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key point in the balance of power be-
tween each of the bodies of Govern-
ment that are so important to our Con-
stitution. It does not give a President
unilateral authority, but it forces the
light of day on a Presidential decision
for us to take a second look at what
was probably a mistake that this body
might have made.

Lastly, I have had some experience
with this process. I had the privilege of
representing the great State of Georgia
for 17 years in its statehouse, in its
State senate. At the time I was in the
minority, and the Democratic Party in
Georgia was in the majority. A dear
friend of mine, a fellow against whom I
ran for Governor of Georgia in 1990, and
who came to this Senate, Zell Miller,
and whom I later replaced in this Sen-
ate, a great Georgian—I watched him
use the line-item veto, which is legal in
Georgia, to cause accountability on the
part of legislators, to let the light of
day shine on appropriations and, most
importantly, to see to it that Georgia
was run in a fiscally sound way and we
didn’t get away with things that we
should not have gotten away with.

If it is good enough for the States, it
is good enough for the Federal Govern-
ment. If it passes the constitutional
test of the division of power in our
Government—Ilegislative, executive, ju-
dicial—it ought to be a part of the body
of law, and this proposal does.

Most important of all, although all
the promotion pieces I have read call
this a second look at the budget proc-
ess, in many cases because of the vol-
ume it gives us, as individuals, a first
look at a mistake we made. Instead of
current law, where once that mistake
is made it is there, under this right of
recision we have a second chance at
what was a first impression, and we
can make the right decision and do the
right thing.

The money, when it is struck, goes
where it ought to go—to deficit reduc-
tion. This country has a serious deficit
problem, and it has had a serious
spending problem. Enhanced rescission
places the responsibility on the Presi-
dent to delineate a mistake and forces
us to affirm if that, in fact, was a mis-
take, and the benefit from that savings
goes to reduce the deficit, which is the
mortgage on our children’s future and
the future of our grandchildren.

I am delighted to come to the floor
today as a cosponsor of the enhanced
rescissions amendment proposed by
Senator GREGG to speak in its favor,
and I encourage every Member of the
Senate to take a second look at this
proposal.

It makes sense. It is constitutional.
It is the right thing to do.

I yield the floor.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

———

IRAQ

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, there is
one moment each year when America
comes together, when the leader of our
country, our President, in his State of
the Union Address, speaks of our expe-
rience in the past, our history, and his
vision of our Nation’s future. It is a
rare moment on Capitol Hill, House
and Senate together on a bipartisan
basis, the Supreme Court, the Cabinet,
the diplomatic corps. It is quite a fes-
tive and historic—sometimes solemn—
gathering. Tonight will be an oppor-
tunity for us to gather again for the
State of the Union Address. I am look-
ing forward to it.

It comes at a moment in American
history when there is a strong emotion
across this country, a strong feeling
about the war in Iraq. It is a feeling
that was made even more intense by
the events of this last weekend where
we lost so many of our brave soldiers:
a helicopter crash from the sky, lives
were taken on the ground. At the end
of the day, we had lost 3,059 of our best
and bravest soldiers, marines, airmen,
and sailors in this war in Iraq.

The President will speak of many
things this evening. That is his respon-
sibility—from energy to health care to
education and beyond. But the issue
most dominant in the minds of Amer-
ica is the issue of Iraq. It was certainly
the most dominant issue in the Novem-
ber election when the message came
through loudly and clearly that it was
time to change, it was time for Amer-
ica to step back and reassess our role
in Iraq and where we go from here.

Since that election, many important
things have happened. The Secretary of
Defense, Donald Rumsfeld, resigned, re-
placed by Robert Gates. The military
leadership in Iraq was changed and the
President came forward, after a time of
deliberation, with his own proposal.
That proposal, which we heard a little
over a week ago, called for adding more
troops in the theater of war in Iraq,
some 21,000 more Americans, to join
the 144,000 soldiers who are there
today.

Most of us have spoken publicly
about that in disagreement with the
President: our belief that the esca-
lation of the number of troops in Iraq
is the wrong way, the wrong direction
for our Nation; our belief that 21,000
soldiers cannot stop the civil war that
has 14 centuries of fighting behind it;
and our belief that 21,000 American
lives are too many to ever lose in this
kind of dangerous situation.

The President, undoubtedly, will
speak to Iraq this evening and the
American people will listen closely.
But that is not the end of the conversa-
tion. The conversation will continue in
the Senate where men and women rep-
resenting States, as I have the honor to
do in representing Illinois, will engage
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for the first meaningful debate on the
war in Iraq in more than 4 years since
we passed the use-of-force resolution.

Circumstances have changed dra-
matically. Reading the resolution
today, one would wonder if it even jus-
tifies our current presence because it
spoke of removing Saddam Hussein,
dealing with weapons of mass destruc-
tion, stopping the march of nuclear
weapons into Iraqg. We now know all of
those things were either wrong in that
original resolution or have become
moot by the events that have tran-
spired.

There is an effort underway to make
sure this debate on Iraq represents the
bipartisan feeling of America, rep-
resents the fact that there are Demo-
crats and Republicans and Independ-
ents who feel intensely that the cur-
rent strategy, the current plan the
President is pursuing is not the right
plan.

The first resolution will be consid-
ered by the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee this week and is sponsored by
Senators BIDEN and LEVIN on the
Democratic side and Senator HAGEL on
the Republican side.

Yesterday, there was another resolu-
tion brought to the attention of the
American people, introduced by three
Members I respect. Senator JOHN WAR-
NER, former chairman of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, a Repub-
lican Senator from Virginia, the lead
sponsor, Senator BEN NELSON, a Demo-
crat from Nebraska, and Senator
SUSAN COLLINS, a Republican from
Maine, are about to introduce a resolu-
tion that clearly expresses the sense of
Congress about this strategy in Iraq.
Much has been written about it. The
resolution should speak for itself be-
cause these Senators, two Republicans
and a Democrat, resolve:

That it is the sense of Congress that—

(1) the Senate disagrees with the ‘‘plan’ to
augment our forces by 21,500, and urges the
President instead to consider all options and
alternatives for achieving the strategic goals
set forth below with reduced force levels
than proposed.

The important thing about these res-
olutions, though they are different in
wording, is they all reach the same
conclusion. The conclusion is the
President’s policy, the escalation or
augmentation, virtually the same
word, is the wrong way to move in Iraq
today.

I hope at the end of the day we can
come together on a bipartisan basis,
that we can cooperate in finding ways
to blend these resolutions so we do
speak as much as possible with a com-
mon bipartisan voice in the Senate. We
need to call for the kind of change in
the President’s policy that the Amer-
ican people asked for in this election.

Our call is not based on politics but
based on reality—the reality of the
deaths which American troops have en-
dured in this conflict and the reality of
the war on the ground, a war which be-
comes more serious and more violent
by the day.
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We know the military experts have
disagreed with the White House for a
long time. GEN Eric Shinseki in 2003,
as Army Chief of Staff, said we would
need many more troops than the ad-
ministration was prepared to send and
more allies to secure peace ultimately
in Iraq. Not only did the administra-
tion ignore General Shinseki’s advice,
they invited him to leave. We now
know he was the one who had the in-
sight they should have followed.

General Abizaid, the commander of
all our forces in Iraq and Afghanistan,
has told us that every divisional and
corps commander in the theater has
told him we should not send more
troops. That is what the President has
chosen to do despite this advice from
his top generals. General Abizaid testi-
fied before Congress that he is con-
vinced that:

. . more American forces prevent the Iraqis
from doing more, from taking more responsi-
bility for their own future.

General Abizaid and others have also
repeatedly stated that the solution to
the violence in Iraq is not military, it
is political. We have to turn to Prime
Minister Maliki and his Cabinet to
make the political decisions which will
make the difference.

General Abizaid is not alone. The
Iraqis themselves appear to agree with
his conclusion. Iraqi Prime Minister
Nuri al-Maliki stated on November 27
last year:

The crisis is political, and the ones who
can stop the cycle of aggravation and blood-
letting of innocents are the politicians.

The Iraqi Prime Minister has said
what he needs most is weapons and
equipment, not American soldiers.
When Prime Minister Maliki met with
President Bush in Jordan in November,
he didn’t ask for more American
troops; rather, he said he needed sup-
port by way of equipment and weapons.
In fact, Prime Minister Maliki sug-
gested we should reduce the presence of
American troops in his country. The
President has done just the opposite.

A United States official was quoted
as saying that ‘‘The message in
Amman was that Maliki wanted to
take the lead and put an Iraqi face on
it. He wanted to control his own
forces.”

The answer to all of Iraq’s problems
is not simply to deliver more American
soldiers. But American weaponry and
equipment can be helpful. President
Bush has disagreed. Although he stead-
fastly said as the Iraqis stand up, our
forces will stand down, exactly the op-
posite has occurred. As the Prime Min-
ister of Iraq has offered to stand up
more forces to defend his own country,
the President of the United States has
said we are going to send 21,000 more of
our best and bravest into the face of
danger.

Our troops have fought brilliantly
and courageously. Over the weekend,
Senator JOHN MCCAIN, a man whom I
respect and count as a friend, made a
statement on one of the talk shows, I
believe it was ‘“Meet the Press,” that
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he felt the resolutions we were debat-
ing were a vote of confidence on wheth-
er we trusted America’s troops to get
the job done. As much as I respect Sen-
ator MCCAIN, I could not disagree
more. This vote is not about our faith
in our troops. Trust me, if a vote came
to the Senate on our commitment and
respect for our American military serv-
ice men and women, it would be 100 to
0. We all stand in awe and admiration
of the contributions they have made to
our country and the courage they show
every day. We have confidence that
given an assignment that can be phys-
ically accomplished, they will do it
better than any military force in the
world.

But the debate is not over our troops.
The debate is over the President’s pol-
icy. Those troops didn’t write the pol-
icy that sent too few troops to Iraq ini-
tially. Those soldiers didn’t write the
requisitions to send humvees that have
become, sadly, opportunities for road-
side bombs to maim and kill our sol-
diers. Those troops didn’t make the
critical decisions about disbanding the
Iraqi Army. They didn’t make the po-
litical decisions along the way. They
did their duty. And they continue to do
S0.
What we are debating here is the pol-
icy decisions being made by this ad-
ministration, and a larger and larger
number of Democratic and Republican
Senators are speaking out that these
decisions have been wrong and that the
President’s plans continue to make the
wrong decision.

The Iraq Study Group was a bipar-
tisan effort to try to find a way
through this, to come out with a plan
that will work so we can truly bring
our troops home successfully. They
talked about the fact that adding more
troops would not be a good move. In
fact, bringing troops home should be
our goal. They established the date of
April 1, 2008, for most of those troops to
be gone. And they called for something
that this administration continues to
ignore: They called for a surge in diplo-
macy—not a surge in the military but
a surge in diplomacy.

Baker and Hamilton, a Republican
and a Democrat, with credentials of
real experience at the highest levels of
our Government, said it is time for us
to open a dialog with the Syrians and
with the Iranians about the stability of
the Middle East and to try to find com-
mon ground. There are no guarantees
of success with diplomatic dialog, but
there is a guarantee that if you don’t
try, you won’t succeed.

Sadly, this administration has re-
fused to try at the diplomatic level.
Their responses continue to be military
when we know time and again the solu-
tion is political within Iraq and diplo-
matic outside Iraq.

The Baker-Hamilton study group
issued its report. It was received cor-
dially by the White House and then ig-
nored. Many Members believe we
should return to it, begin the redeploy-
ment of American forces, start them
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coming home, as Prime Minister al-
Malaki has asked, start moving the
Iraqis into a position of more responsi-
bility and leadership, call on the al-
Malaki government in Iraq to make
the political concessions to try to
bring an end to the sectarian strife, the
civil war that has caused all this vio-
lence and continues to on a day-to-day
basis.

There is one thing we should stop and
assess as well. That is the real cost of
this war. I have come to the floor of
the Senate many times and talked
about $2 billion a week that is not
being spent in America, $2 billion being
spent on this war. I voted for the
money to support our troops, and I will
continue to, but we have to be honest
about the costs of the war. Our Defense
bill for the coming year, according to
the Wall Street Journal last week, may
top $600 billion. That figure does not
include the extra $100 billion in emer-
gency appropriations that Congress
will soon be asked to vote on to sustain
current operations in Iraq and Afghani-
stan.

The costs of the war in Iraqg have
been extraordinary, whether measured
in dollars or human lives. I went
through a long list last week of what
we could have done in America with
$400 billion, the $400 billion we have
spent in Iraq, what we could have done
by way of extending the opportunity
for health care and health insurance to
millions of Americans currently unin-
sured, offering to pay for college edu-
cation for students coming out of high
school who are accepted at the best
colleges. All of these things could have
been done and weren’t done because,
instead, we have invested the money in
this war.

The administration’s view is, we will
continue with no end in sight to spend
these dollars at great expense to Amer-
ica and lost opportunities to our peo-
ple. An open-ended commitment, as
this administration has suggested,
means these costs are also open-ended.
It is time to break this cycle, to ad-
dress our real security needs in Amer-
ica, to implement the 9/11 rec-
ommendations at some expense but,
really, to protect our people from any
future possible terrorist attack. The bi-
partisan resolution that will come be-
fore the Senate in the coming days
states that our goal in Iraq should be
to maximize our chances of success. An
open-ended commitment of U.S. forces
in Iraq reduces these chances rather
than increasing them. Here in the safe-
ty and comfort of Washington, we owe
to it our troops not to forget that
today they stand in danger risking
their lives.

Soon we will vote on whether we sup-
port the escalation of the war that the
President has called on. Let no one
confuse that issue with the question of
whether we support our troops, wheth-
er we have confidence in our troops.

Let me make something else clear:
The resolution we are debating is not a
vote of confidence on the President,
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nor on the troops. It is about a policy.
It is a deliberation about a policy and
a strategic decision. That is why we
are here. That is why we were elected.
We cannot shy away from that respon-
sibility. We all support our men and
women in uniform. But like a majority
of Americans, we also support the
changes in policy that will lead to the
redeployment of U.S. forces, ulti-
mately bringing them home to safety.

That is the change that was called
for in the last election. That is the new
direction that is needed at this point in
our history.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed as in
morning business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

———

COMPLIANCE ASSISTANCE FOR
SMALL BUSINESSES

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I wish to
take this opportunity to discuss an
amendment that is pending before the
Senate, which was offered by the rank-
ing member of the committee, Senator
ENzI, which I have introduced along
with Senators ENZI and LANDRIEU. It is
a bipartisan amendment to enhance
compliance assistance for small busi-
nesses. Before I address the amend-
ment, I wish to make a few comments
about the minimum wage package we
are currently considering on the floor.

I thank the leadership on both sides
of the political aisle for working to-
gether to develop a bipartisan con-
sensus to raise the minimum wage.
From the outset, Senator REID and
Senator MCCONNELL set a bipartisan
tone in forging a path to increasing the
minimum wage. I also thank Chairman
KENNEDY and the ranking member,
Senator ENZI, for working together to
develop this bipartisan legislation as
well. I think this is a very encouraging
beginning to the 110th Congress and
hopefully a time we can reach across
partisan divides to enact meaningful
legislation.

I also commend Chairman BAUCUS of
the Finance Committee, along with
Senator GRASSLEY, for working to
draft the small business tax package
that is also incorporated in the min-
imum wage bill. It was especially re-
freshing to see both Chairman BAUCUS
and Ranking Member Grassley working
so closely together to forge a com-
promise that addresses concerns on
both sides of the aisle.

By enacting the minimum wage, we
will accomplish a legislative win-win
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by increasing the minimum wage but
also at the same time providing small
businesses with significant tax and reg-
ulatory relief in a way that does not
add to our Nation’s deficit. That is a
great example of the social and fiscal
responsibility we must embrace.

Small business tax and regulatory re-
lief and increasing the minimum wage
do not have to be mutually exclusive. I
believe it is time to raise the minimum
wage. It is certainly long overdue,
since the last time the minimum wage
was raised was back in 1997. Given the
significant increases in the cost of liv-
ing since then, most notably the rise in
prices in housing, energy, and health
care, families need to support them-
selves, and they certainly cannot do it
on less than $11,000 annually.

I am deeply concerned as well about
the widening wage gap in America,
which is creating a burgeoning eco-
nomic divide when it comes to income.
As the chart behind me shows—and I
think it is very important because
hopefully one of the priorities in this
Congress will be to explore policies
that will narrow the wage gap in Amer-
ica—according to the latest census
data, in 2005, a household in the 90th
percentile earned $114,000 more—or 11
times as much—than a family in the
10th income percentile. Moreover, in-
come for households at the top has
grown over the last 30 years, while in-
come for households at the bottom has
remained flat.

A recent BusinessWeek article re-
ported that increasing the minimum
wage to $7.26 an hour could raise the
pay for 16 percent of the Nation’s work-
force. So I am unequivocally sup-
portive of this initiative. I also believe,
as the ranking member of the Small
Business Committee and previously
chair of the committee, that we need
to balance the minimum wage increase
with a robust package of small busi-
ness tax and regulatory reform to re-
lieve many of the burdens small busi-
nesses continue to face.

The fact is, small business is the en-
gine that is driving the economy. It is
the one segment of the economy that is
actually creating jobs. Three-quarters
of all of the net new jobs are created by
a small business; therefore, it is in our
interest to make sure we can guarantee
for the future that this segment of the
economy is going to continue to create
jobs and to restore the long-term eco-
nomic vitality of small businesses.

Over the past 20 years, which is the
subject of this amendment today, the
number and complexity of Federal reg-
ulations has multiplied at an alarming
rate. In 2004, for example, the Federal
Register contained 75,675 pages, an all-
time record, and 4,101 rules. These
rules and regulations impose a much
more significant impact on smaller
businesses than larger businesses. As
illustrated by the chart behind me, it
demonstrates unequivocally the dis-
proportionate burden borne by small
businesses versus large corporations in
order to absorb the impact of more reg-
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ulations and more rules. It illustrates
the conclusion found in a recent report
that was prepared by the Small Busi-
ness Administration’s Office of Advo-
cacy that said in 2004 that the per-em-
ployee cost of Federal regulations for
small businesses with fewer than 20
employees was $7,647. In contrast, the
per-employee cost of Federal regula-
tions for firms with 500 or more work-
ers was $5,282. This results in a 44-per-
cent increase in burden for smaller
businesses compared to their larger
counterparts. Clearly, we must find
ways to ease the regulatory burden for
our Nation’s small businesses so they
may continue to create jobs and drive
economic growth.

As the leading Republican on the
Small Business Committee, I continue
to hear from small businesses across
the country, in addition to my home
State of Maine, which is essentially a
small business State where 98 percent
of all employers are small businesses.
But to give an example of the impact of
the regulatory burden, I cite one com-
pany, Hammond Lumber Company,
which faces the increased cost of regu-
latory compliance. It is a shining ex-
ample of the American dream come
true. It has been a family-owned com-
pany for three generations. They have
been thriving in the State of Maine and
serving not only Maine but all of New
England for more than 50 years. It grew
from a company of 41 employees in 1976
to over 300 employees in 2006. Ham-
mond Lumber exemplifies the tremen-
dous spirit of the American entre-
preneur. It also demonstrates the piv-
otal role small businesses play in cre-
ating jobs and driving our Nation’s
economy. However, as Hammond Lum-
ber has grown, so has its regulatory
burden. In 1976, its total regulatory
cost per employee equaled $98. Last
year, it was $441 per employee. I had
the opportunity to tour the company. I
talked to the owners and talked to the
employees. Unquestionably, it is a
thriving company. They told us that
the burden they were enduring as a re-
sult of the regulatory compliance was
clearly having adverse consequences.

So we need to level the playing field
for small businesses and make it easier
for them to comply with complex regu-
lations. All too often, small businesses
don’t maintain staff, don’t have the fi-
nancial resources to comply with Fed-
eral complexities, rules, and regula-
tions. This places them at a disadvan-
tage compared to larger companies. It
also reduces the effectiveness of the
agency’s regulations. If the agency
cannot describe how to comply with its
regulations, how can we expect a small
business to figure it out? That is why I
have offered this amendment, along
with Senator ENzI and Senator
LANDRIEU, which would -clarify the
small business requirement that exists
under Federal law.

Our amendment is drawn directly
from recommendations put forward by
the GAO and is intended only to clarify
an already existing requirement which
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