed into law, to reimburse 
troops for equipment they had to pur-
chase on their own, because the Rums-
feld Pentagon failed to provide them 
with the body armor and other gear 
they needed to stay alive. 

And last year, working with Senators 
INOUYE, REED, and STEVENS, I offered 
an amendment to help address a $17 bil-
lion budget shortfall to replace and re-
pair thousands of war-battered tanks, 
aircraft, and vehicles. This provision 
was approved unanimously and enacted 
in law. 

That is support—support that can be 
measured, support that carries a cost 
beyond words. 

And it is support that will continue, 
even if this supplemental fails, as it 
should. The Defense Department has 
ample funds to maintain our combat 
troops in Iraq until they can be with-
drawn responsibly. The failure of this 
bill will not turn funds off like a spig-
ot—the military simply does not work 
like that. Instead, our troops are sup-
ported by the more than $150 billion in 
the Pentagon’s regular operations and 
maintenance account—and in the 
meantime, we might negotiate with 
the President for a responsible draw-
down of combat troops. Any implica-
tion that we are stranding our soldiers 
in the desert—without fuel or bullets 
or rations—is totally specious. 

And it follows that the President’s 
Memorial Day deadline is totally arbi-
trary. The lives of our troops are more 
important than the President’s vaca-
tion schedule. Why should he set 
timelines for Democrats but not for 
Iraqis? 

Instead, let us vote down this bill and 
then join President Bush at the table, 
with the dignity befitting an equal 
branch of government, and the author-
ity vested in us by the American people 
and our Constitution. Let us bring this 
disastrous war to a responsible end. 
And after 4 years of failed policy, let 
our voice be loud and unmistakeable: 
This far, and no further. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I will 
vote against the fiscal year 2007 emer-
gency supplemental conference report. 
Although there are many sound and 
worthy provisions in this bill—such as 
assistance for Afghanistan and other 
countries, and additional funds not re-
quested by the administration to help 
address the backlog of equipment for 
the National Guard—the inescapable 
fact is that this legislation would not 
reverse this administration’s disas-
trous Iraq policy. I simply cannot vote 
in favor of a bill, containing tens of bil-
lions of additional dollars for the 
President’s policy in Iraq, that does 
not begin to bring our troops home. 

As one of the 23 Senators who op-
posed authorizing this war, I believe it 
is vital that we send a strong signal 
that Congress is going to exercise its 
article I constitutional powers and end 
our central involvement in Iraq’s civil 

war. Every Senator—for or against this 
military adventure—must take a stand 
on whether to continue the status quo 
or change course. That, at the end of 
the day, is what this vote represents. 

Congress had a workable and I be-
lieve widely acceptable plan in the 
original version of this supplemental 
bill. Taking a page from the Iraq Study 
Group recommendations, the plan was 
to end the military mission in Iraq as 
we currently know it. We would reduce 
American forces to the contingent nec-
essary for limited Iraqi troop training, 
counterterrorism operations, and pro-
tecting remaining American personnel. 

I and others joined with Senator 
FEINGOLD in an effort to strengthen 
that position by ensuring that no fund-
ing could go toward deployment, be-
yond those narrow purposes. About a 
month ago, we all saw the President 
veto the supplemental bill. Then last 
week, the President muscled his con-
gressional allies to vote against the 
stronger Feingold-Reid-Leahy provi-
sion. 

So what we are left with is this new 
version of the supplemental—the sta-
tus quo, more of the same old stay the 
course. The reality is that this new 
conference report does nothing to stop 
the President’s open-ended escalation. 
It will not force the Iraqis to make the 
difficult political compromises which 
they need to make. Nor will it begin a 
redeployment of American forces. The 
final legislation drops the mandatory 
timetable for planning and com-
mencing redeployment with a targeted 
completion date. Beyond some report-
ing requirements, there is no limita-
tion on troop levels. 

What the legislation does do is limit 
our aid to the Iraqi government if ac-
tions toward reconciliation are not 
taken, although the President may 
waive these limitations. 

I agree that we should tie our aid to 
the Iraqi government to clear bench-
marks. But that alone is not sufficient. 
The reality is that despite spending 
hundreds of billions of dollars in Iraq, 
the violence has increased. We all 
know that the trends are going in the 
wrong direction. This piecemeal ap-
proach assures that our troops will re-
main in the middle of harm’s way for 
the foreseeable future. 

And when it comes to changing the 
dynamic in Iraq, it is troop levels that 
matter. The introduction of more 
forces through this open-ended esca-
lation that the President calls the 
surge is sending the wrong signal to 
the Iraqis and to countries in the re-
gion that have interests there. It says 
they do not have to make the tough de-
cisions because the American forces 
are there to do the dirty work, to spill 
their blood and to contain sectarian 
militias or deal with unwelcome for-
eign fighters. 

Rory Stewart, a perspicacious ob-
server with hands-on experience in 
Iraq, rightly pointed out in a recent 
public forum that our presence there is 
fundamentally undermining Iraq’s po-

litical system, ‘‘infantilizing’’ Iraq pol-
itics, to use his phrase. He notes that 
Iraqi politicians are far more capable 
of making deals and reaching com-
promise than we think, but that our 
troop presence allows them to play 
hardball with each other. ‘‘Were we to 
leave,’’ Mr. Stewart says, ‘‘they would 
be weaker and under more pressure to 
compromise.’’ 

As I have said, there are many as-
pects of this supplemental that I sup-
port. We have, for example, included $1 
billion in unrequested funding to help 
rebuild our National Guard, which is 
suffering from dangerously low equip-
ment stocks because so much of the 
Guard’s equipment has been sent to 
Iraq. We have funded the Marla 
Ruzicka Fund to aid innocent Iraqi ci-
vilians who have suffered casualties, 
and a similar program to aid civilian 
victims of war in Afghanistan. There is 
other funding for refugees and humani-
tarian assistance in Africa and the 
Middle East, as well as for Kosovo. I 
am gratified that we have been able to 
include funding for elections in Nepal, 
to support reintegration of former 
combatants in northern Uganda, and to 
begin the clean up of dioxin-contami-
nated sites in Vietnam and for health 
programs in nearby communities. 

These are just a few of the things 
carried over from the original, vetoed 
version of the bill that I support and 
for which I have worked hard. I thank 
Senator GREGG, the ranking member of 
the State, Foreign Operations Sub-
committee, and our counterparts in the 
House, Chairwoman LOWEY and Rank-
ing Member WOLF, for working to-
gether in a bipartisan way to allocate 
the foreign assistance funding in this 
bill. 

Yet there is a central fact that we 
must meet head on. This war has been 
a costly disaster for our country. Our 
ability to fight terrorism, pursue our 
larger national security and foreign 
policy goals, and secure the welfare of 
every American has been diminished 
because of it. Thousands of our troops 
have lost their lives or suffered griev-
ous, life-altering injuries. Tens of thou-
sands—and possibly hundreds of thou-
sands—of innocent Iraqis have lost 
their lives. We have opened a gaping 
wound in the Middle East and severely 
damaged our image and our influence. 
This war has been a foreign policy fail-
ure of epic proportions. 

It is time to bring our troops home. 
It is time to show the Iraqi people that 
they cannot expect us to make these 
sacrifices if they won’t make the hard 
decisions that are spread before them. I 
regret that this legislation 
whitewashes what was a reasonable, 
good faith effort to bring real pressure 
to bear in Baghdad and beyond. I can-
not in good conscious vote for it. 

DEFENSE SUBCOMMITTEE FUNDING 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, the Sen-

ate is about to act on H.R. 2206, the 
emergency supplemental appropria-
tions bill for fiscal year 2007, which will 
fully fund the needs of our men and 
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women in uniform. The process that we 
have used to reach this point has been 
somewhat different from our normal 
course of business. As such, I wanted to 
engage my cochairman of the Defense 
Subcommittee, the Senator for Alaska, 
in a colloquy on the defense portion of 
this bill. The bill before the Senate is 
not accompanied by the customary re-
port because of the way the process un-
folded. However, it is also true that for 
matters involving the allocation of 
funding and direction for those matters 
under the jurisdiction of the Defense 
Subcommittee, the bill closely mirrors 
the conference report to accompany 
H.R. 1591 as printed in House Report 
110–107 that the Senate passed on April 
26, 2007. Would my friend from Alaska 
agree that in terms of funding, the bill 
is nearly identical to that which the 
Senate previously approved? 

Mr. STEVENS. I say to my friend 
from Hawaii that it is my under-
standing that the Senator is correct. I 
am advised that the funding in this bill 
for Defense Subcommittee matters is 
identical to that agreed to by the Sen-
ate on April 26, 2007, except in three 
areas. The increase in this bill for the 
Defense Health program is nearly $1.876 
billion while the previous bill would 
have increased the health program by 
$2.126 billion. In addition, this bill has 
reduced funding for the Defense Work-
ing Capital Fund by $200 million and 
reduced the initiative for the Strategic 
Reserve Readiness Fund by $385 mil-
lion. Aside from these changes the 
funding in this bill is exactly the same 
as previously passed. 

Mr. INOUYE. I thank my colleague 
for that clarification. Therefore, I ask 
my friend whether he agrees that the 
allocation of funds that the Congress 
provided for these defense programs as 
described in the joint explanatory 
statement of the committee of con-
ference to accompany H.R. 1591, except 
for those three areas that he just speci-
fied, is exactly the intent of this bill 
that we are about to pass? 

Mr. STEVENS. I agree completely 
with my good friend. The intent of 
those of us who oversee the Defense De-
partment and the drafting of this bill 
was to provide funds as specified in the 
joint explanatory statement which ac-
companied H.R. 1591. 

Mr. INOUYE. Again, I thank my col-
league. If I could make another in-
quiry, the Congress also included items 
in House Report 110–60 and Senate Re-
port 110–37 which provided guidance to 
the Defense Department on several 
items in this bill. Would the Senator 
from Alaska agree with me that the in-
tent of the chairman and ranking 
member of the Appropriations Sub-
committee on Defense was that the 
guidance in these reports should be ad-
hered to except in those areas that 
were altered in this bill or those areas 
that were addressed to the contrary in 
the joint explanatory statement to 
H.R. 1591? 

Mr. STEVENS. I concur in the Sen-
ator’s assessment. The Defense Sub-

committee reviewed many matters be-
fore it prepared Senate Report 110–37 
regarding the supplemental appropria-
tions request before the Senate. In put-
ting together H.R. 2206, our intent was 
to continue the guidance that the Sen-
ate included in its report. In addition, 
we have concurred in the guidance of 
House Report 110–60 except in those 
areas specifically noted in the joint ex-
planatory statement which accom-
panied H.R. 1591. 

Mr. INOUYE. I thank my friend. 
Then would you agree with me that it 
is our intent that the Defense Depart-
ment should adhere to the guidance 
under the conditions which you and I 
have described above? 

Mr. STEVENS. I say to my friend I 
agree with his assertion. I share his 
view that the Department of Defense 
should use the two committee reports 
and the joint explanatory statement of 
the committee of conference accom-
panying H.R. 1591 to discern the will of 
Congress in respect to this bill H.R. 
2206. 

Mr. INOUYE. I appreciate the com-
ments of my friend, the Senator from 
Alaska, and concur. It is our view and 
intent that the Defense Department 
shall adhere to the funding allocation 
and comply with the guidance in the 
above described reports in interpreting 
the will of the Congress with respect to 
H.R. 2206, except in those few areas 
which are also described above. I thank 
the Senator from Alaska for his time 
and cooperation in this matter. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, our serv-
ice men and women on the front lines 
in the war on terror have been waiting 
too long for the funding this bill pro-
vides. Our soldiers, airmen, and ma-
rines need this appropriation to carry 
out their vital work, and we should 
have provided it months ago. The Con-
gress, which authorized the wars in 
Iraq and Afghanistan, has an obliga-
tion to give our troops everything they 
need to prevail in their missions. As 
such, I will vote for its passage. But I 
do so with deep reservations. The legis-
lation we are considering now is the 
wrong way to fund this war, and it fails 
the most basic tests imposed on us as 
stewards of taxpayer dollars. 

This emergency supplemental appro-
priations bill contains $120 billion in 
funding, approximately $17 billion 
above the President’s request. It is 
filled with billions of dollars in non- 
emergency spending that has nothing 
to do with funding the troops. In a 
time of war, with large federal budget 
deficits, we should be constraining our 
Federal expenditures. Sadly, we have 
chosen, once again, to do the opposite, 
and loaded this bill with billions of dol-
lars in spending we don’t need, spend-
ing that was not requested, spending 
that will only add to the already exces-
sive size of government. 

The President submitted his supple-
mental funding request on February 5 
nearly 4 months ago. The Senate fi-
nally passed a very flawed version of a 
bill on March 29 a bill that everyone 

knew was nothing more than a polit-
ical stunt, one that was dead before ar-
rival to the President. Instead of put-
ting our country first and providing 
the troops with full funding as expedi-
tiously as possible, we let partisan pol-
itics rule the day. While some may be-
lieve that they scored political points 
by forcing meaningless procedural 
votes, I would ask them to reflect for a 
moment. What gain inheres in playing 
partisan politics with the lives of our 
honorable warriors and their families? 
How can we possibly find honor in 
using the fate of our servicemen to 
score political advantage in Wash-
ington? There is no pride to be had in 
such efforts. We are at war, a hard and 
challenging war, and we do no service 
for the best of us—those who fight and 
risk all on our behalf—by playing poli-
tics with their service. 

So now, nearly 4 months after the 
supplemental funding request was sub-
mitted, here we are, with money lit-
erally running out to fund this war. We 
are about to pass a bill that while bet-
ter than the last version, still contains 
billions of dollars that have nothing to 
do with the war on terror. We can do 
better than this. The American tax-
payers deserve and expect more. 

As my colleagues know, I have been 
meeting with citizens across the coun-
try, and let me assure you, they are 
not happy with the workings of Con-
gress. There is a reason that the poll 
results on Congress’s favorability rat-
ing are at such lows the latest at 31 
percent. It is because of partisan poli-
tics having a greater priority in Wash-
ington than doing the people’s busi-
ness. It is because we are not making 
the tough choices to halt deficit spend-
ing and fix the out of control entitle-
ment programs. It is because we seem 
to care more about our own reelections 
than about reforming government. 
This is not the way the American pub-
lic wants their elected officials to be-
have. What will it take for that to sink 
in? 

Let me mention some of the 
unrequested and unauthorized items 
contained in this bill: $110 million in 
aid to the shrimp and fisheries indus-
tries; $11 million for flood control 
projects in New York and New Jersey; 
$37 million to modernize the Farm 
Service Agency’s computer system; $13 
million for the Save America’s Treas-
ures program; and, $3 billion in agri-
culture disaster assistance, including 
$22 million to support the Department 
of Agriculture in implementing pro-
grams to provide this un-requested and 
unauthorized funding. 

There are also several items in this 
bill that seek to legislate on an appro-
priations bill rather than allowing such 
items to move through the regular leg-
islative process. Examples include lan-
guage that: raises the minimum wage; 
restricts the Department of Transpor-
tation from implementing the North 
American Free Trade Agreement’s, 
NAFTA, provisions expanding cross- 
border trade between Mexico and the 
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United States with the introduction of 
a pilot program that would allow a se-
lect group of Mexican trucking compa-
nies to make deliveries into our coun-
try beyond the 25 miles that current 
law permits; extends several tax cred-
its, while setting forth new Internal 
Revenue Service definitions and ex-
empting some programs from taxation; 
and, amends the Food Security Act to 
make adjustments to the Department 
of Agriculture’s land and soil conserva-
tion program. 

Another provision that seeks to leg-
islate on this appropriations bill is a 
provision that would end-run the De-
fense Base Realignment and Closure, 
BRAC, process. The 2005 BRAC com-
mission decided to close the Naval Air 
Station at Willow Grove, Pennsyl-
vania, and the Department of Navy was 
in the process of closing the base in ac-
cordance with the law. This bill, how-
ever, would transfer the land and facili-
ties to the Air Force even though the 
Secretary of the Air Force stated on 
April 12, 2007, that there is not a mili-
tary need for the land it will be forced 
to receive. This provision was not re-
quested by the administration, is not 
an emergency, and is not a responsible 
way to legislate. It was not reviewed or 
debated in any committee, and the 
committee of jurisdiction has had no 
say in the matter. Yet the American 
people will now be forced to continue 
to pay for the maintenance of this un-
wanted land when the Air Force re-
ceives it. 

Despite these unacceptable earmarks 
and legislative language, I am pleased 
that this bill does not contain a 
timeline for the withdrawal of Amer-
ican troops from Iraq, regardless of the 
conditions there. Such a mandate 
would have had grave consequences for 
the future of Iraq and the security of 
Americans. The President was right to 
veto the first iteration of this legisla-
tion. 

I do have concerns, however, with the 
way in which this measure conditions 
aid to the Iraqi Government by requir-
ing the government to meet bench-
marks. Although I support benchmarks 
for the Iraqi Government, and I believe 
that we should encourage the Iraqi 
government to move ahead as rapidly 
as possible on a number of fronts, some 
of the benchmarks contained in this 
bill are beyond the control of the Iraqi 
leadership. One of the benchmarks, for 
example, mandates that there will be 
no safe haven for ‘‘any outlaws.’’ This 
should of course be an aspiration, but if 
terrorists or insurgents hang on and 
hole up in Baghdad, should this con-
stitute a reason why the United States 
withholds economic aid to the govern-
ment? Similarly, another benchmark 
requires the Iraqi Government to re-
duce the level of sectarian violence. 
But if sectarian violence does not de-
cline as rapidly as we would like, does 
this suggest that the answer is to cut 
off reconstruction aid? It’s not at all 
clear to me that it does. 

I believe that, instead of legislating a 
list of benchmarks that must be met 

by the Iraqis, and imposing statutory 
penalties for nonperformance, it would 
be preferable for the administration to 
reach agreement on a series of bench-
marks with the Iraqi government, a 
timeline for implementation, and con-
sequences attached to each. Such an 
approach would make clear to the 
Iraqis that they must make progress, 
but would do so in a way that is spe-
cific, flexible, and realistic. 

If this bill is to have benchmarks at 
all, it should be a benchmark that Con-
gress may not approve any earmark, no 
matter how valid the cause, without an 
authorization, an administration re-
quest or inclusion in the budget. The 
national debt grows $75 million an hour 
and $1.3 billion a day. Congress should 
benchmark its spending sprees on zero 
debt, but it won’t. This body would 
rather set benchmarks for others 
around the world than take responsi-
bility for its own actions. For these 
reasons, this bill is flawed and irre-
sponsible, but I will vote for it none-
theless in order to support our brave 
men and women fighting for freedom in 
Iraq and Afghanistan. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, the tax 
provisions included in this bill would 
help small businesses to succeed. These 
provisions would spur investment and 
thus create jobs. They would provide 
greater opportunity for workers look-
ing for a job. They all enjoy strong sup-
port. 

The bill helps businesses to provide 
jobs for workers who have experienced 
barriers to entering the workforce by 
extending and expanding the Work Op-
portunity Tax Credit, or WOTC. 

WOTC encourages businesses to hire 
workers who might not otherwise find 
work. WOTC allows employers a tax 
credit for wages that they pay to eco-
nomically disadvantaged employees. 
WOTC has been remarkably successful. 
By reducing expenditures on public as-
sistance, WOTC is highly cost-effec-
tive. The business community is highly 
supportive of these credits. Industries 
like retail and restaurants that hire 
many low-skill workers find it espe-
cially useful. 

The bill would extend WOTC for more 
than 3 years, and the bill would in-
crease and expand the credit for em-
ployers who hire disabled veterans. The 
bill would also expand the credit to 
make it available to employers who 
hire people in counties that have suf-
fered significant population losses. 

To carry out day-to-day activities, 
small business owners are often re-
quired to invest significant amounts of 
money in depreciable property, such as 
machinery. The bill would help busi-
ness owners to afford these large pur-
chases for their businesses. To do so, 
the bill would extend for another year 
expensing under section 179 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code. 

New equipment and property are nec-
essary to successfully operate a busi-
ness. But large business purchases gen-
erally require depreciation across a 
number of years, and depreciation re-
quires additional bookkeeping. 

Expensing under section 179 allows 
for an immediate 100-percent deduction 
of the cost for most personal property 
purchased for use in a business. The 
bill increases the expensing limit from 
$112,000 to $125,000, and the bill in-
creases the phase-out threshold from 
$450,000 to $500,000 for 2007. 

When small business owners are able 
to expense equipment, they no longer 
have to keep depreciation records on 
that equipment. So extending section 
179 expensing would ease small busi-
ness bookkeeping burdens. 

The bill includes a package of tax in-
centives to help recovery of small busi-
ness and low-income housing in areas 
hit by Hurricanes Katrina, Rita, and 
Wilma. The bill also requires GAO to 
conduct a study on how State and local 
governments have allocated and uti-
lized the tax incentives that have been 
provided for these areas since 2005. We 
want to make sure that the tax incen-
tives that Congress provided for hurri-
cane recovery are being properly used, 
and we want to make sure that these 
incentives are providing the much- 
needed help for which they were cre-
ated. 

Tips received by restaurant employ-
ees are treated as wages for purposes of 
Social Security taxes. As such, employ-
ers must pay Social Security taxes on 
tips received by their employees. These 
employers receive a business tax credit 
for taxes paid on tip income in excess 
of the Federal minimum wage rate. 
The bill would prevent a decrease in 
the amount of this business tax credit 
that restaurant owners may claim de-
spite an increase in the Federal min-
imum wage. 

Currently, if a small business jointly 
owned by a married couple files taxes 
as a sole proprietorship, only the filing 
spouse receives credit for paying Social 
Security and Medicare taxes. Further-
more, unless the married couple is lo-
cated in a community property State, 
both the married couple and the busi-
ness are subject to penalties for failing 
to file as a partnership. 

The bill would allow an unincor-
porated business that is jointly owned 
by a married couple in a common law 
State to file as a sole proprietorship 
without penalty. The bill would also 
ensure that both spouses receive credit 
for paying Social Security and Medi-
care taxes. 

Current law limits a small business’ 
ability to claim WOTC and the tip 
credit by imposing a limitation that 
such credits cannot be used to offset 
taxes that would be imposed under the 
alternative minimum tax, or AMT. The 
bill would provide a permanent waiver 
for WOTC and the tip credit and would 
allow WOTC and the tip credit to be 
taken under AMT. 

The bill would help small businesses 
by modifying S corporation rules. 
These modifications reduce the effect 
of what some call the ‘‘sting tax.’’ 
These modifications would improve the 
viability of community banks. 
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The tax language included in the bill 

is a responsible package. It would en-
sure the continued growth and success 
of small businesses. 

And we have also paid for it. 
The offsets include a proposal to dis-

courage the practice of transferring in-
vestments to one’s child for the pur-
pose of avoiding higher tax rates. 

The offsets also include proposals to 
improve tax administration. 

The offsets would allow the IRS more 
time to notify the taxpayer about a de-
ficiency before it must stop charging 
interest and penalties. The offsets in-
clude making permanent the fees that 
the IRS is authorized to charge for pri-
vate letter rulings and other forms of 
guidance. 

The offsets also enhance penalties 
that the IRS may impose when tax-
payers and preparers do not comply 
with the law. The offsets would also 
prohibit employers from using the col-
lection due process to delay or prevent 
the IRS from collecting delinquent 
trust fund employment taxes. 

The hard-working American tax-
payers whom we are trying to help in 
this bill should not have to pay more in 
taxes because some taxpayers are abus-
ing the tax system. 

The nonpartisan Joint Committee on 
Taxation has made available to the 
public a technical explanation of the 
tax provisions of H.R. 2206. The tech-
nical explanation expresses the com-
mittee’s understanding and legislative 
intent behind this important legisla-
tion. It will be available on the Joint 
Committee’s website at 
www.house.gov/jct. 

These are sound tax policy changes. 
Let’s finally enact an increase in the 
minimum wage, and let’s also pass this 
useful package of tax benefits to help 
America’s small businesses. I urge my 
colleagues to support the bill. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the fol-
lowing are additional explanatory ma-
terials regarding the appropriations for 
the Department of Defense made by the 
House amendments to the Senate 
amendment to H.R. 2206. 

I ask unanimous consent they be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—MILITARY 

PROGRAM EXECUTION 

The Department of Defense shall execute 
the appropriations provided in this Act con-
sistent with the allocation of funds con-
tained in the joint explanatory statement of 
the committee of conference accompanying 
H.R. 1591 when such appropriations (by ac-
count) are equal to those appropriations (by 
account) provided in this Act. The Depart-
ment is further directed to adhere to the re-
porting requirements in Senate Report 110–37 
and House Report 110–60 except as otherwise 

contravened by the joint explanatory state-
ment of the committee of conference accom-
panying H.R. 1591 or the following state-
ment. 

REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

The Secretary of Defense shall provide a 
report to the congressional defense commit-
tees within 30 days after the date of enact-
ment of this legislation on the allocation of 
the funds within the accounts listed in this 
Act. The Secretary shall submit updated re-
ports 30 days after the end of each fiscal 
quarter until funds listed in this Act are no 
longer available for obligation. These reports 
shall include: a detailed accounting of obli-
gations and expenditures of appropriations 
provided in this Act by program and sub-
activity group for the continuation of the 
war in Iraq and Afghanistan; and a listing of 
equipment procured using funds provided in 
this Act. In order to meet unanticipated re-
quirements, the Department of Defense may 
need to transfer funds within these appro-
priations accounts for purposes other than 
those specified. The Department of Defense 
shall follow normal prior approval re-
programming procedures should it be nec-
essary to transfer funding between different 
appropriations accounts in this Act. 

CLASSIFIED PROGRAMS 

Recommended adjustments to classified 
programs are addressed in a classified annex. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

SOAR VIRTUAL SCHOOL DISTRICT 

The Deputy Undersecretary of Defense for 
Military Community and Family Policy is 
directed to comply with the guidance con-
tained in the joint explanatory statement of 
the committee of conference accompanying 
H.R. 1591 regarding the Student Online 
Achievement Resources (SOAR Virtual 
School District) program. 

IRAQ SECURITY FORCES FUND 

The Department is directed to report to 
the House and Senate Committees on Appro-
priations within 90 days of enactment of this 
Act the accountability requirements DoD 
has applied to the train-and-equip program 
for Iraq and the plans underway to formulate 
property accountability rules and regula-
tions that distinguish between war and 
peace. 

JOINT IMPROVISED EXPLOSIVE DEVICE DEFEAT 
FUND 

The Joint Improvised Explosive Device De-
feat Organization (JIEDDO) shall report on 
JIEDDO staffing levels no later than June 29, 
2007. 

PROCUREMENT 

SINGLE CHANNEL GROUND AND AIRBORNE RADIO 
SYSTEM (SINCGARS) FAMILY 

The Department of the Army is directed to 
comply with the guidance contained in the 
joint explanatory statement of the com-
mittee of conference accompanying H.R. 1591 
regarding funding limitations and reporting 
requirements for the Single Channel Ground 
and Airborne Radio Systems. 

DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM 

TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY (TBI) AND POST-TRAU-
MATIC STRESS DISORDER (PTSD) TREATMENT 
AND RESEARCH 

If a service member is correctly diagnosed 
with TBI or PTSD, the better chance he or 
she has of a full recovery. It is critical that 

health care providers are given the resources 
necessary to make accurate, timely referrals 
for appropriate treatment and that service 
members have high priority access to such 
services. Therefore, $900,000,000 is provided 
for access, treatment and research for Trau-
matic Brain Injury (TBI) and Post-Trau-
matic Stress Disorder (PTSD). Of the 
amount provided, $600,000,000 is for operation 
and maintenance and $300,000,000 is for re-
search, development, test and evaluation to 
conduct peer reviewed research. 

By increasing funding for TBI and PTSD, 
the Defense Department will now have sig-
nificant resources to dramatically improve 
screening for risk factors, diagnosis, treat-
ment, counseling, research, facilities and 
equipment to prevent or treat these ill-
nesses. 

To ensure that patients receive the best 
care available, the Department shall develop 
plans for the allocation of funds for TBI and 
PTSD by reviewing the possibility of con-
ducting research on: therapeutic drugs and 
medications that ‘‘harden’’ the brain; and, 
testing and treatment for tinnitus which im-
pacts 49 percent of blast victims. The De-
partment also should consider in its plan-
ning the establishment of brain functioning 
base lines prior to deployment and the con-
tinued measurement of concussive injuries 
in theater. 

If the Secretary of Defense determines that 
funds made available within the operation 
and maintenance account for the treatment 
of Traumatic Brain Injury and Post-Trau-
matic Stress Disorder are excess to the re-
quirements of the Department of Defense, 
the Secretary may transfer excess amounts 
to the Department of Veterans Affairs to be 
available for the same purpose. 

The Secretary of Defense shall notify the 
congressional defense committees no later 
than 15 days following any transfer of funds 
to the VA for PTSD/TBI treatment. 

SUSTAINING THE MILITARY HEALTH CARE 
BENEFIT 

Provided herein is $410,750,000 to fully fund 
the Defense Health Program for fiscal year 
2007. The Department is expected to examine 
other ways to sustain the benefit without re-
lying on Congress to enact legislation that 
would increase the out-of-pocket costs to the 
beneficiaries. 

HEALTH CARE IN SUPPORT OF ARMY MODULAR 
FORCE CONVERSION AND GLOBAL POSITIONING 

The Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Health Affairs and the Surgeon General of 
the Army shall coordinate an effort and re-
port back to the congressional defense com-
mittees within 120 days after enactment of 
this Act on how these anticipated costs will 
be funded to ensure soldiers and their fami-
lies affected by AMF and global positioning 
will have access to the health care they de-
serve. 

MEDICAL SUPPORT FOR TACTICAL UNITS 

The Department of the Army is directed to 
address medical requirements for those tac-
tical units currently deployed to or return-
ing from the Iraq or Afghanistan theaters. 
The Department of the Army shall focus 
funding on the replenishment of medical sup-
ply and equipment needs within the combat 
theaters, to include bandages and the provi-
sion of medical care for soldiers who have re-
turned home in a medical holdover status. 
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MEB/PEB IMPROVEMENTS 

The system for evaluating soldiers’ eligi-
bility for disability benefits has diminished, 
causing the soldiers’ needs to go unmet. In 
particular, the thousands of soldiers wound-
ed in the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan have 
overwhelmed the system leading to failure 
to complete reviews in a timely manner. In 
some cases, lack of management, case-

workers, specialists to help identify depres-
sion and post-traumatic stress disorder, med-
ical hold facilities and even wheelchair ac-
cess has meant that wounded soldiers have 
had to overcome many obstacles during their 
medical care. 

Therefore, within the funds provided, 
$30,000,000 is to be used for strengthening the 
process, programs, formalized training for 
personnel, and for the hiring of administra-

tors and caseworkers. The resources provided 
are to be used at Walter Reed, Brooke, Mad-
igan, and Womack Army Medical Centers 
and National Naval Medical Center, San 
Diego. 

SUMMARY AND TABULAR MATERIALS 

The following tables provide details of the 
supplemental appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Defense–Military. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington is recognized. 
f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT 
AGREEMENT 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate, at 
8:25 p.m., vote, without any inter-
vening action or debate, on the motion 
to concur in the House amendment to 
the Senate amendment to H.R. 2206; 
that the time from 7:55 to 8:25 p.m. be 
equally divided between the two lead-
ers, with the majority leader in control 
of the last 15 minutes, and that no 
other amendments or motions be in 
order prior to the vote, with the time 
allocated as follows: Senator DURBIN, 5 
minutes; Senator LEVIN, 5 minutes; 
Senator LANDRIEU, 5 minutes, and Sen-
ator BROWN, 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The Senator from Illinois. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, in a few 

moments, the Senate will vote on a 
funding bill for the war in Iraq. 

It is a historic vote and a very impor-
tant one over which many of us have 
anguished. 

I come to this decision with sadness 
and anger—sadness that we are in the 
fifth year of this war, a war that has 
lasted longer than World War II; sad-
ness that we have lost 3,435 of our brav-
est, our American soldiers; sadness 
that over 25,000 of these soldiers have 
been injured, 8,000 or 9,000 grievously 
injured; sadness that we spent over $500 
billion on a war that is second only to 
World War II in its cost to our Nation. 

I also come to this floor with anger— 
anger that we do not have it in our 
power to make the will of the people of 
America the law of our land; anger 
that this President has vetoed a bipar-
tisan bill carefully crafted to start 
bringing America’s troops home; anger 
that we continue to bury our Nation’s 
heroes every day while this Congress 
fails to muster the votes and some of 
the will to bring this war to an end. 

In October of 2002, I stood on this 
Senate floor and joined 22 other Sen-
ators in casting my vote against this 
war. I felt then, and I believe today, 
that the invasion of Iraq was a serious 
mistake. I believe, as I stand here, it 
has been the most flawed and failed 
policy of any administration in our his-
tory. 

That night when the vote was cast, 
this ornate Chamber was quiet. There 
was a lonely feel about it in the closing 
moments of the session. Those of us 
who lingered knew that regardless of 
what the White House said, this Presi-
dent would waste no time invading 
Iraq—regardless of the flawed intel-
ligence, regardless of the lack of allies, 
regardless of a battle plan that left us 
in a position stronger after the inva-
sion than before. 

Today, 41⁄2 years later, 41⁄2 years after 
that vote and after this invasion, 
America is not safer, Iraq is in turmoil, 

and our position as a nation in this 
world has been compromised by this 
tragic decision by this administration. 

I said at the time, and I will stand by 
it with my vote this evening, that 
though I loathe this decision to go to 
war, I will not take my feelings out on 
the troops who are in the field. I will 
continue to provide the resources they 
need to be trained and equipped and 
rested and ready to go into battle and 
to come home safely. 

The debate will continue over this 
policy, but our soldiers should never be 
bargaining chips in this political de-
bate. That is why I will vote this 
evening for this bill. But I want to 
make it clear with this vote that this 
bill is not the end of the debate on the 
war in Iraq. This debate will continue 
until our Nation comes to its senses, 
until our troops come home, and until 
we put this sorry chapter in our Na-
tion’s history behind us. 

We have summoned our friends on 
the Republican side of the aisle to join 
us in this effort. Two have had the 
courage to step forward. I hope that as 
they reflect on this war and its cost to 
America that more Republicans will 
join us, that we will not have to wait 
until President Bush walks out of the 
White House to see an end to this war. 

I pledge to you, Mr. President, this 
Senator and so many others will con-
tinue this debate beyond today, beyond 
tonight, every day until those troops 
come home safely. When we consider 
the Defense authorization bill in just a 
few weeks, we will return to this na-
tional debate. We will push for that 
timetable to bring these troops home. 
We will stand by our soldiers and show 
our devotion to them with our commit-
ment to bringing them home safely, in 
an honorable way. The debate will con-
tinue until the soldiers are safe and 
until they are home. 

I pray this will happen soon, happen 
before we lose more of these great men 
and women. This morning at my desk 
upstairs, I sat down and penned more 
notes to the grieving parents and 
spouses of fallen soldiers in my State 
of Illinois. I never dreamed 41⁄2 years 
ago that I would still be writing those 
notes today. It is a sad testimony to 
what this failed policy has cost our Na-
tion. 

With this vote tonight, the debate 
will not end; the debate will continue. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I continue 

to believe that Congress must act to 
change course in Iraq because the Bush 
administration will not. Congress 
needs to force the Iraqi political lead-
ers to accept responsibility for their 
country’s future. Four years of painful 
history have shown that the only way 
to accomplish that goal is to write into 
law a requirement that we reduce the 
number of U.S. troops in Iraq begin-
ning in 120 days. That amount of time 
would give the Iraqi leaders the time to 
make the political settlements that 

are the only hope of ending the sec-
tarian fighting. 

Setting that beginning point would 
also force the Iraqi leaders to face the 
reality that we will not be their end-
less security blanket. That approach 
got 51 votes in the Senate on March 29. 
It was sent to the President. The Presi-
dent vetoed it. But pressure continues 
to build for a change in course, even in 
the President’s party. 

We will renew the effort to force a 
change in course in June when we take 
up the Defense authorization bill cur-
rently scheduled for late June. The 
way we will do that is we will make 
and renew the effort to require the 
President to begin reducing American 
troops in Iraq within 120 days. 

I voted against the authorization to 
attack Iraq 4 years ago, and I will con-
tinue to fight for a bill that forces the 
President to do the one thing which 
will successfully change course in Iraq. 
Reducing our presence starting in 120 
days is a way of telling the Iraqi lead-
ers that we cannot save them from 
themselves and that only they can 
make the decision as to whether they 
want an all-out civil war or they want 
a nation. 

I cannot vote, however, to stop fund-
ing for our troops who are in harm’s 
way. I simply cannot, and I will not do 
that. It is not the proper way we can 
bring this war to an end. It is not the 
proper way we can put pressure on the 
Iraqi leaders. It is a way of sending the 
wrong message to our troops because 
now that they are there, and now that 
they are in harm’s way, I believe we 
must give them all of the support they 
need. 

It is not only the absence from this 
bill of a beginning point for troop re-
ductions, which is so troubling, I am 
also concerned about the benchmarks 
in this bill because they are not only 
toothless, they may actually be coun-
terproductive. Benchmarks with no 
consequences for failure to achieve 
them will not put the necessary pres-
sure on the Iraqi leaders to reach a po-
litical settlement. Only a law requiring 
the reduction of our troops can do that. 

The benchmarks as written in this 
bill are doubly problematic because the 
schedule for reports, July 15 and Sep-
tember 15, could be used as a way of 
forestalling pressure on the adminis-
tration and the Iraqi leaders since 
those reports are not due until after we 
are planning to take up the Defense au-
thorization bill in June. 

Perhaps the supporters of the current 
course in Iraq will say that those of us 
voting to fund the troops bill before us 
are also signing on to the toothless 
benchmarks with their arguably mo-
mentum-slowing requirements. So let 
me say plainly, I oppose the bench-
marks and the reports as provided for 
in this bill. 

Well, let me say plainly: I oppose the 
toothless benchmarks and momentum- 
delaying reports in this bill. I agree 
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