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I believe the Prime Minister’s Gaza dis-
engagement plan is a bold step. It is a
historic step.

The success of his plan, however, will
ultimately depend on the Palestinians’
ability to stop terrorist acts, to
strengthen democratic institutions, to
provide security and to deliver tangible
benefits to the Palestinian people. The
Palestinian people have great expecta-
tions. It will be up to their government
to deliver tangible benefits to open
their world to something that is con-
crete but more importantly, to hope
for the future.

We also met with former Cabinet
member Natan Sharansky; Knesset
speaker Reuven Rivlin, and foreign af-
fairs and defense committee chairman
Yuval Steinitz. All three of these indi-
viduals were opposed to the withdrawal
from the Gaza Strip. They are all
gravely concerned about the mili-
tarization of the Sinai and weapons
smuggling from the south up into
Gaza. It was important to hear their
views on these critical matters. I share
their concern.

The withdrawal plan is understand-
ably controversial and difficult for
many families living in the Gaza Strip.
I also believe withdrawal is a crucial
step toward securing a lasting peace in
that part of the world.

Our discussion confirmed my belief
that the withdrawal must be coordi-
nated with the Palestinian Authority
so that the Palestinian Authority can
prevent attacks against Israel and
make tangible progress toward the
roadmap.

Right now, there is an opening for
huge progress. Both sides have the op-
portunity to build the trust that will
be necessary for negotiations on what
we all know will be the most con-
troversial issues. Both sides have to
fulfill their obligations.

To begin, Palestinians must dis-
mantle the terrorist groups and stop
all terrorist attacks against Israel. For
the Israelis, it is critical to halt settle-
ment activity and expansion. Much
more will need to be done as we move
along the roadmap.

In our conversation with Prime Min-
ister Sharon, we also discussed our mu-
tual concern about Iran’s nuclear am-
bitions. We agree that a nuclear-armed
Iran poses a threat to Israel, the re-
gion, to Europe, and to the United
States. In my view, the United States
must support the work of our European
allies to end diplomatically Iran’s nu-
clear ambitions. Failing that, we must
take the issue directly to the United
Nations Security Council for action.

A final meeting was with Finance
Minister and former Prime Minister
Benjamin Netanyahu. He is working
hard to ease the tax burden in order to
stimulate his country’s economy. He
has made remarkable progress. His
plan is gaining success. The Israeli
economy right now is growing. The
economic output, in fact, is growing at
a robust annual rate of 4 percent. If he
is able to make further reforms, I be-
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lieve we can expect continued and pos-
sibly even better growth in the future.

As a physician, at most of these stops
I take a few hours off to go to a hos-
pital or a clinic where I have a little
picture or window of the realities of
what is going on in the country. I meet
with doctors, nurses, and patients and
ask them questions very directly. I
went to the Hadassah Hospital, where 1
had not been, in Jerusalem. It is a
large tertiary care hospital supported
by a number of individuals in the
United States. We toured the trauma
unit, unique anywhere in the world in
that it has seen more suicide attack
victims than any trauma unit. In fact,
they were telling me that there have
been 32 suicide attacks in the last 3
years. Each of these suicide attacks—
really, never thought about a decade
ago there at the hospital—involved on
average about 80 injured people; each
one, on average, killing about 10 indi-
viduals. From an observer’s standpoint,
it points to the reality of what has
gone on in that part of the world over
the last 4 years.

We also talked a lot about the poten-
tial for biological attack as well as
chemical attack and their preparedness
from the hospital facility standpoint.

All in all, my trip to Jerusalem con-
firmed my confidence in the strength
of our very special relationship with
Israel and the need for continued
American support for this vital friend
and ally. Israel stands for what Amer-
ica stands for. Ultimately, it is up to
the Israelis and the Palestinians to
meet face to face and make the dif-
ficult decisions that will lead to peace.

My meetings with Israel’s leaders re-
inforce my belief they are willing to
take the difficult steps. I will continue
to do what I can to support them in
their efforts.

In closing, tomorrow I will speak
very briefly on my trip to the West
Bank. I do believe peace can be
achieved. I look forward to sharing
with my colleagues some of the obser-
vations and the lessons I have learned
in my interactions with the people in
the Middle East.

I yield the floor.

——————

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, there
will be a period for the transaction of
morning business for up to 60 minutes,
with the first half of the time under
the control of the majority leader or
his designee, and the second half of the
time under the control of the Demo-
cratic leader or his designee.

The Senator from Utah is recognized.
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JUDICIAL NOMINATIONS

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, yesterday
marked the fourth anniversary of
President Bush’s first judicial nomina-
tions, a group of 11 highly qualified
men and women nominated to the U.S.
courts of appeals.

As I said in the East Room at the
White House on May 9, 2001: T hope the
Senate will at least treat these nomi-
nees fairly. Many of our Democratic
colleagues instead chose to follow their
minority leader’s order issued days
after President Bush took office, to use
“whatever means necessary” to defeat
judicial nominees the minority does
not like.

While the previous 3 Presidents saw
their first 11 appeals court nominees
confirmed in an average of just 81 days,
today, 1,461 days later, 3 of those origi-
nal nominees have not even received a
vote, let alone been confirmed. Three
have withdrawn.

In 2003, the minority opened a new
front in the confirmation conflict by
using filibusters to defeat majority-
supported judicial nominees. This
morning I will briefly address the top
10 most ridiculous judicial filibuster
defenses. Time permits only brief
treatment, but it was difficult to limit
the list to 10.

No. 10 is the claim that these filibus-
ters are part of Senate tradition. Call-
ing something a filibuster, even if you
repeat it over and over, does not make
it so. These filibusters block confirma-
tion of majority-supported judicial
nominations by defeating votes to in-
voke cloture or end debate. Either
these filibusters happened before or
they did not.

Let me take the evidence offered by
filibuster proponents at face value. Let
me refer to these two charts. These two
charts list some representative exam-
ples of what Democrats repeatedly
claim is filibuster precedence. The Sen-
ate confirmed each of these nomina-
tions. As ridiculous as it sounds, fili-
buster proponents claim, with a
straight face, by the way, that con-
firming these past nominations justi-
fies refusing to confirm nominations
today.

Some examples are more ridiculous
than others. Stephen Breyer is on the
Democrats’ 1list of filibusters, sug-
gesting that the Senate treated his
nomination the way Democrats are
treating President Bush’s nominations
today. The two situations could not be
more different. Even though President
Carter nominated now-Justice Breyer
but then attorney Breyer, law professor
Breyer, in November 1980, after losing
his bid for reelection—that is when he
nominated him—and after Democrats
lost control of the Senate, we voted to
end debate and overwhelmingly con-
firmed Stephen Breyer just 26 days
after his nomination. And I had a lot to
do with that. The suggestion that con-
firming the Breyer nomination for the
party losing its majority now justifies
filibustering nominations for the party
keeping its majority is, well, just plain
ridiculous.
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