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RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

————

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will be in a period of morning
business, with Senators permitted to
speak therein for up to 10 minutes
each.

The Senator from North Dakota.

———

FAA REAUTHORIZATION

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. President, I would
like to speak this morning in support
of amendment No. 32. This amendment
introduces new language to section 320
of the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion’s authorization bill concerning un-
manned aerial systems. It has been of-
fered by Senator ENSIGN, Senator
CONRAD, and myself.

It calls for the FAA to develop a
process to integrate unmanned aerial
systems—unmanned aerial vehicles and
remotely piloted aircraft—into the Na-
tional Airspace System.

We have all seen on television and
read in the media about the remark-
able role unmanned aerial vehicles and
remotely piloted aircraft are playing
overseas in the security of our Nation
in the war on terror. They achieve
military objectives without putting
our men and women in uniform in
harm’s way.

Unmanned aerial systems will con-
tinue to play that vital role in our Na-
tion’s security abroad, but they are
also poised to play a big role here at
home in other important areas as
well—areas such as enhancing our abil-
ity to patrol our borders and secure
vital infrastructure, fight crime, detect
wildfires, provide valuable crop data
for our farmers, and respond to emer-
gencies such as floods and fires.

I can give you a practical and per-
sonal example of their value. Two
years ago, when my home State, along
with our neighbor to the east, Min-
nesota, was battling flooding in the
Red River Valley—many of you
throughout the country saw this on
television—Predator aircraft on loan
from Customs and Border Patrol gave
us real-time data on the status of ice
jams and overland flooding all along
the river and made a real difference in
helping us to fight those floods and
protect our citizens.

That vital information enabled both
States to deploy resources in a timely
and efficient manner and made a real
difference for the people of North Da-
kota and Minnesota and throughout
the region. Just a few years ago, that
would have been the stuff of science
fiction, a vision of the future. But
today it is reality, and we can do much
more.

In fact, unmanned aerial systems are
about just that—they are about the fu-
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ture of aviation technology in Amer-
ica, and I am proud to say our State of
North Dakota is playing an important
role in that endeavor.

The Grand Forks Air Force Base in
northeastern North Dakota is already
home to Predator B aircraft that fly
missions for Customs and Border Pro-
tection, and it will soon be home to the
Global Hawk as well. Right now, over-
seas, Predator missions are being oper-
ated by our North Dakota Air Guard in
Fargo, ND.

The Grand Forks Air Force Base is
also a partner with the State’s Un-
manned Aircraft Systems Center of Ex-
cellence and UND—the University of
North Dakota—School of Aerospace.
These programs provide access to
state-of-the-art training and tech-
nologies for the base.

Our Center of Excellence operates up
to nine unmanned aircraft and is in the
process of installing UAS simulators
and training programs to prepare a
generation of young pilots for this rap-
idly growing field.

The program is designed to combine
the visionary thinking of researchers
with the practical energy of entre-
preneurs and businesses. In fact, the
commercial applications of unmanned
aircraft and the opportunities for
America’s aviation industry are enor-
mous.

UAYV spending will more than double
over the next decade, from current
worldwide UAV expenditures of $4.9 bil-
lion annually to $11.5 billion annually,
totaling just over $80 billion for the
next 10 years, according to a 2010 Teal
Group market study.

Here and abroad, our Nation has led
the way in this breakthrough tech-
nology. But we need to do more. We
need to seize the opportunity, and this
amendment provides our opportunity
to not only maintain but build on that
leadership position.

This amendment will authorize the
FAA to set up pilot projects in the
United States that will develop a plan
for these aircraft to fly safely either
concurrently or in layered air zones in
our Nation’s skies.

We need them to develop air traffic
requirements, as well as certification
and flight standards, for unmanned
aerial systems to fly in the national
airspace.

We are already flying UAVs in air-
space all over the world. Now we need
to open the skies for them right here at
home to make our Nation more secure,
our communities safer, our economy
more dynamic, and create jobs and op-
portunity throughout our country. If
we do not, you can be sure other na-
tions will. The goal is to make UAVs,
with all their remarkable capabilities,
a fully functioning, fully empowered
component of America’s aviation sys-
tem.

American industry and ingenuity can
continue to lead the way. They can
continue to lead the way forward in the
world of aviation, but we must provide
the environment that enables our avia-
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tion industry to do it right here at
home. This amendment will help us do
that. I strongly urge support for this
amendment.

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 assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SESSIONS. 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.

———

THE ECONOMY

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, the
news broke this morning concerning
the jobs report for January. The num-
bers came in that we only added 36,000
new jobs to the U.S. economy. The
Wall Street Journal lead is, ‘“‘Economy
Adds Few Jobs.” It is a difficult mat-
ter. Some say maybe the weather had
something to do with it. The Wash-
ington Post report noted that job cre-
ation was far less than economists had
predicted.

Mr. President, 36,000 might sound
pretty good, at least not bad; but in
truth it is not good. Mr. Bernanke, the
Chairman of the Federal Reserve, testi-
fied before our Budget Committee—of
which the Presiding Officer, Senator
BEGICH, is a member—that our econ-
omy needs to produce about 150,000 jobs
a month—it needs to add that many—
to stay even. We need to be adding
about 250,000 a month to begin to re-
duce unemployment in a significant
way.

The numbers were mixed. Some peo-
ple saw some good news in the report.
The Household Survey showed a drop
in unemployment, which was not a bad.
But I think the low number of actual
jobs created was pretty troubling.

I will say a few things I believe are
important and need to be understood.

This Congress passed a stimulus
package that was supposed to keep un-
employment from going above 8 per-
cent. It went to 9.6. It has dropped
some since then, but it is still extraor-
dinarily high. We passed that package,
and it did not stop unemployment from
rising. It was based on the Keynesian
concept of government borrowing
money to spend into the economy on
the theory that government can create
jobs.

Not long before the vote, Gary Beck-
er, the Nobel Prize-winning economist
from the University of Chicago, wrote
an op-ed. In it he said he examined the
proposal and that it was far too ineffec-
tive in creating jobs and economic
growth. He warned that it would not be
effective. He warned that the growth
factor was below 1. It should be above
1. He said maybe .7, and that this, in
his opinion, was not a good investment
of $800 billion. Every penny of it was
borrowed. We did not have that money.
We decided to borrow the money in an
attempt to stimulate the economy.
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I know many heard it said, and the
President repeated, that this was a new
infrastructure program; that we were
going to fix our crumbling infrastruc-
ture. We were going to create Amer-
ican jobs and make our highways and
bridges safer and better.

That was an inaccurate statement. It
became clear before the bill passed—I
remember pointing it out, as did oth-
ers—that only 5 percent of the $800 bil-
lion went to bridges and highways—5
percent. This was not a bridge project.
It expanded entitlements and bailed
out states. It created no real growth in
productivity. It has not done what it
was advertised to do.

I hate to say ‘I told you so0,” but
when you take $800 billion of borrowed
money and let it compound at 4 per-
cent, you create a liability that will be
on our books for the indefinite future,
maybe forever—that we will be forced
to pay about $32 billion a year in inter-
est.

Every year now when we do our budg-
et, we have to figure that first we have
to pay $32 billion for the interest on
that money we borrowed that was sup-
posed to stimulate the economy, that
did not stimulate the economy.

Mr. President, this amount we spend
on the interest cost is roughly equiva-
lent to what we spend on highways an-
nually. Rather than paying interest on
a bill that failed to increase economic
growth, we could have doubled the Fed-
eral highway budget.

It was, as Bill Gross, the guru behind
the PIMCO bond fund—one the largest
bond funds in the world—said: Empha-
sis in America and some other nations
has been on consumption, not effec-
tively enough on growth, which is sort
of what Professor Becker said and Fed-
eral Reserve Chairman, Mr. Bernanke,
said recently—that there are going to
be several years before we get to a nor-
mal job growth situation, a normal un-
employment rate in our country.

Even though the unemployment rate
seems to have dropped, it is important
to note that a number of the people
dropping off the unemployment rolls
are dropping off because they have
given up looking for work. They have
gotten discouraged and they are no
longer going down to the unemploy-
ment office registering and looking for
work. That is not good. A healthy, vi-
brant, growing economy attracts more
people into the workforce.

There was an article in Baron’s fi-
nancial magazine recently that noted
that as of December, the number of
hours being worked by employees had
not gone up. Normally if unemploy-
ment goes down and businesses hire
more workers, they will show average
hours worked going up. It was in the
low thirties, and it was not going up.
They said maybe that is a signal that
some may be too optimistic.

They also noted that wages were ba-
sically flat, just a minor increase in
wages. Whereas, the price of gasoline,
which we are so thankful Alaska is pro-
ducing for us, and food are going up.
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Cotton prices, soybean prices, corn
prices are at record levels. This will
translate into rising costs. If wages are
flat and the number of people working
is flat and costs are rising, then this is
not good for the economy.

If government cannot borrow money
and create real employment of a sus-
tained nature, what should government
do? Recently, at a Baron’s roundtable,
Mr. Gross said loose monetary and fis-
cal policy has had some benefit, but it
is a sugar high. It will not last. We can-
not keep it up. Do we not all know that
this is a sugar high that we cannot con-
tinue?

What can we do? Are there things we
can do? Is it hopeless? Should we do
nothing? I do not think so. I think
there are a number of things that I will
mention that I absolutely believe we
can do that will create jobs for people
who are hurting this very moment,
who are unemployed. It could help
them have a new and better life, and it
would not cost the U.S. Treasury any-
thing. I believe these actions are sig-
nificant.

First, we need to take actions that
have the tendency to create mecha-
nisms that will bring down energy
costs. Energy is a hidden tax—a hidden
tax. Rising energy costs are a tax on
your current income. You get nothing
more for it. You get the same number
of gallons, the same assets you got be-
fore, but you just have to pay more for
it. You don’t have the same amount of
money for your family, your rent, your
automobile payment; you get less
money to use toward that.

We need to produce more of it at
home for two reasons: One, it helps
contain the growing cost of fuel, which
is a secret thief of the American citi-
zen’s income, and two, it creates Amer-
ican jobs. Wouldn’t we rather have
thousands more jobs in Alabama pro-
ducing oil offshore or in Alaska, pro-
ducing oil in Alaska, rather than send-
ing our money to Venezuela, Nigeria,
Saudi Arabia, and creating jobs there?
It would be an additional supply source
that helps bring down the cost, and it
would create American jobs. Plus, it
would keep that American wealth at
home. It would keep that wealth at
home. Sixty percent of the oil we are
using to make the gasoline that goes
into our automobiles is imported. That
wealth is going abroad. That is not
good.

So we need to take actions that will
produce American energy at the lowest
possible cost. Yes, it needs to be safely
produced. We saw the accident on the
gulf coast. I have been on those beach-
es, and thank goodness they are
cleaned up now, but it was a mess, and
everybody was worried. It hammered
our gulf coast tourism industry and our
fishing industry for months, although
fishing is coming back, and I think our
tourism will be back. But it was an un-
necessary disaster, and it can be pre-
vented, and steps have already been
taken to ensure it will not happen
again. We can do that.
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I like the Boone Pickens plan. We
have discovered how to drill down into
the ground and then turn that drill bit
horizontally and go through shale rock
to produce huge amounts of natural
gas. Natural gas burns about 40 percent
cleaner than gasoline or diesel fuel. It
can produce energy that can even be
used for vehicles. So that is all Amer-
ican. It is energy produced here in
America. And we will have to have
Americans to drill the wells, to move
the natural gas, to process it and do all
the things that go into that instead of
importing o0il from Venezuela. This
makes sense.

This is not a theoretical vision for an
energy program. The Energy Depart-
ment has now projected that we have
maybe 200 years of natural gas—twice
what we projected just a few years ago
because of the new, improved way to
drill. We should be doing more of that
to create American jobs. It would pro-
vide a new energy source that hasn’t
been there before that could be used for
electricity. And natural gas prices are
low—pretty surprisingly low, actu-
ally—compared to other sources of en-
ergy, and we ought to use more of it.

We can use it in vehicles, too, par-
ticularly larger trucks, city buses, and
vehicles like that. It would take an in-
frastructure capability to be able to
travel around the country and be able
to get it to our truckers, but the city
buses, the garbage trucks, and things
such as that can be done all over Amer-
ica. That would reduce our imports,
create jobs here, and create wealth in
America without sending it abroad.

I know the President has said—and
we are going to have to confront this
and talk about it—that we are going to
create green jobs by developing the
solar and biofuels industries. But, real-
ly, it hasn’t gone nearly as well in the
United States as we had hoped. One big
plant that had millions of dollars—in
Massachusetts—put into it has gone
bankrupt. China is undercutting prices
and is producing things that were sup-
posed to be produced by Americans. So
it is not going so well, frankly.

I have to give this cautionary tale.
No nation in the world is committed
more to green jobs and this idea that
you can create jobs in the energy sec-
tor by doing more windmills, solar and
biofuels than Spain. And Spain has had
a terrible time. It has the highest un-
employment rate in Europe. They
drove up the price of their energy, and
it adversely impacted the whole econ-
omy of Spain. They created some jobs
in some of these new programs, but one
study said they lost I think 2% jobs for
every 1 job that was created. Now, I
wish this weren’t so. I wish we could
have a plan to invest in solar panels or
corn ethanol, and it would create lots
of jobs and create energy at a competi-
tive cost. But it produces these energy
sources at much higher cost, and some-
one has to pay for them. When busi-
nesses pay more for energy, they can’t
hire as many people, they can’t make
widgets in Alabama and sell them
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abroad if their energy prices go up as a
result of these policies. You can’t do it.
There is no free lunch here. So I think
we need to look at what happened in
Spain.

I met with a group of pulp and paper
workers—union members—yesterday. 1
knew a couple of them from the past at
pulp and paper mills around where I
grew up in rural Alabama. They are
worried about Environmental Protec-
tion Agency regulations. There are a
lot of these regulations, but the one
that is hammering the timber industry
and the pulp and paper industry is the
boiler MACT proposal. They convert
waste to wood product at these paper
mills. They burn it and create steam
and energy, which reduces their de-
mand on the grid from the power com-
panies that are creating energy
through coal and natural gas. So they
are using a renewable source, but they
are being required to expend millions
of dollars for new boilers.

I was at a sawmill in Alabama, in a
rural area—good people—that exports
half of what they produce. They
produce a high quality of lumber for
export, and they say this boiler MACT
regulation will hammer them so hard,
they may not be able to continue in
business. And what would that do? All
the people who go out in the woods and
harvest timber, those who bring it in,
those who work at the mill to saw it
and plane it and produce it will be out
of work. There would be less competi-
tion within the United States for wood
products and less production of it, so
the price might go up for the con-
sumers. So this is not a good plan. This
regulation went too far. It has to be re-
pealed.

But there are a lot of regulations like
that driving up costs. They could be
eliminated at no cost to the govern-
ment. It would reduce the number of
bureaucrats who are out there enforc-
ing them and allow industries to be
more productive. There are lots of
them out there. And a regulation that
gets passed—sometimes that regula-
tion might be beneficial to a narrow
sector, but often it gets applied to 10
times or 100 times as many companies
and businesses than is necessary or
beneficial, and it adds extra cost, re-
ducing their productivity for no good
benefit whatsoever.

All wasteful regulations need to be
eliminated. I think the President has
finally understood that. He has made
some statement about it, but we need
to be sure that it happens and it hap-
pens quickly because we have people
unemployed today as a direct result of
excessive regulation.

A lot of people may not realize that
our corporate taxes—once Japan re-
duces theirs, as they plan to do—will
be the highest corporate tax of any de-
veloped nation in the world. This is not
a healthy place to be.

You can learn a lot in an airport. A
businessman started talking to me
about this, and we got on the plane to-
gether. I had an open seat, and so I
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asked him to sit by me. He was very
impressive—a CEO for a North Amer-
ican division of an international cor-
poration. They were going to produce a
product in that company that would be
sold in the United States and world-
wide that would be energy efficient—a
chemical product they wanted to
produce. It would mean about 200 em-
ployees.

This is the story he told me, and he
was so frustrated about it. Now, re-
member, this is a very intelligent, so-
phisticated man. He said they had the
best price. These big companies, if they
are going to make a new product, they
ask every plant in their system who
can build it the best, the cheapest, and
the one that wins the competition gets
the process. Well, he had won the com-
petition—200 new jobs to the Alabama
plant—until he got a call from the Eu-
ropean headquarters. They said: You
haven’t considered the taxes. Well,
what about that? You have to consider
taxes. That is a cost of doing business.
You have to recalculate it and do the
taxes. And when they did, the United
States lost. So this process is going to
be built in another country that has
lower taxes.

The idea that you can raise taxes on
corporations and not have an impact
on the competitiveness of America is
utterly false. We just have to take a
minute or two to think about it. Of
course, that is damaging to our com-
petitiveness, and we compete world-
wide, not just within the TUnited
States. But producers can move to
Mexico and they can move to Canada.

By the way, our corporate tax rate is
35 percent. Canada has already reduced
theirs to the low twenties, and they are
talking about going to 16% percent. My
colleague from Alaska understands
that his state’s firms can choose be-
tween building a plant in Alaska or
Canada. And when they add up the
numbers and you have to pay substan-
tially more tax in the United States,
that could be the tipping point to make
the difference in where that plant is
built. So it is not that we are trying to
help corporations by proposing that
taxes be reduced; it is that we are be-
coming uncompetitive.

Ireland has had a financial crisis.
Their banking system reached a real
crisis. But a number of years ago, they
reduced their corporate tax rate to the
lowest in Europe and had an economic
boom. This boom didn’t have anything
to do with the financial crisis. When
the Europeans said, we are going to
help bail you out but we want you to
raise some revenue. The Irish re-
sponded that they would include some
taxes increases in their budget, but
they would not raise their corporate
tax rate. They refused because they
said it was helping them economically.
And I really believe we need to do that.

So Canada is reducing theirs, Ireland
has reduced theirs, the TU.K.—the
Brits—are reducing theirs. I think they
are going to about the midtwenties,
and we are at 35.
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I know there is this idea that you can
just eliminate the loopholes and bring
down the overall rate to the high
twenties in the United States and this
will be the equivalent of a tax cut, but
I really don’t believe it is. I believe
that all you have done is maybe cre-
ated a little more efficient and simpler
tax, which is not bad, but it hasn’t got-
ten the economic tax burden off the
American businesses that are trying to
compete in the world marketplace.

What else could we do to create jobs?
Eliminate the health care bill. I know,
people are dug in on this, they don’t
want to talk about it. It was passed by
one single vote. Had SCOTT BROWN been
elected 2 weeks sooner, the bill would
not have been passed; it would not be
law today. But it is law.

What does the Congressional Budget
Office say about its impact on jobs in
America? CBO says it will reduce em-
ployment by half of 1 percent. Former
CBO Director Doug Holtz-Eakin esti-
mates that this translates into a loss
of 700,000 jobs as a result of the health
care bill. Actually, I believe it is quite
a bit larger than that. I visited with
small business people in Phoenix City,
AL, Jasper, AL, 15 or 20 in each, and
they told me it was going to cause
them to reduce employment. There is
no doubt about it. One man said: I have
10 fast food restaurants, 200 employees.
I believe I am heading toward a reduc-
tion of 70 workers.

If it is a reduction of 10 workers, it is
too many. Even if it is a reduction of
five. We need growth in jobs, not a re-
duction in jobs. The health care bill is
killing jobs.

The Congressional Budget Office Di-
rector is hired by the Congress. Mr. El-
mendorf, who does that, was selected
by the Democratic majority. I like
him. I think he is an honest man. He
said it will cost jobs in America to con-
tinue the health care bill. I believe it is
going to be far more significant than
he suggests.

At the Budget Committee hearing
yesterday, I asked the witnesses if tem-
porary extensions of tax rates add un-
certainty to the economy? Would the
economy be better with permanent
rates? They said yes. Everyone—lib-
eral, conservative—said this uncer-
tainty is not good for economic growth
and job creation in America. Congress
must get together, and it is going to
take a bipartisan effort to try to get
these tax rates permanent and all of us
are going to have to work on it. But
permanent tax rates would clearly be
helpful.

I believe the President is going to
have to help us in Congress to reduce
the surging deficit spending that is
well on the path to doubling the entire
debt of America in 5 years and tripling
it in 10. I know people think that is not
true but it is. We are entering into the
third year of a 5-year trend to double
the debt. It will triple again in 5 more
years. The President announced he
would freeze a small portion of our
spending, discretionary spending, at its
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current 2010 levels—which surged in
the last 2 years by double-digit in-
creases. He would freeze it at that
level. That is very small and will not
alter the path we are on to doubling
the debt in 5 years and tripling in 10. It
will not alter that. That is how small
an impact that proposal would have.

We have to get together here in Con-
gress and wrestle with it, but we need
some leadership. If we could get at the
cloud of debt and fear that is out there
among a lot of Americans on the street
and fear among a lot of the world’s best
financial minds who move money
around in huge amounts—they are
afraid too. The only people who do not
seem to be quite sufficiently grasping
this are our Washington bureaucracy. 1
think the Congress is beginning to get
it. I think Congress is thinking about
it. I believe the Washington establish-
ment is still sort of in denial. They
think we can somehow make a few
token changes in what we do and ev-
erything is going to be OK, but it
won’t.

I am saying, how do we create jobs
now? Take some real firm steps, and
the world says: Wow, the United States
has gone off an unsustainable path to a
path that could lead to prosperity and
growth, and we are willing to invest in
the country again.

Let me mention one more thing. We
have a border that is still wide open
and lawless. Thousands, millions of
people are coming in illegally still, and
they are taking jobs from American
citizens. We arrested 500,000 people at
the border last year. How many more
got by? We just added 36,000 jobs this
month. Some think that was a good
number. It is below what we have to
add. But we had that many illegal peo-
ple coming into the country and seek-
ing work and taking jobs from Amer-
ican citizens, providing competitive
employment that drives down wages.

One of the things you do in a time of
high unemployment is you reduce
guest worker programs and you reduce
illegal immigration.

Mr. Bernanke testified before our
Budget Committee a couple of weeks
ago that we are treading water. We
need 150,000 jobs added every month to
stay even, and to change the dynamic
of high unemployment we need at least
250,000 a month. We have had that com-
ing out of previous recessions. We are
just not seeing it in this one. An econ-
omy that only creates 36,000 jobs, even
if that number is somewhat low be-
cause of bad weather, is in bad shape.
It is below what the experts projected.
I believe we can say now with great
confidence that the Federal Govern-
ment’s attempts to borrow money—on
which we pay interest as long as we
live on this Earth—to pump into the
economy as a short-term stimulus, a
sugar high, is not effective. It is not
working.

We have to do the Kkinds of things I
mentioned, and there are a lot more
that would actually create produc-
tivity, make our corporations and busi-
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nesses more competitive, and therefore
allow them to compete against foreign
competition, create jobs, growth, ex-
ports—reduce our imports of oil and
gas that are helping drive up our en-
ergy costs and moving jobs out of the
country and moving American wealth
out of the country.

If we do those kinds of things, we can
make real progress. I think we can. We
need help from the administration. I
believe the American people are open
to these ideas. The idea is that this is
not a popular plan because we are talk-
ing about cutting taxes on corpora-
tions and nobody wants to do that,
they don’t believe that, the American
people won’t support that. But I think
the American people will understand
we cannot tax our corporations more
than they are doing in Canada—35 per-
cent to 16 percent—and expect to win
competition for jobs and business. We
have to look at the taxes that are kill-
ing jobs and try to make our tax policy
nurture growth and prosperity.

Spending restraint is necessary now
because of our profligate habits and the
situation we find ourselves in. But it is
not the future, if we do the right thing.
This country can compete if we take on
good policies in an effective way.

I yield the floor.

————

MEASURES PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR

The following bills were read the sec-
ond time, and placed on the calendar:

S. 289. A bill to extend expiring provisions
of the USA PATRIOT Improvement and Re-
authorization Act of 2005, the Intelligence
Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act of
2004, and the FISA Amendments Act of 2008
until December 31, 2013, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 290. A Dbill to extend the sunset of cer-
tain provisions of the USA PATRIOT Act,
and for other purposes.

S. 291. A bill to repeal the sunset provi-
sions in the USA PATRIOT Improvement
and Reauthorization Act of 2005 and other re-
lated provisions and permanently reauthor-
ize the USA PATRIOT Act.

———

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself and
Mr. BEGICH):

S. 292. A bill to resolve the claims of the
Bering Straits Native Corporation and the
State of Alaska to land adjacent to Salmon
Lake in the State of Alaska and to provide
for the conveyance to the Bering Straits Na-
tive Corporation of certain other public land
in partial satisfaction of the land entitle-
ment of the Corporation under the Alaska
Native Claims Settlement Act; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources.

————

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 228
At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the
names of the Senator from South Caro-
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lina (Mr. DEMINT) and the Senator
from Idaho (Mr. RISCH) were added as
cosponsors of S. 228, a bill to preempt
regulation of, action relating to, or
consideration of greenhouse gases
under Federal and common law on en-
actment of a Federal policy to miti-
gate climate change.
AMENDMENT NO. 29

At the request of Mr. NELSON of Ne-
braska, the names of the Senator from
New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) and the
Senator from Montana (Mr. TESTER)
were added as cosponsors of amend-
ment No. 29 intended to be proposed to
S. 223, a bill to modernize the air traf-
fic control system, improve the safety,
reliability, and availability of trans-
portation by air in the United States,
provide modernization of the air traffic
control system, reauthorize the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration, and for
other purposes.

——

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself
and Mr. BEGICH):

S. 292. A bill to resolve the claims of
the Bering Straits Native Corporation
and the State of Alaska to land adja-
cent to Salmon Lake in the State of
Alaska and to provide for the convey-
ance to the Bering Straits Native Cor-
poration of certain other public land in
partial satisfaction of the land entitle-
ment of the Corporation under the
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act;
to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
rise to speak to a bill that I am re-
introducing, being cosponsored by my
colleague MARK BEGICH from Alaska, to
resolve a land conveyance dispute in
Northwest Alaska, the Salmon Lake
Land Selection Resolution Act.

Shortly after Alaska became a State
in 1959, Alaska selected lands near
Salmon Lake, a major fishery resource
in the Bering Straits Region of North-
west Alaska. In 1971, Congress passed
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement
Act to resolve aboriginal land claims
throughout the 49th State. In that act
Congress created 12 regional native
corporations in Alaska, providing the
corporations with $966 million and the
right to select 44 million acres of land
in return for giving up claims to their
traditional lands. The land and money
was to go to make the corporations
profitable to provide benefits to their
shareholders, the native inhabitants of
Alaska. The Bering Straits Native Cor-
poration, one of those 12 regional cor-
porations, promptly selected lands in
the Salmon Lake region overlapping
State selections promised the State at
the time that Alaska joined the Union
in 1959. The corporation selected the
area around the lake because the wa-
ters upstream and downstream from
the lake are a prime fishery spawning
area and contains fisheries resources of
significance to Alaska Natives, in addi-
tion to offering land suitable for a vari-
ety of recreational activities.
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