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The Senate met at 9 a.m., on the ex-
piration of the recess, and was called to
order by the President pro tempore
(Mr. STEVENS).

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

God of lights, who into chaotic dark-
ness commanded brightness, shine into
our world with the fullness of Your
love. Illuminate our minds so we will
be Your ambassadors.

Empower our Senators to release rec-
onciliation forces that will bring har-
mony and concord.

Bless our world leaders, who agonize
for strategies that will bring sanity
during insane times. Help them to re-
member that there is no time when
You will fail us and no moment when
we do not need You.

Bless, also, our military people who
have left home and homeland to sac-
rifice for freedom. Keep their families
and loved ones secure in Your love.

We pray in Your sovereign Name.
Amen.

———

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.
——
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The PRESIDENT pro tempore led the

Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR
THE UNITED STATES GOVERN-
MENT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2007

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-

sume consideration of S. Con. Res. 83,
which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 83)
setting forth the congressional budget for
the United States Government for fiscal year
2007 and including the appropriate budgetary
levels for fiscal years 2007 and 2008 through
2011.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, the time from 9
a.m. to 10:30 a.m. shall be evenly di-
vided between the Senator from New
Hampshire, Mr. GREGG, and the Sen-
ator from North Dakota, Mr. CONRAD.

Pending:

Specter amendment No. 3048, to increase
the advance appropriations allowance in
order to fund health, education and training,
and low-income programs.

Reid (for Clinton/Reid) amendment No.
3115, to increase funding in fiscal year 2007
by $347 million to restore funding or provide
increased funding over fiscal year 2006 for
programs and policies that support the deliv-
ery of contraceptive services and medically
accurate information in order to reduce the
number of unintended pregnancies, including
Title X of the Public Health Service Act, and
to restore funding or provide increased fund-
ing over fiscal year 2006 for programs that
help women have healthy pregnancies and
healthy children, including the Child Care
Development Block Grant, Maternal and
Child Health Block Grant, Healthy Start,
and the Special Supplemental Nutrition Pro-
gram for Women, Infants, and Children paid
for by closing corporate tax loopholes.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The

majority leader is recognized.
SCHEDULE

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, this morn-
ing we are returning to the budget res-
olution for what we hope will be the
final day. Chairman GREGG and Sen-
ator CONRAD will be managing the time
until 10:30 a.m. At 10:30, we have an
order for a series of four stacked votes.
The first two are on the debt limit ex-
tension, and the last two votes are in
relation to the avian flu amendments

to the budget resolution. The two man-
agers will then control the remaining
time until 1:30 this afternoon when all
time expires.

At 1:30 today, we begin disposing of
the pending amendments and any addi-
tional amendments that are offered.
This is the beginning of the so-called
vote-arama. This is a difficult process.
These votes will likely continue for a
while today and possibly into the
evening. I urge my colleagues to re-
main in or around the Chamber.

I was talking to the Democratic man-
ager, and we both agreed, as does the
Republican manager, that our col-
leagues must and we encourage them
to show restraint during the day and
recognize not every amendment needs
to be offered. Yesterday, Senators
missed some votes because they did not
show up on time. The managers will be
very clear in terms of how much time
is allowed for each vote. We encourage
Members to stay close to the Chamber
so they do not miss the votes. The only
way to finish the budget is to have that
discipline and not to drag the votes on
for 15 minutes or more. I also encour-
age Members to rethink whether they
need to offer their amendments, as I
stated earlier.

Finally, I note that we have some
nominations to consider before we ad-
journ. On the list of nominations are
two district judges we will finish. If
votes are needed, then we will need to
schedule those votes with the budget
votes as well. However, I hope we can
work on a nominations list that will be
agreed to by unanimous consent.

I thank Senator GREGG and Senator
CONRAD for their efforts so far. I thank
everyone in advance for their patience
during this budget process.

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
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Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3133

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I am of-
fering an amendment on avian flu. I of-
fered this same amendment in the com-
mittee because after testimony by Sec-
retary Leavitt before the Committee
on the Budget, we are clearly still un-
prepared to meet any potential pan-
demic.

Here is what the U.N. said on March
9:

“Bird flu is likely to spread to birds in the
United States within six months and could
produce an epidemic among humans ‘at any
time,’ said a U.N. official. The prediction by
David Nabarro was the first by a top global
health official pinpointing when birds car-
rying the flu will arrive in the lower 48
States.”

He went on to say, and I hope my col-
leagues and their staffs are listening:

‘“There will be a pandemic sooner or
later,” Nabarro said. It could start any
time. We have a virus capable of replicating
inside humans. We have a virus that humans
are not resistant to. We have a virus about
which we don’t understand everything.”

The administration’s assessment of
what could happen if there were a pan-
demic is truly sobering. I will discuss
the Bush administration estimates of
possible consequences from avian flu
pandemic. In terms of illness, if it were
severe, 90 million people could be af-
fected in this country. The require-
ment for outpatient medical care: 45
million people.

Colleagues, we are totally unprepared
for something of this magnitude.

Hospitalization, if it were severe, 9.9
million people in this country would
require hospitalization. ICU care—that
is intensive care—almost 1.5 million
people would need intensive care. We
do not have the ventilators, we do not
have the facilities, and we do not have
the beds to accommodate that level of
illness. Mechanical ventilation, almost
750,000 people would require ventila-
tion. Again, we simply are not prepared
for that.

And most sobering of all are the
deaths. They anticipate in this country
alone almost 2 million people could die.

Right now, the death rate is running
far above that. We know, for everyone
who has been diagnosed with this ill-
ness, roughly half are dying. Because
these viruses tend to burn out, we
would not get that same effect if we
have a widespread outbreak, but none-
theless the potential is truly sobering.
Again, we are not prepared.

Local communities will require Fed-
eral assistance if a pandemic strikes.
This is from the director of public
health in Seattle in King County, WA,
as quoted in the USA Today on Feb-
ruary 21, of this year:

Our hospitals and our public health system
are funded for normal levels of operation . . .
but have always relied on the federal govern-
ment should we have need for more ventila-
tors, for example, in the event of an earth-
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quake or other mass-fatality event. ‘“What
the federal planners are not getting,” she
says, ‘‘is that if there is a pandemic, every
community will be asking for ventilators
from the national stockpile at the same
time.”

Clearly she has that right. We are
not prepared.

The Secretary said in his testimony
before the Committee on the Budget
that what is different about a pan-
demic is that it happens everywhere at
once. You do not have the option of
dealing with a few hotspots.

It is very clear we need more re-
sources. What we most need additional
resources for is to develop vaccines. We
also need antivirals and more resources
for public health. But clearly the top
priority has to be developing vaccines
that can safeguard people against this
illness.

Here is the summary of our situation
with respect to vaccines. We have lim-
ited vaccine production capacity, rely-
ing on only three companies. The bird
flu virus is mutating, making current
vaccines less effective. Current vaccine
production is egg based and could be
threatened by bird flu itself. That is a
very important point. The way they
make vaccine now, they use eggs, but
of course the eggs are in the bird popu-
lation. This is a bird flu. The popu-
lation we would currently count on to
produce vaccine may itself be threat-
ened.

Finally, we need alternative tech-
nologies, since companies have few in-
centives to build expensive cell-based
production facilities.

Mr. President and colleagues, it is
very clear we cannot rely on eggs. Cur-
rently, there is not the production of
the number of eggs to produce a max
vaccine in a rapid way. So we have to
move to a cell-based technology. But
companies have few incentives to build
these expensive cell-based production
facilities unless they are guaranteed
there is going to be a market.

The amendment I am offering would
increase funding by $5 billion to com-
bat an avian flu pandemic and increase
local preparedness. The amendment
would distribute that money as fol-
lows—this is based on testimony before
the committee and our own outreach
to the scientific community—an addi-
tional $1.5 billion to increase the stock-
pile of antivirals and necessary med-
ical supplies, including masks, gloves,
ventilators, antibiotics, and ongoing
medical treatment needs for chronic-
care patients.

With respect to antivirals, we know
by the end of this year we are slated to
have some 20 million courses of treat-
ment of Tamiflu. The administration’s
goal is 80 million. So we are well short
of having the necessary stockpiles of
the antiviral Tamiflu. Clearly, we need
more resources there. Clearly, we need
more resources for ventilators. We al-
ready heard public health officials say
that will be one place where there will
be an extreme shortage should we face
a pandemic.
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Next, the amendment provides $2.5
billion to accelerate vaccine research,
development, and manufacturing. And
finally, it provides $1 billion to in-
crease State and local preparedness.
The amendment also ensures that the
additional funding is fully offset, com-
pletely paid for.

I hope very much my colleagues will
support this amendment. I know there
is a resistance on the other side to in-
creasing the top-line spending number.
If there were ever a time to make an
investment in protecting America, this
is it. We could face the tragedy of our
time.

I am reading a book called ‘“‘The
Great Influenza.” It is about the 1918
flu epidemic in which they estimate 50
to 100 million people died in this world.
We have not had a pandemic since.
Pandemics typically occur every 50
years or so, so we are well overdue. We
did have a widespread, very severe flu
in 1968.

The Secretary says we are not pre-
pared, says we are not ready. Local
health officials say we are not ready.
International health officials say we
are not ready. I hope very much we get
ready and make this investment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senator OBAMA, Senator
CLINTON, Senator DURBIN, and Senator
SCHUMER be added as cosponsors of this
amendment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CONRAD. Finally, the Senator
from North Carolina, Mr. BURR, will
have an amendment that will be con-
sidered at the same time as mine. His
amendment is an empty vessel. Mr.
President, let me send my amendment
to the desk. I am sensing they do not
have a copy there.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
CONRAD], for himself, Mr. OBAMA, Mrs. CLIN-
TON, Mr. DURBIN, and Mr. SCHUMER, pProposes
an amendment numbered 3133.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To increase funding to combat

avian flu, increase local preparedness, and

create a Manhattan Project-like effort to

develop a vaccine to inoculate the U.S.

Population against a pandemic by $5 bil-

lion in FY 2007 paid for by requiring tax

withholding on government payments to
contractors like Halliburton)

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$5,100,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by
$200,000,000.

On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by
$200,000,000.

On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by
$200,000,000.

On page 4,
$5,100,000,000.

On page 4,
$100,000,000.

line 1, increase the amount by

line 2, increase the amount by
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On page 4,
$200,000,000.

On page 4,
$200,000,000.

On page 4,
$200,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$5,000,000,000.

On page 5,
$1,000,000,000.

On page 5,
$2,800,000,000.

On page 5,
$800,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$300,000,000.

On page 5, line 19, increase the amount by
$4,100,000,000.

On page b, line 21, decrease the amount by
$2,700,000,000.

On page 5, line 23, decrease the amount by
$600,000,000.

On page 5, line 25, decrease the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 6,
$200,000,000.

On page 6,
$4,100,000,000.

On page 6, line 10, decrease the amount by
$1,400,000,000.

On page 6, line 12, decrease the amount by
$800,000,000.

On page 6, line 14, decrease the amount by
$700,000,000.

On page 6, line 16, decrease the amount by
$900,000,000.

On page 6, line 22, decrease the amount by
$4,100,000,000.

On page 6, line 24, decrease the amount by
$1,400,000,000.

On page 7,
$ 800,000,000.

On page 7,
$ 700,000,000.

On page 7,
$ 900,000,000.

On page 19, line 24, increase the amount by
$5,000,000,000.

On page 19, line 25, increase the amount by
$1,000,000,000.

On page 20, line 4, increase the amount by
$2,800,000,000.

On page 20, line 8, increase the amount by
$800,000,000.

On page 20, line 12, increase the amount by
$300,000,000.

On page 53, line 1, increase the amount by
$5,000,000,000.

On page 53, line 2, increase the amount by
$1,000,000,000.

Mr. OBAMA. Mr. President, on Mon-
day, we heard Secretary Leavitt tell us
that the avian flu will arrive in the
United States by this fall. And if our
worst fears are realized and it becomes
a virus that can spread easily from
human to human, the avian flu could
be here within 30 days.

As Dr. Julie Greenberg, Director of
the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention, has said, ‘“This is the most
important threat we face right now.”
We are not talking about hundreds or
thousands of lives here—we are talking
millions. Millions.

The question, then, is not whether we
have taken steps to prepare ourselves
for the avian flu. Instead, the question
is whether we have taken every imag-
inable and necessary precaution—
whether we have done everything we
possibly could do—to combat poten-
tially the greatest global health threat
in a century.

I don’t believe that we have. But I
know that we must. The United States
cannot afford to have a Katrina-level of

line 3, increase the amount by
line 4, increase the amount by
line 6, increase the amount by
line 4, increase the amount by
line 6, increase the

amount by

line 8, increase the amount by

line 2, increase the amount by

line 8, decrease the amount by

line 2, decrease the amount by
line 4, decrease the amount by

line 6, decrease the amount by
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preparedness or a Katrina-like response
to an international outbreak of avian
flu. With so many warnings and so
much knowledge of the threat we face,
there is no excuse for failure this time
around.

The first thing we need to do is in-
crease our supply of Tamiflu and other
medications. Countries such as Japan,
France, England, and others have now
stockpiled enough Tamiflu to cover a

quarter of their populations. The
United States has enough to cover just
2 percent.

If the avian flu mutates and is able
to spread between humans, we will also
need a new vaccine to treat the new
virus. But as we saw during last year’s
flu season, our vaccine industry re-
mains fragile and even the supply and
distribution of something simple like a
flu shot poses a challenge. This has to
change.

Of course, as Secretary Leavitt has
pointed out, the time it takes to de-
velop a new vaccine means that we
could be without any treatment for up
to 6 months after the avian flu first
breaks out. And that means that if we
have an outbreak, it is imperative that
our public health infrastructure be pre-
pared to handle the crisis.

First, we need a clear chain of com-
mand. We can’t be wondering who is in
charge of dealing with an outbreak.

Second, we need an aggressive out-
reach campaign to warn and educate
the American public about what to do
in the event of an outbreak.

Third, it is still unclear how much
assistance the Federal Government is
willing to provide already cash-
strapped States to strengthen their
fragile health infrastructures. Al-
though States such as Illinois are rap-
idly increasing their efforts to prepare,
many States will need substantial as-
sistance to buy antivirals and other
supplies. And our hospitals and health
professionals still don’t have the capac-
ity to care for large numbers of sick
Americans.

The devastation wrought by Katrina
last year has shown us that we cannot
stop the forces of nature. But as the
wealthiest country on Earth, we can
prepare, and we can respond in a way
that saves as many lives as possible.

We must do that now with the avian
flu. The Conrad avian flu amendment
will provide the necessary funds for
Federal agencies, working with the
States, to prepare for potential pan-
demic. I am pleased to be a cosponsor
of the amendment, and I encourage my
colleagues to vote in favor of it.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, Senator
BURR will be offering an amendment at
the same time as mine. What he is of-
fering is a reserve fund that is deficit
neutral but has no money attached to
it. But later in the process, if funding
were provided, that reserve fund would
provide a receptacle. That is an empty
vessel. There is nothing there.

It has value. I will support Senator
BURR’s amendment. It has value be-
cause at least there is a receptacle, at
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least there is a vessel, at least there is
a way of taking funds that might be
provided for later. But I want col-
leagues to know there is no new fund-
ing provided for in the Burr amend-
ment.

The only amendment being offered
here that is going to have additional
resources to meet a possible pandemic
is this one. So I hope colleagues think
very carefully before they cast this
vote.

With that, Mr. President, I note that
Senator LIEBERMAN is in the Chamber.
He is next up to offer an amendment on
homeland security. Senator
LIEBERMAN, of course, is the ranking
member of the authorizing committee.
He is, I think all would acknowledge on
this floor, a leading voice on the ques-
tion of homeland security.

Mr. President, I ask the Senator, how
much time would he require?

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, in a
tradition that is associated with my
family, I would ask the Senator from
North Dakota, how much time does he
have to offer?

Mr. CONRAD. Well, could the Sen-
ator do it in 10 minutes?

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Yes, indeed.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I am
happy to yield 10 minutes off the reso-
lution to the Senator from Con-
necticut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SUNUNU). The Senator from Con-
necticut is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair.

AMENDMENT NO. 3034

Mr. President, I call up amendment
No. 3034, which is at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
LIEBERMAN], for himself and Ms. MIKULSKI,
proposes an amendment numbered 3034.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To protect the American people

from terrorist attacks by providing $8 bil-

lion in additional funds for homeland secu-
rity government-wide, by restoring cuts to
vital first responder programs in the De-
partment of Homeland Security and Jus-
tice, by providing an additional $1.2 billion
for first responders, $1.7 billion for the

Coast Guard and port security, $150 million

for chemical security, $1 billion for rail

and transit security, $456 million for

FEMA, $1 billion for health preparedness

programs and $752 million for aviation se-

curity)

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$2,151,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$2,700,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by
$1,729,000,000.

On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by
$1,039,000,000.

On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by
$203,000,000.

On page 4,
$2,151,000,000.

line 1, increase the amount by



S2228

On page 4,
$2,700,000,000.
On page 4,
$1,729,000,000.
On page 4,
$1,039,000,000.
On page 4,
$203,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$7,9177,000,000.

On page 5, line 4, increase the amount by
$2,151,000,000.

On page 5, line 6, increase the
$2,700,000,000.

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by
$1,729,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$1,039,000,000.

On page b, line 12, increase the amount by
$203,000,000.

On page 16, line 21, increase the amount by
$1,889,000,000.

On page 16, line 22, increase the amount by
$892,000,000.

On page 17, line 1, increase the amount by
$412,000,000.

On page 17, line 5, increase the amount by
$252,000,000.

On page 17, line 9, increase the amount by
$135,000,000.

On page 17, line 13, increase the amount by
$72,000,000.

On page 17, line 22, increase the amount by
$3,747,000,000.

On page 17, line 23, increase the amount by
$793,000,000.

On page 18, line 3, increase the amount by
$1,350,000,000.

On page 18, line 7, increase the amount by
$959,000,000.

On page 18, line 11, increase the amount by
$646,000,000.

On page 19, line 24, increase the amount by
$1,000,000,000.

On page 19, line 25, increase the amount by
$125,000,000.

On page 20, line 4, increase the amount by
$540,000,000.

On page 20, line 8, increase the amount by
$185,000,000.

On page 20, line 12, increase the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 20, line 16, increase the amount by
$20,000,000.

On page 24, line 24, increase the amount by
$1,341,000,000.

On page 24, line 25, increase the amount by
$341,000,000.

On page 25, line 4, increase the amount by
$398,000,000.

On page 25, line 8, increase the amount by
$333,000,000.

On page 25, line 12, increase the amount by
$158,000,000.

On page 25, line 16, increase the amount by
$111,000,000.

On page 53, line 1, increase the amount by
$7,977,000,000.

On page 53, line 2, increase the amount by
$2,151,000,000.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
thank the Chair.

I thank my friend from North Da-
kota. I thank him for his leadership on
these matters of budget and really for
his steadfastness.

Mr. President, I rise today to offer
this amendment to the fiscal year 2007
budget resolution to strengthen our
homeland security efforts in the face of
the administration’s budget, which in
this regard—considering the fact we
are in the post-9/11 world, in a long war
against Islamist terrorism—I consider
the administration’s budget to be
shortsighted and short funded, to be
ill-considered and inadequate.

line 2, increase the amount by
line 3, increase the amount by
line 4, increase the amount by

line 6, increase the amount by

amount by
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In my capacity as the ranking Demo-
crat on the Homeland Security Com-
mittee, I have worked very -closely
with our chair, Senator COLLINS of
Maine. This year, for the third year, I
have worked with my staff, with ex-
perts from outside of the Government,
to construct what I believed would be a
wartime budget for homeland security.
A budget that would do what really
needs to be done to secure the Amer-
ican people against an enemy that has
shown it will strike us not on the bat-
tlefields of conventional war but in our
neighborhoods, where we live and
where we work here in the United
States of America.

The total I would add to the Presi-
dent’s budget for homeland security is
$8 billion. That, of course, is a signifi-
cant sum, but in the overall context of
the Federal budget submitted, it is less
than one-third of 1 percent of the Fed-
eral budget—and it would be used to se-
cure our homeland against an enemy of
unprecedented inhumanity and against
the forces of nature, which struck us
badly in Hurricane Katrina, and, unfor-
tunately, will again.

I propose to pay for this additional
funding by tightening a number of tax
loopholes. Therefore, the amendment
would not add to the deficit.

Of the $8 billion in additional spend-
ing I am proposing, $6.2 billion would
go directly to the Department of
Homeland Security. The remainder is
divided between the Department of
Justice for law enforcement grants and
the Department of Health and Human
Services for public health preparedness
in the face of a potential biological at-
tack or a pandemic.

The money would restore what I con-
sider to be unjustified cuts for first re-
sponders who, in the war against ter-
rorism, are also our first preventers—
hundreds of thousands of eyes and ears,
of equipment, to detect and stop ter-
rorists.

It would restore cuts for emergency
managers and public health officials
and make needed new investments in
first responder programs. It would
strengthen rail, transit, port, aviation,
and chemical plant security, as well as
Coast Guard readiness and bioter-
rorism preparedness.

Let me just look at a few of the de-
tails.

We know our first responders do not
have the training, equipment, and fre-
quently even the manpower they need
to do their jobs properly whenever dan-
ger strikes.

Here, shown on this chart, is first re-
sponder funding. It is unbelievable
when you see it charted in this way, in
the midst of the long war against ter-
rorism, in which our homeland has
been struck. And we must assume the
enemy will try to strike us again.

First responder funding in fiscal year
2004 was $3.95 billion. On this chart,
you see a steady line going down, to
the proposal here: $1.97 billion for the
firefighters, the police officers, the
emergency responders we depend on to
protect us.
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The President’s budget in this regard
would cut preparedness funding by 16
percent overall. It would cut $802 mil-
lion from the first responder pro-
grams—a 23-percent cut from last year
and a b0-percent reduction, as shown on
the graph, from fiscal year 2004.

The administration’s budget would
entirely eliminate the Law Enforce-
ment Terrorism Prevention Program
and the Justice Assistance Grant Pro-
gram—+totally eliminate them—in a
time of war against terrorism, and
slash by 78 percent the highly success-
ful, much depended upon COPS Pro-
gram, Community Oriented Policing
Services Program, which has put police
officers on the beat throughout Amer-
ica and by and large reduced the inci-
dence of crime.

For the second year in a row, the ad-
ministration is also proposing to elimi-
nate all funding for the Metropolitan
Medical Response System, which sup-
ports planning and preparedness for po-
tential mass casualties in a catas-
trophe. The administration is also pro-
posing to eliminate funding for the
SAFER Program, which helps recruit,
hire, and train local firefighters. The
budget given to us cuts grants that
State and local emergency planners
rely on to help them prepare for catas-
trophe. The fact is, without more sup-
port, our local communities will re-
main unprepared. That is dangerous in
this age.

My amendment would begin to re-
build that support. It would restore $1.6
billion in proposed cuts to first re-
sponder programs and add an addi-
tional $1.2 billion to help improve
State and local capabilities, especially
in the area of interoperable commu-
nications. That would bring the total
funding for first responders to $4.1 bil-
lion. Can we afford it? Honestly, we
cannot afford not to afford it.

We would also restore funding for the
programs I have talked about that will
be cut in the Justice Department.

What about port security, because
this is a comprehensive homeland secu-
rity budget proposal? Moving on to
port security, perhaps the silver lining
of the Dubai Ports World disagreement
is greater public recognition of the ur-
gent need for port security. Ninety-five
percent of all of the goods coming into
America flow through our ports. A ter-
rorism attack at a port would cause
economic havoc, let alone human loss.
And experts, of course, worry that
weapons of mass destruction could be
smuggled into this country in a ship-
ping container.

We, therefore, must invest strategi-
cally in our defense, which is why this
amendment would add an additional
$1.7 billion for port security and for the
Coast Guard, which performed so admi-
rably in response to Hurricane Katrina
but still does not have the capitalized,
updated equipment it needs to do the
job—enormous job—we are asking it to
do.

On chemical security, we know too
many facilities remain vulnerable and
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that an attack on one near a high-pop-
ulation center could have the same ef-
fect as a weapon of mass destruction.
The administration’s proposal is only
$10 million. It is inadequate when com-
pared with the $102 million the Coast
Guard spent in 2005 and the $131 million
it will spend in 2006 to protect chemical
facilities at ports.

We face, as Senator CONRAD has said,
the threat and danger of bioterrorism
and bioterrorist attacks and
pandemics, and yet inadequate funding
is provided. Thus, my amendment
would increase the money given to the
Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention, funding for State and local
bioterrorism programs by $500 million
and add another $500 million to the
Health Resources and Services Admin-
istration bioterrorism program.

We have to absorb the painful dual
lessons of September 11, 2001, and of
August 29, 2005, the day Katrina struck.
Our enemies are ruthless and choose to
fight us at points of vulnerability.
That is why we have to close those
vulnerabilities. Nature will strike in
unpredictable ways year after year.
Yet so much of our national homeland
security structure continues to have
gaps. There is no cheap way to provide
for the common defense, our constitu-
tional responsibility. We have the best
military in the world, and we have it
because we have invested in it. We have
the best personnel to carry out the pro-
tection of our homeland. We will never
have the homeland defense we need un-
less we are prepared to spend for it.
There is no more urgent need the
American people have.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the extraordinary commitment of
the Senator from Connecticut to na-
tional defense, to a responsible policy
in fighting terrorism. He is clearly one
of the leaders in the Senate and the
Nation on the issue of how we should
protect ourselves as a nation. I respect
him immensely. I admire him. It is
good to have his voice on the issues of
foreign policy and international ter-
rorism and how we fight it.

On this issue, however, I respectfully
disagree relative to the need for these
additional dollars at this time. In this
budget, we have robustly funded the
fight on terrorism. The defense budget
will be increased in the core budget by
$30 billion. A lot of that goes toward
fighting terrorism. We have set aside
$90 billion of additional money, the
purpose of which is to fight the war on
terrorism. That is $40 billion more than
the administration asked for. In addi-
tion, within those funds we have dedi-
cated an additional $4 billion specifi-
cally to the issue of port security and
border security. Quite honestly, as
chairman of the committee that has ju-
risdiction over port security and border

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

security, that is probably more money
than those agencies can handle in 1
year. We will have to be careful to be
sure that that money is spent effec-
tively and not pushed out the door in
purchasing blue lights and whistles. We
want to make sure it purchases real as-
sets and adds real manpower that will
assist us in the war on terrorism. We
have made a huge commitment in this
budget to the issue of fighting ter-
rorism.

The Senator from Connecticut cor-
rectly points out that first responder
funds are down in this budget. That is
a decision that has been made because
of the fact there was so much first re-
sponder money that came so quickly, it
simply hasn’t been spent effectively
yvet. There was $13 billion that we have
put into first responders across the
country. That is a huge number, so
large, in fact, that $5.5 billion of it,
which has already been appropriated,
which is sitting there, has not been
spent, going back to 2004. There is lit-
erally $5.5 billion sitting in the pipe-
line that first responder groups have
not spent, in part because State plan-
ning has not caught up to adequately
meet the need for using the available
funding. As soon as they are, those dol-
lars will go out. As soon as that pipe-
line of $5.5 billion starts to get drawn
down—remember, we are adding an-
other several billion dollars on top of it
in this bill—we are going to refill that
pipeline to make sure that first re-
sponder funding is adequate.

It is not an issue of lack of dollars. It
is an issue of lack of programmatic and
systematic infrastructure, to a large
degree—and planning, to a large de-
gree. You could put another $40 billion
or $8 billion or whatever billion on top
of this, and you would still get little
improvement in the amount of money
flowing out to first responders because
the necessity of having the money flow
in a way that actually produces pro-
grammatic results has not been re-
solved yet.

It should not be our purpose as the
Federal Government to be hiring peo-
ple for local police forces and local
first responder teams. What this money
is supposed to be used for primarily is
to give them the support so they have
the necessary interoperability equip-
ment, the necessary tactical equip-
ment, and the necessary training to be
effective as first responders. We should
not be taking Federal first responder
dollars and replacing local dollars that
are already being used for the purposes
of putting people on the street. States
are making progress. As they come at
us, we will put more money out there.

In addition, in the appropriating
process we have taken the view, which
is a little different than the author-
izing committee, that risk should be
where the money goes first. If a com-
munity has a high likelihood of risk
from a terrorist attack, that commu-
nity should be the place where we put
the dollars. This has actually worked
to the disadvantage of the State of New
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Hampshire. But my view is strong that
these dollars, which are being used to
basically upgrade the capacity of first
responders to handle a terrorist attack,
should go first to those places most
likely to be on the front lines. We
know where those places are. They
know who they are. That is why we
have basically funded it in that man-
ner.

That is where we stand today. Very
simply stated, there is an extremely
robust commitment to fighting the war
on terrorism in this bill: a $30 billion
increase in defense spending; $90 billion
in a separate budgeting process for
fighting the war on terror, $40 billion
more than the President asked for; $4
billion of new funds directed right at
border security and port security; $2.3
billion directed right at avian flu and
the purchasing of necessary supplies
and antitoxins and hopefully vaccines,
to address that issue. In the pipeline
already from prior appropriations,
there is $5.5 billion of funds out of the
$13 billion that has been appropriated
which is available for first responders
from prior appropriations onto which
we will put another chunk of money
here.

The issue is not dollars in almost all
these accounts. It is not dollars in
terms of this budget. In terms of the
President’s budget, there may be a dif-
ference of opinion, but in terms of this
budget the issue is not dollars. The
issue is getting those dollars out effec-
tively.

I oppose this amendment. I would
have opposed it, anyway, because it ba-
sically raises taxes and spends money
and breaks the caps. I think that is bad
fiscal policy. I also oppose it on sub-
stance.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Rhode Is-
land for his amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 3074

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 3074.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. REED],
for himself, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. KERRY, Mrs.
CLINTON, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. DORGAN, Mr.
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr.
DAYTON, Mr. KOHL, Mr. BAYH, Mr. MENENDEZ,
Mr. HARKIN, Mr. LEAHY, and Mr. JOHNSON,
proposes an amendment numbered 3074.

Mr. REED. I ask unanimous consent
that reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To increase funding for the Low-

Income Home Energy Assistance Program
by $3,318,000,000 for fiscal year 2007, increas-
ing the funds available to carry out that
program to the fully authorized level of
$5,100,000,000, to be paid for by closing cor-
porate tax loopholes)

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$2,489,000,000.
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On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$763,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by
$66,000,000.

On page 4,
$2,489,000,000.

On page 4,
$763,000,000.

On page 4,
$66,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$3,318,000,000.

On page 5, line 4, increase the amount by
$2,489,000,000.

On page 5, line 6, increase the
$763,000,000.

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by
$66,000,000.

On page 21, line 24, increase the amount by
$3,318,000,000.

On page 21, line 25, increase the amount by
$2,489,000,000.

On page 22, line 4, increase the amount by
$763,000,000.

On page 22, line 8, increase the amount by
$66,000,000.

On page 53, line 1, increase the amount by
$3,318,000,000.

On page 53, line 2, increase the amount by
$2,489,000,000.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, my amend-
ment is straightforward. It would in-
crease funding for the LIHEAP pro-
gram, the Low-Income Home Energy
Assistance Program, by $3.318 billion.
It is paid for fully by the closing of cor-
porate tax loopholes and is cosponsored
by Senators KENNEDY, KERRY, CLINTON,
LIEBERMAN, ROCKEFELLER, DORGAN,
LEVIN, DAYTON, SCHUMER, KOHL, BAYH,
JOHNSON, LEAHY, MENENDEZ, and HAR-
KIN.

The President’s budget request and
the level of funding assumed in this
budget resolution for LIHEAP is $1.782
billion. That represents a $379 million
cut from the fiscal year 2006 enacted
level. Last week we were struggling to
pass an additional $1 billion. The ques-
tion before us is, are we going to accept
this inadequate funding knowing full
well it is inadequate today. I hope we
don’t do that. My amendment, the in-
crease of $3.318 billion, would reach the
authorized level of $5.1 billion set by
the Energy Policy Act of 2005. On five
separate occasions during the course of
the debate over LIHEAP in the last 6
months, the majority of the Senate has
voted for this full funding level. I call
upon all of those Members to join me
today to ensure we have full funding.
We understand this year we are short
of money. The President’s budget
starts us off with even less.

This year we benefited from unusu-
ally warm temperatures. I don’t think
anyone would bet that next winter’s
heating season will be as mild and as
forgiving as this season’s. With higher
energy prices—and we know they are
going up—with probably lower tem-
peratures, we are going to be in a very
serious position unless we adopt this
amendment.

In the course of the debate about
LIHEAP, many of our colleagues from
warmer States pointed out that they
are not getting as much as they should.
If we get to the $5.1 billion level, this
will truly be a mnational program.

line 1, increase the amount by
line 2, increase the amount by

line 3, increase the amount by

amount by
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Warmer weather States will have the
money in the hot season where they
need air conditioning to help low-in-
come people. I hope we can do so. For
example, Alabama will receive $15 mil-
lion from the block grant formula
under the President’s budget. It would
receive $87.2 million under my amend-
ment, a 479-percent increase, and so on
throughout the country.

I hope we can pass this amendment. I
hope we can have the foresight to rec-
ognize that we can’t start off in the
hole. We cannot expect warm tempera-
tures this next heating season. We have
to do more for the most vulnerable.

I yield whatever remaining time I
have back to the Senator from North
Dakota.

AMENDMENT NO. 3136

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator
from Rhode Island for his amendment.
I thank him also for his courtesy and
graciousness.

The situation we have is, I have very
few minutes left this morning. We
don’t have another Senator. I have
asked other Senators to come to the
floor. While we are waiting, I will do
my final amendment. I send an amend-
ment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
CONRAD] proposes an amendment numbered
3136.

Mr. CONRAD. I ask unanimous con-
sent that reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide a reserve fund for bold
energy legislation that is deficit neutral)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR

ENERGY LEGISLATION.

The Chairman of the Senate Committee on
the Budget may revise the allocations, ag-
gregates, and other appropriate levels and
limits in this resolution for a bill or joint
resolution, or an amendment thereto or con-
ference report thereon, that would reduce
our nation’s dependence on foreign sources of
energy, expand production and use of alter-
native fuels and alternative fuel vehicles,
promote renewable energy development, im-
prove electricity transmission, encourage re-
sponsible development of domestic oil and
natural gas resources, and reward conserva-
tion and efficiency, by the amounts provided
in such legislation for that purpose, provided
that such legislation would not increase the
deficit over the total of the period of fiscal
years 2007 through 2011.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, in many
ways this may be one of the most im-
portant amendments we offer on our
side. I say that because if I look across
the horizon at the challenges facing
America, energy dependence would be
right at the top of the list.

In his State of the Union Message,
the President said:

[W]e have a serious problem: America is
addicted to oil, which is often imported from
unstable parts of the world.
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I think the President has that ex-
actly right.

We can see in this chart that imports
now account for 60 percent of total U.S.
consumption; that is, of the oil that we
are consuming, 60 percent of it is im-
ported. That creates a vulnerability for
America. This dependence on imported
energy is dramatically adding to our
record trade deficit; $266 billion of the
trade deficit over the last year is due
to imported petroleum products. We
ran a trade deficit during that period of
about $700 billion. More than a third of
it is due to our reliance on foreign en-
ergy.

That represents over a third of the
total trade deficit. The President made
very strong statements in the State of
the Union about the need to reduce our
dependence, reduce our vulnerability.
But if you look at his budget, you see
something quite different: the clean
coal power initiative, cut 90 percent;
weatherization assistance grants to im-
prove conservation of energy in homes
reduced almost a third; electricity de-
livery and reliability, cut 23 percent;
fossil energy R&D, cut 21 percent.

Mr. President, several weeks ago,
President Bush had a small group of
Senators to the White House to talk
about energy. I told him I was going to
be introducing legislation that would
provide substantial incentives to do
what Brazil did. It is very instructive
to look back over the last 30 years.
Thirty years ago, Brazil was 80 percent
dependent on foreign energy. They re-
duced that to less than 10 percent
today. If we look at our story, it is just
the flip. Back in the 1970s, we were 35
percent dependent upon foreign energy;
today it is 60 percent.

I think the question presents itself:
What did Brazil do? Brazil very aggres-
sively promoted biodiesel, ethanol, and
flexible fuel vehicles. In fact, the vast
majority of their vehicle fleet in Brazil
are now flex fuel vehicles. They have
very aggressively promoted ethanol
and biodiesel. We should do the same.
Those are the key components of the
energy plan I will be presenting to our
colleagues—aggressive promotion of
biodiesel and ethanol, alternative fuel
vehicles, wind energy, and coal-to-liqg-
uid fuel technology and energy effi-
ciency in conservation.

Mr. President, my energy reserve
fund creates a deficit-neutral reserve
fund for bold and balanced energy leg-
islation that reduces our Nation’s de-
pendence upon foreign sources of en-
ergy, expands the production and use of
alternative fuels and alternative fuel
vehicles, promotes renewable energy
development, encourages responsible
development of oil and natural gas re-
sources right here in America, and re-
wards conservation and efficiency.

Mr. President, this is a deficit-neu-
tral reserve fund. Only if we find a way
to pay for this initiative will it be able
to go forward. My own view is that this
is such a high priority for our country
and raised, I think, to national atten-
tion by the President in his State of
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the Union, but we don’t have a budget
to match bold words. We need bold ini-
tiatives to match bold words, to really
do something to reduce our depend-
ence. It makes us vulnerable. It is
weakening our economy.

I said to the President: What a dif-
ference it could make. Would it not be
wonderful if the President could wake
up and instead of turning to the Middle
East for oil, he could look to the Mid-
west of our own country where we
could help grow our way out of this cri-
sis by growing the feedstock that could
produce biodiesel and ethanol, soy-
beans, corn, and canola? We are about
to build in North Dakota the biggest
biodiesel plant in North America. That
is going to help us wean ourselves from
this ongoing dependence upon foreign
energy. I hope very much my col-
leagues will support this amendment.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Who yields time?

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 4
minutes to the Senator from New Jer-
sey.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized for
4 minutes.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
will soon offer an amendment to re-
move the airline passenger tax increase
from this budget. It is fundamentally
unfair for the President to raise taxes
on everyday families as he doles out
massive tax cuts to the wealthy.

Hidden among the thousands of pages
in this legislation is a proposal to dou-
ble the minimum amount that airline
passengers pay as a security tax. Presi-
dent Bush wants to increase this tax
from $2.50 per flight to $5 per flight.
That is a 100-percent tax increase.

The impact on a family of four trav-
eling roundtrip on nonstop flights is il-
lustrated by the chart that we have
here. An increase in security tax for a
family of four traveling roundtrip on
nonstop flights, typically, if it is $20
now, is going to be $40 obviously. That
is quite a burden.

The traveling public is already too
heavily taxed. Air travelers pay an
enormous amount of Federal taxes on
every airline ticket—nearly 20 percent
of the base fare price now. For exam-
ple, the tax on the average domestic
roundtrip flight of $230 is $45. That is a
tax rate of almost 20 percent.

Air travelers are taxed every time
they turn around. They pay the Fed-
eral excise tax—on top of the Federal
segment tax, on top of the passenger
facility charge, on top of the security
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tax. Now the President wants to double
the security tax.

To make matters worse, this tax in-
crease will hit families the hardest.
Sixty-three percent of the domestic air
trips in this country in 2004 were taken
for personal purposes, including vaca-
tions and visits to families and loved
ones.

I am one of the strongest advocates
for transportation security resources
for our country, but we have to provide
these necessary resources by spreading
the tax burdens across this country
fairly and not targeting everyday
Americans while special interests raid
the Federal Treasury.

I also want to point out to my col-
leagues that this amendment is offset
by closing abusive tax shelters. So
when we look at this, if the airlines
don’t pass along this tax increase to
the average family, they themselves
will have to experience further losses.
There was $10 billion in losses in 2005
by the aviation industry. That is on
top of $32 billion from 2001 to 2004.
There were 150,000 jobs lost since 9/11.
They just cannot handle it.

So I urge my colleagues to support
the amendment and say no to the Bush
airline passenger tax increases, keep-
ing in mind that those tax increases
are put upon the average family to give
the wealthiest among us huge tax
breaks. It is unfair and it ought not to
be permitted. I urge you in this in-
stance to vote no on further tax in-
creases for the average American fam-
ily.

With that, I yield the floor.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from New Jersey for ac-
commodating the schedule of his col-
leagues by coming this morning and of-
fering his amendment. Next in the
queue is Senator BURR with an amend-
ment on avian flu.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Senator will suspend, the Chair advises
that the Senator from New Jersey did
not send up an amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 3137

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Yes. We ne-
glected to do the most important part
of it. I was overcome by the speech, Mr.
President.

I send the amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. LAU-
TENBERG] proposes an amendment numbered
3137.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that further
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To eliminate the President’s pro-

posed tax increase on American airline
passengers in fiscal year 2007 and to pro-
vide adequate funding for commercial avia-
tion security and to offset these costs by
closing corporate tax loopholes)

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$1,230,000,000.
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On page 4, line 1, increase the amount by
$1,230,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$1,230,000,000.

On page 5, line 4, increase the amount by
$1,230,000;000.

On page 16, line 21, increase the amount by
$1,230,000,000.

On page 16, line 22, increase the amount by
$1,230,000,000.

On page 53 , line 1, increase the amount by
$1,230,000,000.

On page 53 , line 2, increase the amount by
$1,230,000,000.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to set the pending
amendment aside.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3114

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I send an
amendment No. 3114 to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
BURR] proposes an amendment numbered
3114.

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To provide for the establishment of
a reserve fund concerning pandemic influ-
enza preparedness planning)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . RESERVE FUND FOR PANDEMIC INFLU-
ENZA PREPAREDNESS PLANNING.

If the Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions of the Senate reports a
bill or joint resolution, or if an amendment
is offered thereto, or if a conference report is
submitted thereon, that—

(1) rebuilds the vaccine industry in the
United States which has shrunk from over 25
to less than 5 companies;

(2) improves the United States capacity to
produce life-saving pandemic influenza vac-
cines and antivirals;

(3) ensures adequate funding for advanced
development and acquisition of needed med-
ical countermeasures for biodefense and pan-
demic influenza protection;

(4) enhances the Strategic National Stock-
pile of pandemic influenza vaccines,
antivirals, and other medical products;

(5) strengthens the Federal, State, and
local public health infrastructure to effec-
tively respond to a pandemic influenza out-
break;

(6) increases the domestic and inter-
national surveillance and outbreak contain-
ment capabilities; and

(7) improves public awareness and edu-
cation of pandemic influenza preparedness
planning;
assuming that the Committee is within its
allocation as provided under section 302 (a)
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, the
chairman of the Committee on the Budget
may make the appropriate adjustments in
allocations and aggregates to the extent that
such legislation would not increase the def-
icit for fiscal years 2007 and for the period of
fiscal years 2007 through 2011.

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I rise on
the Senate floor today to not only offer
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this amendment and talk about it, but
to speak on an amendment of another
Member of the Senate, an amendment
that also focuses on the avian flu.

Our country faces threats, some of
which we know and some of which we
don’t know today. One real threat is
the threat of pandemic bird flu. The
President of the United States was
ahead of the curve on this with a pro-
posal to the Congress of over $7 billion
for advanced development of vaccines,
for the preparation the country needs
to go through, and for the stockpiles of
antivirals and countermeasures.

The fact is that Congress has re-
sponded to his request. This year the
budget resolution highlights the fact
that the President’s request of $2.3 bil-
lion of taxpayers’ money is in this
budget resolution.

My colleague from North Dakota, for
whom I have a tremendous amount of
respect and who has helped, along with
Senator GREGG, to move this budget
resolution through this body, has
asked we increase that amount by $5
billion. If for 1 minute I thought $5 bil-
lion would make America safer, I
would be on the floor as a cosponsor of
that amendment. But the reality is, we
are at a point where we are absorbing
all the money we can, given where we
are in this process.

I just left a hearing with the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services.
My direct question to him was: The
President’s budget asked for $2.3 bil-
lion. Is that sufficient for 2007?

He looked at me and said: Senator,
where we are in the development of
vaccines, where we are in our need for
stockpiles, that amount fulfills every-
thing we can do in preparation.

So I urge my colleagues not to sup-
port the amendment for an additional
$5 billion of taxpayers’ money to poten-
tially go into a black hole. I remind my
colleagues that the way this is funded
is to raise taxes on the American peo-
ple. We have used tax loopholes for cor-
porations to fund many items sug-
gested in amendments on this floor.
The fact is, once again, the American
people realize this is a covert way of
raising taxes on them.

My amendment does something very
simple. It creates a reserve fund. It has
been described as hollow because it has
no money. I believe the American peo-
ple demand that we bring fiscal respon-
sibility to this institution, to the Con-
gress of the United States. I don’t want
to tie the hands of individuals within
the agencies if they see a need for
something, but the creation of this re-
serve fund allows them to do it in a
budget-neutral way.

I believe this will be overwhelmingly
supported because, in fact, it doesn’t
spend any new money, but it provides
the flexibility and authority to those
who are charged with addressing this
threat.

The amendment establishes a reserve
fund, and that can help to rebuild our
domestic vaccine industry, support ad-
vanced development and acquisition of
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needed drugs and vaccines, strengthen
the public health infrastructure, and
increase surveillance and outbreak
containment.

We are at a point in this Congress
where we have the opportunity to reau-
thorize the Public Health Security and
Bioterrorism Preparedness and Re-
sponse Act, and we are considering leg-
islation on advanced development of
vaccines and countermeasures against
chemical, biological, or radiological
and natural threats. There are many
issues that we have to decide exactly
how we are going to handle. But to
throw money at them is, in fact, not
the answer today.

Those who are charged with the re-
sponsibility of making sure this coun-
try is prepared, in fact, have sufficient
funding today. I urge my colleagues to
vote against the Conrad amendment, to
vote for the Burr amendment, and to
make sure this administration is able
to carry out what has been a well-
planned preparation for a known threat
to this country and, I might add, to the
world.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
that 10 minutes of the chairman’s time
be yielded to me.

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

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the chairman
very much. We have been trying to dis-
tribute time so we can most efficiently
use time on the floor. I yield 3% min-
utes to the Senator from Colorado.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3081

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague from North Da-
kota. I call up amendment No. 3081 and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendment is
set aside. The clerk will report the
amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. SALAZAR],
for himself, Mr. BINGAMAN, and Mr. LEAHY,
proposes an amendment numbered 3081.

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To fully fund the Payment in Lieu

of Taxes (PILT) program. Adds $152 million

to Function 800 (General Government) for

PILT. Paid for by closing $152 million in

corporate tax loopholes)

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$152,000,000.

On page 4, line 1, increase the amount by
$152,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$152,000,000.

On page 5, line 4, increase the amount by
$152,000,000.

On page 25, line 24, increase the amount by
$152,000,000.

On page 25, line 25, increase the amount by
$152,000,000.
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On page 53, line 1, increase the amount by
$152,000,000.

On page 53, line 2, increase the amount by
$152,000,000.

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, this
amendment aims to fully fund the Pay-
ment in Lieu of Taxes Program for our
country. It is an issue of vital impor-
tance to rural America. I am pleased to
be joined in this effort today by Sen-
ator BINGAMAN and Senator LEAHY who
are cosponsors of this amendment.

As I have said often on this floor be-
fore, rural America continues to wither
on the vine. I will continue to come to
this floor and sound the alarm of the
plight of rural America because I am
absolutely certain it doesn’t have to be
this way.

The heartland of this country is a
vast reservoir of American potential
and strength, and the values, common
sense, perseverance, and work ethic
embodied in the 50 million people who
live in rural America are national
treasures in and of themselves.

These people are also the stewards of
our many public lands, and they de-
serve support in that effort. That is
where PILT comes in. Created in 1976,
PILT compensates local government
for the presence of nontaxable Federal
lands within their boundaries, as well
as the associated costs of providing
work, such as road work and law en-
forcement, to visitors on those lands.

Over the years, inflation has taken
its toll. Repeatedly underfunding the
PILT Program has also sent precisely
the wrong message to rural America.
Full PILT funding for fiscal year 2007
will likely be close to $350 million, but
the President’s budget for PILT was re-
duced by $38 million, or 16 percent,
from where it was last year.

This is not just about my State of
Colorado where some counties are
owned by the Federal Government to
the extent of 95 percent; it is about
governments in at least 49 of our
States where there are significant pub-
lic land holdings within those States.

This amendment is fully offset by tax
loophole closures. Some colleagues
have approached me about alter-
natives, and I will work with them to
explore other ideas in terms of funding
alternatives.

I strongly encourage my colleagues
to support this modest, commonsense
amendment. When I travel through the
rural counties of Colorado, I hear the
voices of proud, hard-working rural
Americans who feel neglected by Wash-
ington. Let’s take an opportunity in a
very small way in this budget resolu-
tion to send a different signal that we
in Washington care about rural Amer-
ica.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment. Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague from Colorado. This is an
important amendment, certainly an
important amendment to Western
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States such as ours that all too often
are shortchanged in terms of what they
get in lieu of taxes where the Federal
Government owns vast tracts of land
and then is not a good neighbor,
doesn’t pay its fair share of the tab.

I thank the Senator from Colorado
for his excellent amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI). Who yields time?

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I
ask that Senator BAYH be added as a
cosponsor to my avian flu amendment
No. 3133.

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

Mr. CONRAD. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I
see the Senator from Maryland is now
on the floor. I say to the Senator from
Maryland, I now have 6 minutes left,
and I am wondering if I could give 4
minutes to the Senator from Maryland.

Mr. SARBANES. Yes, that would be
fine.

Mr. CONRAD. I have to give some
time to Senator BAUCUS before the debt
limit vote. So I yield 4 minutes to the
Senator from Maryland.

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

Mr. SARBANES. I thank the Sen-
ator. Does that leave the Senator with
enough time for his other purposes?

Mr. CONRAD. I am sure Senator
GREGG and I will be able to work it out.

Mr. SARBANES. Madam President, I
thank the Senator very much.

AMENDMENT NO. 3103

Mr. SARBANES. Madam President, I
offer amendment No. 3103.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. SAR-
BANES], for himself, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Mr.
REED, proposes an amendment numbered
3103.

The amendment is as follows:
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(Purpose: To restore funding for the civil
works programs of the Corps of Engineers,
the Federal Water Pollution Control State
Revolving Fund, the National Park Serv-
ice, the Forest Service, the National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration,
Federal conservation programs, and other
natural resource needs, through an offset
achieved by closing corporate tax loop-
holes)

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$699,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by
$320,000,000.

On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by
$116,000,000.

On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by
$58,000,000.

On page 4, line 1, decrease the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 4, line 2, decrease the amount by
$699,000,000.

On page 4, line 3, decrease the amount by
$320,000,000.

On page 4, line 4, decrease the amount by
$116,000,000.

On page 4, line 6, decrease the amount by
$58,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$2,912,000,000.

On page 5, line 4, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 5,
$699,000,000.

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by
$320,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$116,000,000.

On page 5, line 12, increase the amount by
$58,000,000.

On page 13, line 21, increase the amount by
$2,912,000,000.

On page 13, line 22, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

On page 14, line 1, increase the amount by
$699,000,000.

On page 14, line 5, increase the amount by
$320,000,000.

On page 14, line 9, increase the amount by
$116,000,000.

On page 14, line 13, increase the amount by
$58,000,000.

On page 53, line 1, increase the amount by
$2,912,000,000.

On page 53, line 2, increase the amount by
$1,718,000,000.

Mr. SARBANES. Madam President,
this amendment is to restore funding
for function 300 Natural Resources and
Environment, and for other purposes. I
ask unanimous consent that Senator
LIEBERMAN and Senator REED of Rhode
Island be added as cosponsors.

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

Mr. SARBANES. If the Chair would
tell me when 1 minute is left on my
time, I would be most appreciative.

Madam President, the purpose of this
amendment is to restore funding for a
number of important environmental
programs under function 300. The
President’s budget request and the
chairman’s mark on the resolution cut
funding for water resources, conserva-
tion and land management, rec-
reational resources, pollution control
and abatement, and other natural re-
sources and environmental activities
by nearly $3 billion from the baseline,
or almost 10 percent. This amendment
would seek to add $2.9 billion to bring

line 6, increase the amount by
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the function 300 total back up to base-
line. It is offset with revenues from the
closing of corporate tax loopholes.

We have a list of possibilities, many
of which have passed the Senate before
and have been strongly supported by
very large majorities in this body. Let
me just give a few examples of the
kinds of programs we are trying to at
least provide some additional support
for, although it falls short of what the
need is; but we are trying to get back
to baseline.

The Army Corps of Engineers civil
works program, flood control, naviga-
tion, storm protection, environmental
restoration—I hardly need, in the
aftermath of Katrina, to emphasize the
importance of such programs. The EPA
budget has been sharply cut, including
nearly $200 million from the clean
water State revolving loan fund, which
is now in this budget at the lowest
funding level ever for clean water in-
frastructure. It has been cut by nearly
50 percent from the 2004 level because
there has been a steady decline, and, of
course, this impacts every State’s and
every community’s ability to upgrade
their waste water infrastructure and
meet Clean Water Act requirements.

The National Park Service is being
cut. Our National Parks have a des-
perate need for funding in order to
carry out their activities.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. SARBANES. Madam President,
the National Park Service is falling
well short of what they need in order
to sustain the park system. NOAA is
being cut in this budget, including the
National Marine Fisheries Service.
There is a lot of emphasis on our
oceans. Two commissions have studied
it. Yet the Oceans Commission says we
are falling well short of any real com-
mitment there. The NOAA budget is
cut, the Fish and Wildlife Service
budget, and the Forest Service. This
amendment seeks to at least bring
back this funding to function 300 for all
of these very important environmental
and natural resource problems to base-
line, to current funding levels.

I very much hope my colleagues will
support this amendment and con-
tribute to protecting the environment
and health of our Nation’s citizens,
helping to ensure that we have clean
water and that we breathe clean air.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I
yield 2% minutes to Senator DORGAN
from North Dakota.
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Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President, I
support Senator SARBANES’ effort to re-
store funding for our agencies and pro-
grams directed at natural resource con-
servation and management and some of
our fundamental environmental re-
sponsibilities. The programs and agen-
cies include the Clean Water State Re-
volving Fund, the National Park Serv-
ice, the National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration, the Forest
Service, the Army Corps of Engineers,
and others. I do believe that we must
meet our stewardship responsibilities
and the President’s budget simply
doesn’t cut it.

I do, however, want to flag a problem
related to the Army Corps of Engi-
neers. It is a problem that cripples the
Corps: The minute its budget arrives
on our doorsteps, Members of Congress
scramble for Corps earmarks. We must
move away from this earmarking and
focus on national priorities. I will con-
tinue working to change the way this
agency operates.

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I
am going to be offering an amendment.
I have noticed an amendment dealing
with Indian program funding. I think
most who understand these issues un-
derstand that we have a bona fide crisis
in Indian health care, Indian housing,
and Indian education. We have had
hearings. I have had hearings in my
State, and we have had hearings in the
Indian Affairs Committee, and we have
to address these issues. The issue of In-
dian health care is not an optional
issue. When there is a young child on
an Indian reservation or an elder on an
Indian reservation who is sick, they
need health care.

This is interesting. We have trust re-
sponsibility for health care for a couple
of groups of Americans. One is Federal
prisoners. If they are incarcerated, we
have a responsibility to Federal pris-
oners for their health care. We also
have trust responsibility for health
care for American Indians. That is our
trust responsibility. We spend nearly
twice as much—twice as much—per
person to provide health care for Fed-
eral prisoners as we do for American
Indians. That is wrong.

Housing: We have a bona fide crisis in
housing. In many cases on many of
America’s Indian reservations we have
people living in Third World condi-
tions.

Education: Do we really want a
young child who is 6 or 8 years old to
be walking through the doorway of a
grade school and receiving an edu-
cation that is much less of an edu-
cation than other children are simply
because we don’t have the money?
Shouldn’t these young Indian children
be given the opportunity for a good
education? I think with respect to edu-
cation, the GAO report shows quite
clearly that facilities in BIA schools
are inferior to other schools.

My point is this: When we take a
look at our priorities, what is impor-
tant, what we should be doing, we see
that we have Americans living in Third
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World conditions on many of these In-
dian reservations. We have a crisis in
health care, in education and housing,
and we ought to do something about it.
You can’t go to these places and look
at their health care system or look at
their schools or look at people living in
substandard housing and believe that it
is not a priority for this Congress to
meet its responsibilities.

I have offered this legislation before
in the form of an amendment. I do so
again today. I have a number of co-
sponsors I would like to add for the
RECORD.

I yield the floor.

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, what
is the time situation?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire controls 7
minutes.

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, al-
though I don’t agree with him, I yield
3% minutes to the Senator from Mon-
tana.

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President,
might I, with the indulgence of my col-
leagues, simply read the cosponsors?
They are Senators CANTWELL, MURRAY,
BINGAMAN, and JOHNSON are added as
COSponsors.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will suspend. The amendment has
not yet been offered.

The Senator from Montana is recog-
nized.

DEBT LIMIT EXTENSION

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I am
speaking on an amendment I have of-
fered to the debt limit. This amend-
ment would simply require the Treas-
ury Department to report on the eco-
nomic and security implications of our
debt to foreigners. Massive budget defi-
cits are forcing America to borrow
heavily. Last year, foreigners bought 96
percent of the Treasury bills that our
Government sold to finance our debt—
96 percent. That is an astounding sta-
tistic. The debt purchased last year, al-
most all of it, was purchased by for-
eigners, 96 percent.

Foreigners are becoming our bank-
ers. America is becoming a debtor to
foreign powers.

I think we need to understand this
change. This amendment asks the
Treasury to investigate what the full
cost of our indebtedness will be, in
higher interest rates, the value of a
dollar, lower economic growth, less
power to negotiate trade agreements,
and diminished national security. We
should let taxpayers know how big the
cost of this foreign debt really is. This
amendment will help to get the an-
swers.

Some will make breathless argu-
ments that passing this amendment
will endanger the full faith and credit
of the U.S. Government. I say that is
hogwash. If the Senate passes this
amendment, the House of Representa-
tives could pass it and have the bill on
the President’s desk before suppertime,
on the President’s desk this evening.

The real reason some are opposing
this amendment is to save the House of
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Representatives from having to vote on
the debt limit even once—to save the
House of Representatives, to save those
folks on the other side of the body, on
the other side of the Capitol, from hav-
ing to vote on the debt limit. That is
really what is going on here. I think if
Senators vote on the debt limit, cer-
tainly House Members should vote on
the debt limit, too. That is an embar-
rassingly poor reason to vote against a
study that would help protect Amer-
ica’s economic and security interests.

Last year, foreigners bought 96 per-
cent of the Treasury bills that our Gov-
ernment sold—actually 96 percent—
just to remind everybody. I therefore
urge my colleagues to adopt this
amendment to help find out what our
foreign debt really means for America.

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, I
know the chairman of the Finance
Committee is coming over, and he may
want to speak to this issue, but the
time may lapse before he gets here so
let me make this point: The study
which the Senator is asking for could
occur and would occur—and I can’t
speak for the chairman of the Finance
Committee, but I would certainly be
willing to sign the letter, and I suspect
the chairman would, too. But simply
writing the letter down there from the
committees of jurisdiction—I don’t
happen to be a committee of jurisdic-
tion, although it is an interesting
issue—and then the chairman and the
ranking member could get the study.

The reason this amendment is being
put on this bill is to try to send it back
to the House to delay the process so
that the debt ceiling ends up with some
political votes somewhere along the
line. That is just gamesmanship and
there is no need for it.

We should have this amendment
taken off this bill. If there is a desire
for this information, which we could
certainly obtain rather easily by send-
ing a letter demanding that they do
the study, and then have GAO do the
study—a little independence on the
study might even be good—do a joint
task force and get the information. So
the amendment really isn’t necessary
at all.

So I agree with what I think is the
leadership’s position on this side, that
this amendment is just dilatory and
will end up delaying the debt ceiling
legislation, which is a mistake. That is
why it is opposed.

Has all my time expired?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 2% minutes remaining.

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, I see
the Democratic leader, and I will yield
back my time and let the Democratic
leader take leader time.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I will
use leader time.

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

Mr. REID. Madam President, Presi-
dent Thomas Jefferson said:

I place economy among the first and most
important government virtues, and public
debt as the greatest of the dangers to be
feared.



March 16, 2006

That was President Thomas Jeffer-
son.

Today the Senate is considering a
bill to increase the Nation’s debt by
$781 billion. If adopted, it would be the
fourth such increase in the 5 years this
administration has been in office. I will
be opposing this latest request, and I
hope that people on both sides of the
aisle will do the same.

Any objective analysis of our coun-
try’s fiscal history would have to con-
clude this administration and this
rubberstamping Republican Congress
are the most fiscally irresponsible in
the history of our country. In fact, no
other President or Congress even
comes close. When this administration
came to office, the Federal Govern-
ment was running large annual budget
surpluses that were projected to con-
tinue as far as the eye could see. These
projected surpluses were so large that
the Congressional Budget Office esti-
mated the Federal Government would
pay off all its publicly held debt by the
year 2009. In fact, Alan Greenspan, then
the Chairman of the Federal Reserve,
and other economists expressed con-
cern that these surpluses would be so
huge they risked unsettling the finan-
cial markets.

Because of the reckless fiscal policies
of this President and the Republican-
controlled Congress, 2009 will be a year
to recognize President Bush’s multi-
trillion-dollar red-ink special. Over the
past 5 years, rather than running
record surpluses and reducing record
amounts of debt, our Nation suffered
record deficits and debt increases. In
fact, when it comes to deficits, this
President owns all the records. The
three largest deficits in our Nation’s
history have all occurred under this ad-
ministration’s watch. The deteriora-
tion of the Federal Government’s fi-
nances is the direct result of the mis-
guided priorities of this administration
and this rubberstamping Republican
Congress.

These deficits have resulted in an un-
precedented and dangerous borrowing
spree. The total debt during this spree
has grown by trillions of dollars. Presi-
dent Abraham Lincoln said:

As an individual who undertakes to live by
borrowing soon finds his original means de-
voured by interest and next no one left to
borrow from, so must it be with government.

0O, if the Republican President and
Republican-dominated Congress had
followed the advice of Abraham Lin-
coln.

The legislation on the floor today
will push the Nation’s borrowing limit
to nearly $9 trillion. Compounding
matters, the President’s most recent
budget—much of which Senate Repub-
licans have placed before the Senate
this week—would make matters sub-
stantially worse, leading to $12 trillion
debt by 2011, just as the first wave of
baby boomers is beginning to retire.

Not only is debt exploding at the
worst possible time, increasingly we
are borrowing from foreign Ilenders.
Since this administration took office,
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U.S. debt financed by foreigners has
more than doubled, increasing by well
over $1 trillion. That is more foreign-
held debt in 5 years than the Nation ac-
cumulated in the first 224 years of this
Republic. By contrast, during the last 3
years of the Clinton administration, we
paid off hundreds of billions of dollars
of debt, including $200 billion in debt to
foreign lenders.

Given the explosion of debt in recent
years, it is long past time for Wash-
ington to change the course and adopt
a new fiscal policy. After all, the future
of our economy and our Nation is at
stake. The Comptroller General of the
United States, David Walker, told the
Senate Budget Committee recently:

Continuing on this unsustainable fiscal
path will gradually erode, if not suddenly
damage, our economy, our standard of living
and ultimately our national security.

If my Republican friends believe that
increasing our debt by almost $300 bil-
lion today, and more than $3 trillion
dollars over the last 5 years, is the
right thing to do, they should be up-
front about it. They should explain
why they believe more debt is good for
our economy. How can the Republican
majority and this Congress explain to
their constituents that trillions of dol-
lars of new debt is good for our econ-
omy? How can they explain that they
think it is fair to force our children,
our grandchildren, and our great
grandchildren to finance this debt
through higher taxes? That is what
will have to happen. Why is it right to
increase this Nation’s dependence on
foreign creditors? They should explain
this.

Maybe they can convince the public
they are right. I doubt it, because most
Americans know that increasing the
debt is the last thing we should be
doing. After all, I repeat, the baby
boomers are about to retire. Under the
circumstances, any credible economist
would tell you we should be reducing
debt, not increasing it.

Again, on debt—Thomas Jefferson.
These are his words:

And to preserve our independence, we must
not let our rulers load us with perpetual
debt. We must make our election between
economy and liberty—or profusion and ser-
vitude.

That was President Thomas Jeffer-
son.

Democrats will not be making argu-
ments to support this legislation which
will weaken our country. The Presi-
dent often speaks of personal responsi-
bility. In a speech before African-
American leaders earlier in his admin-
istration, the President stated that a
President is judged not by the words he
speaks but by the work he leaves be-
hind. By that benchmark, the Presi-
dent and this Republican-controlled
Congress will not be judged kKindly with
respect to the stewardship of our Na-
tion’s finances.

We are being asked to do what should
not be asked of us, to increase the debt
to almost $9 trillion. I hope everyone
walking down to these desks today will
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understand what they are doing, what
they are doing to our country. On this
side of the aisle, we know.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

AMENDMENT NO. 3102

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, let
me ask for consideration of amend-
ment 3102, as I had previously filed.
That is the legislation I described pre-
viously. Senators CANTWELL, MURRAY,
BINGAMAN, and JOHNSON join me in pro-
posing this amendment as cosponsors. I
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. DOR-
GAN], for himself, Ms. CANTWELL, Mrs. MUR-
RAY, Mr. JOHNSON, and Mr. BINGAMAN, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 3102.

Mr. DORGAN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To increase funding by $1 billion
for various tribal programs and provide
necessary additional funding based on rec-
ommendations from Indian country, by
closing corporate loopholes.)

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$285,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$197,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by
$230,000,000.

On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by
$263,000,000.

On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by
$302,000,000.

On page 4,
$285,000,000.

On page 4,
$197,000,000.

On page 4,
$230,000,000.

On page 4,
$263,000,000.

On page 4:
$302,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$1,000,000,000.

On page 5,
$299,000,000.

On page 5,
$385,000,000.

On page 5,
$154,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$126,000,000.

On page 5, line 12, increase the amount by
$15,000,000.

On page 5, line 19, decrease the amount by
$14,000,000.

On page 5, line 21, decrease the amount by
$188,000,000.

On page 5, line 23, increase the amount by
$76,000,000.

On page 5, line 25, increase the amount by
$137,000,000.

On page 6,
$287,000,000.

On page 6,
$14,000,000.

On page 6, line 10, increase the amount by
$202,000,000.

On page 6, line 12, increase the amount by
$126,000,000.

On page 6, line 14, decrease the amount by
$11,000,000.

line 1, increase the amount by

line 2, increase the amount by

line 3, increase the amount by

line 4, increase the amount by

line 6, increase the amount by

line 4, increase the amount by

line 6, increase the amount by

line 8, increase the amount by

line 2, increase the amount by

line 8, increase the amount by
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On page 6, line 16, decrease the amount by
$298,000,000.

On page 6, line 22, increase the amount by
$14,000,000.

On page 6, line 24, increase the amount by
$202,000,000.

On page 7, line 2, increase the amount by
$126,000,000.

On page 7, line 4, decrease the amount by
$11,000,000.

On page 7, line 6, decrease the amount by
$298,000,000.

On page 13, line 21, increase the amount by
$25,000,000.

On page 13, line 22, increase the amount by
$13,000,000.

On page 14, line 1, increase the amount by
$8,000,000.

On page 14, line 5, increase the amount by
$4,000,000.

On page 14, line 9, increase the amount by
$1,000,000.

On page 17, line 22, increase the amount by
$120,000,000.

On page 17, line 23, increase the amount by
$29,000,000.

On page 18, line 3, increase the amount by
$33,000,000.

On page 18, line 7, increase the amount by
$27,000,000.

On page 18, line 11, increase the amount by
$18,000,000.

On page 18, line 15, increase the amount by
$2,000,000.

On page 18, line 24, increase the amount by
$120,000,000.

On page 18, line 25, increase the amount by
$17,000,000.

On page 19, line 4, increase the amount by
$90,000,000.

On page 19, line 8, increase the amount by
$8,000,000.

On page 19, line 12, increase the amount by
$2,000,000.

On page 19, line 24, increase the amount by
$540,000,000.

On page 19, line 25, increase the amount by
$187,000,000.

On page 20, line 4, increase the amount by
$203,000,000.

On page 20, line 8, increase the amount by
$75,000,000.

On page 20, line 12, increase the amount by
$75,000,000.

On page 21, line 24, increase the amount by
$125,000,000.

On page 21, line 25, increase the amount by
$46,000,000.

On page 22, line 4, increase the amount by
$25,000,000.

On page 22, line 8, increase the amount by
$18,000,000.

On page 22, line 12, increase the amount by
$15,000,000.

On page 22, line 16, increase the amount by
$13,000,000.

On page 24, line 24, increase the amount by
$70,000,000.

On page 24, line 25, increase the amount by
$7,000,000.

On page 25, line 4, increase the amount by
$26,000,000.

On page 25, line 8, increase the amount by
$22,000,000.

On page 25, line 12, increase the amount by
$15,000,000.

On page 53, line 1, increase the amount by
$1,000,000,000.

On page 53, line 2, increase the amount by
$298,000,000.

——————

INCREASING THE STATUTORY
LIMIT ON THE PUBLIC DEBT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 10:30
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having arrived, the Senate will resume
consideration of H.J. Res. 47, which the
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 47), increasing
the statutory limit on the public debt.

Pending:

Baucus/Lincoln amendment No. 3131, to re-
quire a study of debt held by foreigners.

AMENDMENT NO. 3131

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the question is on
agreeing to amendment No. 3131.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN) is
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. BIDEN) would vote ‘‘yea.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. EN-
SIGN). Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 44,
nays 55, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 53 Leg.]

YEAS—44

Akaka Feinstein Mikulski
Baucus Harkin Murray
Bayh Inouye Nelson (FL)
Bingaman Jeffords Nelson (NE)
Boxer Johnson Obama
Byrd Kennedy Pryor
gantwell Eel}ﬂﬂy Reed
arper onl Reid
Clinton Landrieu Rockefeller
Conrad Lautenberg

Salazar
Dayton Leahy Sarb
Dodd Levin arbanes
Dorgan Lieberman Schumer
Durbin Lincoln Stabenow
Feingold Menendez Wyden

NAYS—55
Alexander DeWine McConnell
Allard Dole Murkowski
Allen Domenici Roberts
Bennett Ensign Santorum
Bond Enzi Sessions
Browpback Frist Shelby
Bunning Graham Smith
purns Grusley snome
Chafee Hagel :fgj;irs
Chambliss Hatch S
Coburn Hutchison ununu
Cochran Inhofe Talent
Coleman Isakson Thomas
Collins Kyl Thune
Cornyn Lott Vitter
Craig Lugar Voinovich
Crapo Martinez Warner
DeMint McCain
NOT VOTING—1
Biden
The amendment (No. 3131) was re-

jected.

Mr. GREGG. I move to reconsider the
vote and I move to lay that motion on
the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the next vote in
this series be 10 minutes in length; fur-
ther, that when the votes begin at 1:30,
all votes after the first vote be limited
to 10 minutes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Democratic leader.

SENATOR SARBANES 11,000TH VOTE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we just
completed a vote that is a landmark
for one of our Senators. Senator PAUL
SARBANES cast his 11,000th vote.

It was only a few days ago that we
stopped the proceedings of the Senate
to underline and underscore the voting
record of the senior Senator from
Vermont, Senator LEAHY.

Senator SARBANES has decided not to
run for reelection, as we all know, but
what a legacy he has in the Senate.
There is no one with a better academic
record than PAUL SARBANES: Princeton
University, summa cum laude, Phi
Beta Kappa; a Rhodes scholar; he stud-
ied, of course, because of that, at Ox-
ford; Harvard Law School.

Those who have had the privilege of
working with PAUL SARBANES know
that not only does he have this great
intellect, he has so much common
sense. Legislation he works on is de-
tailed, very thorough.

He, of course, is our ranking member
of the Committee on Banking. I have
traveled with the distinguished senior
Senator from Maryland. We have trav-
eled various parts of the world. I have
fond memories of PAUL SARBANES and
all the things he has done. His wife
Chris is a wonderful, caring person,
just like PAUL.

Even though I have a lot of stories, I
share one with the Senate. One of the
things people do not realize about Sen-
ator SARBANES is his athletic ability.
He is a great athlete. I was told a story
about Senator SARBANES that for me is
a classic. I love baseball. I follow the
history of baseball. In high school, he
was a star baseball player. He was se-
lected to play on an all-star team. He
was a shortstop. He comes to the all-
star team as the shortstop from the
Eastern Shore. The manager coach an-
nounces the starting lineup and he has
SARBANES at second base. PAUL went
up to the coach and said, I am a short-
stop. I was selected as an all-star
shortstop. The coach ignored him. He
went back again, and finally the coach
said, Kaline is starting shortstop. Al
Kaline was a better shortstop, at least
the coach thought so, than PAUL SAR-
BANES. Al Kaline went to the Major
Leagues when he was 18 or 19 years old
and is in the Baseball Hall of Fame.

I know we have a lot of things to do
today. People are going to the White
House. There are a lot of places to go
and this is a very important bill, but I
could not let the time go by without
acknowledging one of the great Sen-
ators in the history of our country,
Senator PAUL SARBANES of Maryland.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask to
speak not to exceed 3 minutes.

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

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, one of the
greatest orations ever uttered was the
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oration on the Crown. And it can be
said that the theme of that oration was
a question: Who least serves the State?
Demosthenes answered that question:
He who does not say what he thinks.

Socrates was asked which great ora-
tion of Demosthenes he liked best. Soc-
rates answered, ‘“The Ilongest.” In
other words, he liked the longest ora-
tion Demosthenes ever uttered. The
Greeks taught the world to think.

This man who is going to leave us
after this term, regrettably, and to our
great loss, has always impressed me as
a thinker, one in the train of
Demosthenes.

PAUL SARBANES is a great Senator, a
great Senator.

I can remember when he went with
me and other Senators to Panama.
There we talked to Torrijos and the
other leaders of Panama, including our
own people. It was there that I changed
my mind about the Panama Canal
Treaty. PAUL SARBANES was one of
those who was there, who walked with
us, who talked with us, who was on
plane with Torrijos.

PAUL SARBANES has not only been a
thinker, he has been a great inspira-
tion to those who have served with
him. He will be missed. He will not be
replaced. There are no more PAUL SAR-
BANES. I shall never forget him. He
leaves a great void when he goes.

One might say: Whence cometh an-
other?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for 2 min-
utes.

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

The Senator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, much
is being said about my dear and es-
teemed colleague, Senator SARBANES.
He has been the longest serving Sen-
ator in Maryland’s history. And I
would put to the Senate, he has been
the best serving Member of the U.S.
Senate from Maryland.

Sure, he cast 11,000 votes, but each
and every one of our colleagues will
know that when those 11,000 votes were
cast, they were cast with thoughtful-
ness, with due diligence, with the idea
of how would that vote serve the Na-
tion and how would it help Maryland.

If we want to honor Senator PAUL
SARBANES, let’s make sure every vote
we cast brings to it the same kind of
integrity, the same kind of intel-
ligence, and the same kind of devotion
and dedication. That is what I would
like to do as the junior Senator, and
say thank you for being side by side
with me.

Mr. BYRD. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I
know we want to proceed with our
business, but if I could just be recog-
nized for 1 minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I
thank my colleagues for their very gra-
cious remarks and all of my colleagues
for their expressions of respect and af-
fection.

My colleague, Senator MIKULSKI, said
I was the longest serving Senator in
Maryland’s history. I want you to
know, it is a little bit like being like
Cal Ripken; every day you go to work,
you set a new record—one more day
than the day before.

It has been, obviously, one of the
great focuses and joys of my life to be
able to work here in the Senate with
all my colleagues. I am extremely
grateful to all of you.

I will just close with this story, be-
cause I am still here until the 3rd of
January 2007. So there is still time to
go.
But I once got an award. My mother
was there at this dinner. This was a few
years ago. And they asked her to speak
as well. So she got up to speak, and she
said how honored she was they had
given this recognition to her son, and
so forth, and how much she appreciated
it. And then she closed her remarks by
saying: He has been a good boy—so far.

I carry that comment with me.

Thank you all very much.

(Applause, Senators rising.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The as-
sistant majority leader.

Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President, if I
could just briefly say to our good
friend from Maryland that Republican
Senators, too, join in wishing him well
on this extraordinary accomplishment.
And if he would like to resign any time
before January, that would be all right,
too. But in the meantime, we are glad
to have you around.

Congratulations, Senator SARBANES.

Mr. OBAMA. Mr. President, I rise
today to talk about America’s debt
problem.

The fact that we are here today to
debate raising America’s debt limit is a
sign of leadership failure. It is a sign
that the U.S. Government can’t pay its
own bills. It is a sign that we now de-
pend on ongoing financial assistance
from foreign countries to finance our
Government’s reckless fiscal policies.

Over the past 5 years, our federal
debt has increased by $3.56 trillion to
$8.6 trillion. That is ‘‘trillion” with a
“T.” That is money that we have bor-
rowed from the Social Security trust
fund, borrowed from China and Japan,
borrowed from American taxpayers.
And over the next 5 years, between now
and 2011, the President’s budget will in-
crease the debt by almost another $3.5
trillion.

Numbers that large are sometimes
hard to understand. Some people may
wonder why they matter. Here is why:
This year, the Federal Government will
spend $220 billion on interest. That is
more money to pay interest on our na-
tional debt than we’ll spend on Med-
icaid and the State Children’s Health
Insurance Program. That is more
money to pay interest on our debt this
yvear than we will spend on education,
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homeland security, transportation, and
veterans benefits combined. It is more
money in one year than we are likely
to spend to rebuild the devastated gulf
coast in a way that honors the best of
America.

And the cost of our debt is one of the
fastest growing expenses in the Federal
budget. This rising debt is a hidden do-
mestic enemy, robbing our cities and
States of critical investments in infra-
structure like bridges, ports, and lev-
ees; robbing our families and our chil-
dren of critical investments in edu-
cation and health care reform; robbing
our seniors of the retirement and
health security they have counted on.

Every dollar we pay in interest is a
dollar that is not going to investment
in America’s priorities. Instead, inter-
est payments are a significant tax on
all Americans—a debt tax that Wash-
ington doesn’t want to talk about. If
Washington were serious about honest
tax relief in this country, we would see
an effort to reduce our national debt by
returning to responsible fiscal policies.

But we are not doing that. Despite
repeated efforts by Senators CONRAD
and FEINGOLD, the Senate continues to
reject a return to the commonsense
Pay-go rules that used to apply. Pre-
viously, Pay-go rules applied both to
increases in mandatory spending and
to tax cuts. The Senate had to abide by
the commonsense budgeting principle
of balancing expenses and revenues.
Unfortunately, the principle was aban-
doned, and now the demands of budget
discipline apply only to spending.

As a result, tax breaks have not been
paid for by reductions in Federal
spending, and thus the only way to pay
for them has been to increase our def-
icit to historically high levels and bor-
row more and more money. Now we
have to pay for those tax breaks plus
the cost of borrowing for them. Instead
of reducing the deficit, as some people
claimed, the fiscal policies of this ad-
ministration and its allies in Congress
will add more than $600 million in debt
for each of the next 5 years. That is
why I will once again cosponsor the
Pay-go amendment and continue to
hope that my colleagues will return to
a smart rule that has worked in the
past and can work again.

Our debt also matters internation-
ally. My friend, the ranking member of
the Senate Budget Committee, likes to
remind us that it took 42 Presidents 224
years to run up only $1 trillion of for-
eign-held debt. This administration did
more than that in just 5 years. Now,
there is nothing wrong with borrowing
from foreign countries. But we must
remember that the more we depend on
foreign nations to lend us money, the
more our economic security is tied to
the whims of foreign leaders whose in-
terests might not be aligned with ours.

Increasing America’s debt weakens
us domestically and internationally.
Leadership means that ‘‘the buck stops
here.” Instead, Washington is shifting
the burden of bad choices today onto
the backs of our children and grand-
children. America has a debt problem
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and a failure of leadership. Americans
deserve better.

I therefore intend to oppose the ef-
fort to increase America’s debt limit.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
urge my colleagues to vote in favor of
final passage.

Raising the debt limit is necessary to
preserve the full faith and credit of the
U.S. Government.

We cannot as a Congress pass spend-
ing bills and tax bills and then refuse
to pay our bills.

Refusing to raise the debt limit is
like refusing to pay your credit card
bill—after you’ve used your credit
card.

The time to control the deficits and
debt is when we are voting on the
spending bills and the tax bills that
create it.

Raising the debt limit is about meet-
ing the obligations we have already in-
curred.

We must meet our obligations. Vote
for this bill.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, the
spending process in the Congress is bro-
ken. Some will argue that now is not
the time to debate spending reform or
budget reform. They will say that now
is not the time to have a debate about
our country’s spending priorities. They
will argue that right now we need to
just “‘pay our bills”’ for past trans-
actions and discuss reforms some time
in the future. Raising the debt limit,
however, does not count as ‘‘paying the
bills.” We are not paying our bills.

Last fiscal year, the real Federal def-
icit—the amount by which the Federal
debt increased—was $538 billion. When
we raise the debt limit, we are not
“paying our bills.” We are merely tak-
ing out another line of credit—another
loan—to allow for more spending that
we can’t afford. It is akin to a deeply
indebted family getting a loan for a
new car or getting a new credit card or
line of credit without cutting up the
old credit cards that got them in trou-
ble in the first place.

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, the Federal Government
spent roughly $2.5 trillion during the
last fiscal year. Let’s look at that
amount of spending another way. If the
Federal Government spent $2.5 trillion
last year, that means that on average,
$6.8 billion was spent each day, or
$78,418 was spent per second by the Fed-
eral Government.

I believe that it is absolutely nec-
essary to have an open and honest de-
bate about our spending priorities. We
are getting ready to increase this coun-
try’s debt limit to almost $9 trillion.
Over the past 5 years, our national debt
has increased by $3 trillion, or nearly
$9,000 per American. That is a lot of
money. In 1990, our total national debt
was about $3 trillion. That means that
it took our country more than 200
years to accumulate that amount of
debt—200 years to increase our debt by
$3 trillion. We just added that much
new debt in only 5 years.

In 2001, the share of Federal debt per
person in this country was a little over
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$20,000. That includes everyone—not
just those in the workforce. According
to the Office of Management and Budg-
et and the Census Bureau, total Fed-
eral debt per American will rise to
$29,000 per American by the end of 2006.
That is an increase of $9,000 per man,
woman, and child in this country since
2001. But a lot of people are quick to
dismiss that figure. They will say that
it doesn’t matter, that we only need to
worry about how debt and deficits com-
pare to economic growth or to the size
of the economy. I think a better rule of
thumb is how Government growth com-
pares to the growth of wages and earn-
ings.

If regular Americans are tightening
their belts, the Federal Government
should do the same instead of engaging
in yet another spending binge. Since
2001, total Federal debt per American
has increased by $9,000. But over that
same time period, the average wages of
American workers have only increased
by $4,200. Over the past 5 years, the
growth of Federal debt per person has
doubled the growth of average wages of
American workers. What makes this
situation even worse is that that $9,000
increase in debt per person is just
going to get bigger and bigger because
we are not doing anything to cut
spending or prepare for the impending
fiscal crisis that will result from the
retirement of the baby boomer genera-
tion. Interest on that debt is just going
to get larger.

Last year, interest costs—the costs
of Federal debt that the Government
must pay to those who buy U.S. Treas-
ury bonds—were about 8 percent of the
total Federal budget. In contrast, the
average American spends roughly 5
percent of his or her income on credit
card debt and car loans according to
the Federal Reserve. The Federal Gov-
ernment spent close to $200 billion on
interest costs alone last year. Accord-
ing to the Government Accountability
Office, or GAO, interest costs will con-
sume 25 percent of the entire Federal
budget by 2035. Let’s put that figure
into perspective. Twenty-five percent
of the Federal budget is a huge
amount.

By way of comparison, the Depart-
ment of Education’s share of Federal
spending in 2005 was approximately 3
percent of all Federal spending. The
Department of Health and Human
Services was responsible for approxi-
mately 23 percent of all Federal spend-
ing. Spending by the Social Security
Administration was responsible for
about 20 percent of all Federal spend-
ing. Spending on Medicare was about 12
percent of all Federal spending. Spend-
ing in 2005 by the Department of De-
fense—in the midst of two wars in Iraq
and Afghanistan and a global war
against terrorism—comprised about 19
percent of all Federal spending. Thus,
if we do not change our current spend-
ing habits, GAO estimates that as a
percentage of Federal spending, inter-
est costs in 2035 will be larger than de-
fense costs today, Social Security costs
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today, Medicare costs today, and edu-
cation costs today.

No family in America would ever be
able to manage its finances this way.
No family would be able to build up in-
sane amounts of debt, unilaterally in-
crease all of its credit card limits with
no ability to ever pay them off, and
still be able to spend, spend, spend
without any accountability. We have
some very serious problems to address
regarding spending priorities in this
country.

According to the Congressional Re-
search Service, Congress appropriated
$64 billion in earmarks for 2006, the
current fiscal year. That doesn’t even
include the earmarks from the highway
bill that was passed in 2005. We are
going to spend $64 billion on earmarks
and pork projects across the country
this year even though it is estimated
that the real Federal deficit—including
the money that is regularly stolen
from Social Security—will again sur-
pass half a trillion dollars.

Earmarks are a serious problem be-
cause they put parochial interests
ahead of national priorities. They put
the interests of the next election ahead
of the interests of the next generation.
Some, however, argue that earmarks
are not really a problem because they
comprise a small percent of the budget.
They argue that entitlement spending
is the problem and that we ought to ad-
dress that problem instead of focusing
on earmarks. These arguments com-
pletely miss the point.

If entitlements are the real problem
and earmarks are not a problem, then
why did entitlement savings passed in
the last budget resolution for fiscal
year 2006 only amount to $5 billion? If
entitlements are the real problem, why
did we spend 13 times more money on
earmarks last year than we saved in
entitlement programs? At that rate, we
will solve our country’s fiscal problems
some time after never. The budget res-
olution we passed last year created en-
titlement savings of about $40 billion
over the next 5 years. We spent more
on earmarks in 1 single year than we
saved from entitlement programs over
5 years. Over the past 3 years—since
2004—we have spent nearly $160 billion
on earmarks and special interest pork
projects according to the Congressional
Research Service.

Since 1994, the number of individual
earmarks has more than tripled, in-
creasing from 4,126 in 1994 to 12,852 in
fiscal year 2006. Of those 12,852 ear-
marks, over 95 percent were not even
included in bill language. Instead, they
were hidden within conference reports.
Many never even saw the light of day
until they were snuck into
unamendable conference reports that
were sure to be rammed through at the
last minute. Earmarking is a very seri-
ous problem that needs to be addressed
before we can get our fiscal house in
order. However, there are also other
spending issues that this body should
address.

The issue of improper payments by
the Federal Government is one that
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can and should be fixed. The sub-
committee that I chair—the Sub-
committee on Federal Financial Man-
agement—has examined this issue in
depth. We have uncovered numerous
examples of improper payments that
waste taxpayer money and harm those
who aren’t receiving the assistance
they need. An improper payment is ba-
sically a payment that was either made
to the right person in the wrong
amount or a payment that was given to
the wrong person, regardless of the
amount. Improper payments include
payments that were too high and pay-
ments that were too low.

According to estimates by the Office
of Management and Budget, improper
payments last year totaled $37 billion.
That figure is larger than last year’s
expenditures by the Departments of
Commerce, Interior, State, and Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency com-
bined. The amount of improper pay-
ments just from last year could have
completely funded four major Federal
agencies. Improper payments are a
very serious problem. For example, 28
percent of all payments within the
earned income tax credit program are
incorrectly made. Thus, for every dol-
lar we spend in that program, 25 cents
are completely wasted. Improper pay-
ments within the Social Security Ad-
ministration totaled nearly $6 billion.
And these figures don’t even take into
account the seven major programs with
outlays totaling about $228 billion that
are not yet even reporting their im-
proper payments.

There are some who wish to make
the issue of spending a partisan issue,
but it is not a partisan issue. Members
of both parties are guilty of putting
short-term interests ahead of long-
term priorities. Last week, Members of
both parties voted to ignore Senate
budget rules in order to spend an addi-
tional $1 billion that is not paid for on
home-heating costs even though the
month of January was the warmest on
record and winter will be over in less
than a week. Both parties appear to
lack the political courage to make the
hard choices to address our impending
fiscal crisis. This issue has nothing to
do with Republicans and nothing to do
with Democrats—it has to do with
what is best for the American public.

Mr. President, the spending process
in this body is broken. Our priorities
are completely out of whack. Ear-
marking and wasteful spending are out
of control. It makes no sense to effec-
tively max out our credit cards and ask
for a higher credit limit when we have
no intention and no ability to ever ac-
tually pay for our debts.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the out-
come of today’s vote on raising the
debt ceiling to nearly $9 trillion is not
in question, but our future economic
security will be if we do not change
from our current disastrous course. We
will raise the debt limit today so that
the United States does not default on
its obligations, but we cannot for a sec-
ond think that we have solved the
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problem or even moved in the right di-
rection.

This will be the fourth time in 5
years that we have had to raise the
amount the Government is allowed to
borrow. This is a direct result of the
fiscal irresponsibility of this adminis-
tration. These policies have taken the
Nation from 2 years of record surpluses
just 6 years ago—when we were paying
down our debt—to record deficits and
debt. We are passing on a crippling bur-
den to our children and grandchildren
and threatening our economic security.

Since 2002, we have increased the
debt limit by an astounding $3 trillion.
And unless we make a significant
change in our fiscal policies, there are
additional increases in our future. The
Congressional Budget Office forecasts
that our gross Federal debt, which in-
cludes debt the Government owes to
the public plus funds owed to Federal
trust funds, including Social Security
and Medicare, will climb from its cur-
rent level of $8.3 trillion to $12.8 tril-
lion by 2016. Even this extraordinary
estimate does not include either the
coming costs of military operations in
Iraq or the substantial cost of fixing
the alternative minimum tax, which if
left unchanged will impose unintended
tax increases on middle-income tax-
payers, which most agree need to be
changed.

The burden this massive debt puts on
our children is staggering. Today, each
American citizen’s share of the debt is
over $27,000, and it will rise to over
$39,000 by 2016. Paying off this debt will
require either extraordinary tax in-
creases or significant cuts in critical
areas such as defense or Social Secu-
rity. Tragically, it will mean that an
increasing number of taxpayer dollars
will be spent not on moving America
forward but simply on treading water
by making interest payments to our
creditors. Even under the CBO’s con-
servative estimates, interest payments
on the gross debt will rise from $352 bil-
lion in 2005 to $662 billion in 2016. That
means over the next 10 years, we will
spend an estimated $5.6 trillion on in-
terest payments alone. Making these
interest payments means fewer re-
sources are available for our national
priorities such as shoring up the Social
Security and Medicare trust funds as
the babyboom generation begins to re-
tire.

Equally disturbing is what this ramp-
ant borrowing will mean for our eco-
nomic security. As we go deeper into
debt to foreign countries we are losing
control of our own destiny. Over 90 per-
cent of our newly issued debt is being
purchased by foreigners. By the end of
2004, U.S. Treasury debt held by for-
eigners was close to $2.2 trillion, more
than double the amount that was held
at the beginning of this administra-
tion. This large amount of foreign debt
leaves us vulnerable to the priorities of
foreign creditors. If foreign investors,
including countries, were to decide, for
economic or political reasons, to stop
financing our debt, the U.S. economy
would be in for a severe shock.
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Even without a catastrophic event,
our unbridled foreign borrowing erodes
our power by providing other countries
with leverage during trade or other ne-
gotiations. We cannot delude ourselves
into thinking we can maintain our po-
sition in the world if we can’t even bal-
ance our checkbook.

We need to turn away from this ad-
ministration’s irresponsible fiscal poli-
cies. One of the best steps we could
take would be to reinstate pay-as-you-
go budget enforcement rules that re-
quire tax cuts and not just spending to
be paid for. This approach worked dur-
ing the 1990s to help bring about the
first surpluses in a generation, and it
can work again.

We should also revisit this adminis-
tration’s irresponsible and unfair tax
cuts that have driven us so deeply into
this deficit ditch. It is unconscionable
that middle-class Americans will be
paying for years for tax cuts that went
primarily to the wealthiest among us.
In fact, the top 5 percent of households
in our country, whose average income
is more than $250,000 a year, received
almost half of the President’s tax cuts.

Today’s action to raise the debt limit
will hopefully be a reality check on
what Republican fiscal policies have
wrought. We need to change course. We
need to return to fiscal responsibility.
And we need to start climbing out of
this deficit ditch before we are buried
in it.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I was nec-
essarily absent this morning when we
considered Senator BAUCUS’s amend-
ment to the debt limit increase. If I
had been here, I would have supported
the Baucus amendment.

The Baucus amendment is clearly
needed. The massive scale of other na-
tions’ accumulation of our debt has
added another level of danger and com-
plexity to our international economic
relations.

This is a two-way street. The tsu-
nami of debt created by the policies of
this administration has to go some-
where. China is one of the major pur-
chasers of that debt. Japan, Great Brit-
ain, and others have major holdings,
too. In the short term, that has soaked
up a lot of our bonds, and helped to
keep interest rates down. That is a
good thing.

However, that has kept the Chinese
currency artificially low, and ours arti-
ficially high. So they can sell their
products at a discount, and our exports
are more expensive. That is a bad
thing.

Our trade deficit was a record $726
billion last year; $202 billion of that
was our trade deficit with China alone.

But as the rest of the world copes
with the waves of U.S. debt, we are now
all in the same leaky boat. There is
just so much of our debt other nations
want to hold. The more of it they accu-
mulate, the closer we are to the day
when they will not want any more.

When that happens, slowly or rap-
idly, our interest rates will go up, the
value of their U.S. bonds will drop, and
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we will all have big problems. We need
both more awareness, and more under-
standing, of this fundamental threat to
our economic well being and the global
economy.

But the roots of that threat lie in the
disastrous policies of this administra-
tion.

Because this massive accumulation
of debt was predicted, because it was
foreseeable, because it was unneces-
sary, because it was the result of will-
ful and reckless disregard for the warn-
ings that were given and for the fun-
damentals of economic management, I
am voting against the debt limit in-
crease.

In the 5 years he has been in office,
President Bush has added more to our
foreign debt that the 42 Presidents be-
fore him. It took 224 years to accumu-
late $1 trillion of debt to other nations.
It took President Bush just 5 years to
more than double it.

Over $3 trillion in debt, foreign debt
and debt held by Americans, has been
piled up by this administration.

When he set out on the course that
brought us to this sorry state, the
President was clearly and repeatedly
warned that massive tax cuts would
leave us vulnerable to natural disas-
ters, economic slowdown, or threats to
our national security. ‘“‘Don’t worry,”
the President told us. “I know what I
am doing.”

After 9/11, in the face of what he has
himself called the moral equivalent of
the World War II, or the Cold War, he
insisted that while everything else had
changed, he would not change his eco-
nomic policies.

Facts had changed. His promise to
balance the budget, his promise to pay
down the debt, were proved to be false.

But he refused to take responsibility
for his policies. He refused to admit
that a changed world demanded a
change of course. His refusal has
pushed us deeper and deeper into the
hole.

His refusal added $450 billion to the
debt in 2002; it added $984 billion in
2003; it added $800 billion in 2004. And
here we are again today, adding an-
other $781 billion. With that addition,
our national debt will be $8.6 trillion at
the end of this year.

The President’s budget plans will
bring that number to $11.8 trillion at
the end of the next 5 years.

This is a record of utter disregard for
our Nation’s financial future. It is a
record of indifference to the price our
children and grandchildren will pay to
redeem our debt when it comes due.

History will not judge this record
kindly.

My vote against the debt limit in-
crease cannot change the fact that we
have incurred this debt already, and
will no doubt incur more. It is a state-
ment that I refuse to be associated
with the policies that brought us to
this point.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the Bush
administration seeks for the fourth
time in 5 years to increase the indebt-
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edness of the United States—this time
by $781 billion. This body’s consider-
ation of that increase allows us a mo-
ment to take stock of the abysmal fis-
cal health of our country.

As a Washington Post editorial
pointed out yesterday morning, this
President solemnly pledged upon tak-
ing office to payoff $2 trillion in debt
held by the public over the next dec-
ade. It is patently obvious that Presi-
dent Bush has not just failed but failed
spectacularly to deliver on his pledge.
He has managed to amass more debt
than any President in history, with no
end in sight.

By the end of this year, our gross
Federal debt is expected to surpass $8.6
trillion, or nearly $28,000 for every
man, woman, and child in America.
This amount represents an increase of
approximately $3 trillion since Presi-
dent Bush took office.

This dramatic runup in the debt has
real costs for America’s families—both
today and for future generations. It
puts upward pressure on interest rates
for things like student loans, home
mortgages, and automobile loans. It
raises the cost of capital for business
investment. Each of these, in every-
thing but name, represents a tax in-
crease on American families and busi-
nesses.

More directly, instead of investing in
America’s most important priorities—
like education, health care, and home-
land security—the taxpayers of today
and tomorrow must spend more money
paying off yesterday’s debts. In the
late 1990s, interest on the debt rep-
resented a declining share of our total
budget. Today, that share has begun to
rise once again, a trend that would
continue under the budget put forward
by the administration and the leader-
ship in this body. For 2007 alone, tax-
payers will spend $247 billion dollars on
interest on the debt instead of Amer-
ican troops and veterans or American
families and children.

Our leaders have to be candid with
the American public about the sources
of this unprecedented level of indebted-
ness.

The administration is not incurring
these debts in order to invest in edu-
cation. They are not supporting States
and local communities struggling to
meet their school funding needs out of
property taxes.

The administration is not incurring
these debts to improve our infrastruc-
ture. States, municipalities, and local
communities are struggling des-
perately just to maintain the infra-
structure they have—roads, bridges,
ports. They are struggling to maintain
a 20th century infrastructure, let alone
build a 21st century one.

Certainly, the wars in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan have had a cost. So have the
terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001,
and natural disasters. Though the
President has been quick to blame fac-
tors like these, the truth is the tax
policies of his administration have
played a far greater role in creating
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the budget deficits accumulated on his
watch.

Under those policies, this administra-
tion has spent close to $125 billion on
tax benefits for the few most fortunate
households in America—those 0.2 per-
cent of individuals making more than
$1 million per year—while doing little,
if anything, for families in the middle
and those working hard to get them-
selves in the middle.

In a time of war and fiscal and eco-
nomic strain, this administration has
delivered a tax windfall to the most
fortunate. Never before has a President
made this choice during a time of war.

Regrettably, this kind of short-
sighted leadership has been
rubberstamped repeatedly by the lead-
ers of this Congress on the other side of
the aisle.

I would have hoped, at a minimum,
that we as a body could adopt measures
to restore some semblance of fiscal
sanity, such as pay-as-you-go budget
procedures or a smaller debt limit in-
crease. Unfortunately, neither of these
common sense reforms was adopted. In-
deed, the majority even rejected an
amendment by the Senator from Mon-
tana to merely study the impact that
foreign-held U.S. debt is having on our
Nation’s long-term well-being.

We cannot erase what has happened
in the past, but we can demonstrate to
the people of our country going for-
ward that the Senate is willing to take
commonsense steps to put our Nation
back on firmer budgetary footing.
That, regrettably, has not happened in
the Senate today. However, many of us
will continue the effort to place our na-
tion’s fiscal house on firmer ground.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the third reading of the
joint resolution.

The joint resolution was ordered to a
third reading and was read the third
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Shall the joint resolution
pass?

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, is there
time to speak on the debt limit?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
not.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 52,
nays 48, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 54 Leg.]

YEAS—52
Alexander Coleman Graham
Allard Collins Grassley
Allen Cornyn Gregg
Bennett Craig Hagel
Bond Crapo Hatch
Brownback DeMint Hutchison
Bunning DeWine Inhofe
Burr Dole Isakson
Chafee Domenici Kyl
Chambliss Enzi Lott
Cochran Frist Lugar
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Martinez Shelby Thomas
McCain Smith Thune
McConnell Snowe Vitter
Murkowski Specter Voinovich
Roberts Stevens Warner
Santorum Sununu
Sessions Talent
NAYS—48

Akaka Durbin Lincoln
Baucus Ensign Menendez
Bayh Feingold Mikulski
Biden Feinstein Murray
Bingaman Harkin Nelson (FL)
Boxer Inouye Nelson (NE)
Burns Jeffords Obama
Byrd Johnson Pryor
Cantwell Kennedy Reed
Carper Kerry Reid
Clinton Kohl Rockefeller
Coburn Landrieu Salazar
Conrad Lautenberg Sarbanes
Dayton Leahy Schumer
Dodd Levin Stabenow
Dorgan Lieberman Wyden

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 47)
was passed.

Mr. McCONNELL. I move to recon-

sider the vote.

Mr. SANTORUM. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

———————

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR
THE UNITED STATES GOVERN-
MENT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2007—
Continued

AMENDMENT NO. 3133
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, the Senate will re-

sume consideration of S. Con. Res. 83.

Under the previous order, the vote
now occurs on the Conrad amendment
No. 3133.

Mr. SANTORUM. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is
amendment No. 3133.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. McCCONNELL. The following Sen-
ator was necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Ohio (Mr. VOINOVICH).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 44,
nays 55, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 55 Leg.]

on agreeing to

YEAS—44
Akaka Feingold Menendez
Baucus Feinstein Mikulski
Bayh Harkin Murray
Biden Inouye Nelson (FL)
Bingaman Jeffords Obama
Boxer Johnson Pryor
Byrd Kennedy Reed
Cantwell Kerry Reid
Ca'rper Kohl . Rockefeller
Clinton Landrieu Salazar
Conrad Lautenberg
Dayton Leahy Sarbanes
Dodd Levin Schumer
Dorgan Lieberman Stabenow
Durbin Lincoln Wyden
NAYS—55
Alexander Bennett Bunning
Allard Bond Burns
Allen Brownback Burr
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Chafee Graham Roberts
Chambliss Grassley Santorum
Coburn Gregg Sessions
Cochran Hagel Shelby
Coleman Hatch Smith
Collins Hutchison Snowe
Cornyn Inhofe Specter
giz;go %{s;lkson Stevens
DeMint Lott Sununu
DeWine Lugar Talent
Dole Martinez Thomas
Domenici McCain T}'lune
Ensign McConnell Vitter
Enzi Murkowski Warner
Frist Nelson (NE)

NOT VOTING—1
Voinovich

The amendment (No. 3133) was re-
jected.

VOTE ON AMENDENT NO. 3114

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now is on agreeing to the Burr
amendment No. 3114.

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 99,
nays 1, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 56 Leg.]

YEAS—99
Akaka Domenici McCain
Alexander Dorgan McConnell
Allard Durbin Menendez
Allen Ensign Mikulski
Baucus Enzi Murkowski
Bayh Feingold Murray
Bennett Feinstein Nelson (FL)
Biden Frist Nelson (NE)
Bingaman Graham Obama
Bond Grassley Pryor
Boxer Gregg Reed
Brownback Hagel Reid
Bunning Harkin Roberts
Burns Hatch Rockefeller
Burr Hutchison Salazar
Cantwell Inhofe Santorum
Carper Inouye Sarbanes
Chafee Isakson Schumer
Chambliss Jeffords Sessions
Clinton Johnson Shelby
Coburn Kennedy Smith
Cochran Kerry Snowe
Coleman Kohl Specter
Collins Kyl Stabenow
Conrad Landrieu Stevens
Cornyn Lautenberg Sununu
Craig Leahy Talent
Crapo Levin Thomas
Dayton Lieberman Thune
DeMint Lincoln Vitter
DeWine Lott Voinovich
Dodd Lugar Warner
Dole Martinez Wyden

NAYS—1

Byrd

The amendment (No. 3114) was agreed
to.

Mr. GREGG. I move to reconsider the
vote, and I move to lay that motion on
the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAHAM). The time until 1:30 p.m. shall
be equally divided.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, at this
point, we are going to begin the amend-
ing process again. The sequence on our
side will be Senator CORNYN, Senator
VITTER, then I understand we go to
Senator STABENOW and Senator AKAKA.
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Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, on our
side it is Senator STABENOW, Senator
AKAKA, Senator LINCOLN. I should in-
tercede, Senator VITTER will be paired
with Senator LANDRIEU on an amend-
ment for Louisiana.

Mr. GREGG. We will do Senator
CORNYN and then Senator VITTER, and
then I presume we will go to Senator
STABENOW and then Senator AKAKA,
then Senator COLLINS, then Senator
LINCOLN; right?

Mr. CONRAD. Very well.

Mr. GREGG. I yield Senator CORNYN
5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized for 5
minutes.

AMENDMENT NO. 3100

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 3100 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Texas [Mr. CORNYN], for
himself, and Mr. GRAHAM, proposes an
amendment numbered 3100.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide for reconciliation in-

structions to the Committee on Finance to

reduce mandatory spending)

On page 4, line 15, decrease the amount by
$1,279,625,000.

On page 4, line 17, decrease the amount by
$1,340,125,000.

On page 4, line 19, decrease the amount by
$1,403,250,000.

On page 4, line 21, decrease the amount by
$1,469,500,000.

On page 5, line 6,
$1,279,625,000.

On page 5, line 8, decrease the amount by
$1,340,125,000.

On page 5, line 10, decrease the amount by
$1,403,250,000.

On page 5, line 12, decrease the amount by
$1,469,500,000.

On page 5, line 21, decrease the amount by
$1,279,625,000.

On page 5, line 23, decrease the amount by
$1,340,125,000.

On page 5, line 25, decrease the amount by
$1,403,250,000.

On page 6, line 2,
$1,469,500,000.

On page 6, line 10, decrease the amount by
$1,279,625,000.

On page 6, line 12, decrease the amount by
$2,619,750,000.

On page 6, line 14, decrease the amount by
$4,023,000,000.

On page 6, line 16, decrease the amount by
$5,492,500,000.

On page 6, line 24, decrease the amount by
$1,279,625,000.

On page 7, line 2, decrease the amount by
$2,619,750,000.

On page 7, line 4, decrease the amount by
$4,023,000,000.

On page 7, line 6,
$5,492,500,000.

On page 21, line 3, decrease the amount by
$1,250,000,000.

On page 21, line 4, decrease the amount by
$1,250,000,000.

On page 21, line 7, decrease the amount by
$1,250,000,000.

decrease the amount by

increase the amount by

decrease the amount by
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On page 21, line 8, decrease the amount by
$1,250,000,000.

On page 21, line 11, decrease the amount by
$1,250,000,000.

On page 21, line 12, decrease the amount by
$1,250,000,000.

On page 21, line 15, decrease the amount by
$1,250,000,000.

On page 21, line 16, decrease the amount by
$1,250,000,000.

On page 27, line 3, decrease the amount by
$29,625,000.

On page 27, line 4, decrease the amount by
$29,625,000.

On page 27, line 7, decrease the amount by
$90,125,000.

On page 27, line 8, decrease the amount by
$90,125,000.

On page 27, line 11, decrease the amount by
$153,250,000.

On page 27, line 12, decrease the amount by
$153,250,000.

On page 27, line 15, decrease the amount by
$219,500,000.

On page 27, line 16, decrease the amount by
$219,500,000.

On page 29, strike lines 14 through 19, and
insert the following:

(a) SPENDING RECONCILIATION INSTRUC-
TIONS.—In the Senate, by May 16, 2006, the
committees named in this section shall sub-
mit their recommendations to the Com-
mittee on the Budget of the Senate. After re-
ceiving those recommendations, the Com-
mittee on the Budget shall report to the Sen-
ate a reconciliation bill carrying out all such
recommendations without any substantive
revision.

(b) COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL
RESOURCES.—The Senate Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources shall report
changes in laws within its jurisdiction suffi-
cient to reduce budget authority and outlays
by $0 in fiscal year 2007, and $3,000,000,000 for
the period of fiscal years 2007 through 2011.

(c) COMMITTEE ON FINANCE.—The Senate
Committee on Finance shall report changes
in laws within its jurisdiction sufficient to
reduce budget authority and outlays by $0 in
fiscal year 2007 and $10,000,000,000 for the pe-
riod of fiscal years 2007 through 2011.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I fur-
ther ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ator GRAHAM of South Carolina be
added as a cosponsor.

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

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, last
year, Congress made some real progress
in getting a handle on mandatory
spending by passing the Deficit Reduc-
tion Act. The Deficit Reduction Act
will reduce mandatory spending by
nearly $100 billion over the next dec-
ade, and it is the first time Congress
has taken a hard look at how to find
savings and reduce the budget deficit
on the mandatory spending side since
1997.

The Deficit Reduction Act is a good
first step. My amendment builds on the
savings of the Deficit Reduction Act.
My amendment lowers the Federal
budget deficit, lowers the Federal debt,
and does not increase taxes on the
American people.

Today, the Federal budget, as we all
know, is heavily weighted in favor of
mandatory spending—entitlement
spending, so to speak. As people live
longer and the baby boom generation
retires, that spending will increase and
eat up a larger and larger share of our
budget.
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Just in Medicare and Medicaid alone,
in the last 5 years, we have seen a 22-
percent increase in entitlement spend-
ing for those two programs. And if we
don’t do something in the next 30 years
about entitlement spending, we won’t
have a dime of revenue to pay for other
items that are important, such as de-
fense, education, NIH research, and
payments to health care providers to
reimbursement under Medicare and
Medicaid.

My amendment directs the Senate
Finance Committee to find $10 billion
in additional savings over the next 5
years. One proposal for the Finance
Committee to consider under this
amendment would be to repeal the sta-
bilization fund included in the Medi-
care Modernization Act. Let me ex-
plain what that is.

This is essentially a bonus provision
to preferred provider organizations—in-
surance companies, in other words—
over and above the regular Medicare
share to encourage them to participate
in the Medicare Program. There simply
is no reason to increase the Federal
subsidy for these insurance companies
over and above regular Medicare pay-
ments. We should eliminate that bonus
and use that money, which is not nec-
essary, to pay down the debt by $7 bil-
lion.

There are other good areas I believe
for the Finance Committee to find the
$10 billion this amendment would re-
quire. The problem is this: If we don’t
do something about the autopilot our
budget is on when it comes to the man-
datory side of spending, we have only
ourselves to blame because no one is at
the wheel, and I am afraid the plane
will crash all too soon. We are feeling
the squeeze already. The appropriators,
I know, are trying to squeeze more and
more out of the discretionary spending
portion of the budget because as the
mandatory and entitlement side rose,
there was less and less flexibility for
spending on important programs that
represent America’s priorities under
the discretionary portion of the budg-
et.

So I encourage my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment. It is one that can
be done without detracting from cur-
rent Medicare spending, but eliminates
this bonus provision, this additional
cash or Federal subsidy that is pro-
vided for under the law that could be
saved and be put to more constructive
use, showing that we are serious about
fiscal responsibility and paying down
the debt.

I yield back the remaining time.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I rise to
support this amendment. I think it is
an excellent idea and hopefully it will
be successful. Stabilization money is
certainly available. It is walking-
around money. We don’t need to have
it sitting there, and we should use it
for reducing the deficit.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this is a
difficult matter for this Senator be-
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cause I have proposed many times to
my colleagues doing away with the sta-
bilization fund. So this amendment
puts me in a quandary to the extent
that if we can assure that with this
amendment we would eliminate the
stabilization fund, I would be with the
Senator.

The problem we face here is, No. 1,
the stabilization fund is $6.2 billion, it
is not $10 billion. No. 2, because of the
way the budget resolution works, we
cannot direct the Finance Committee
on how to make the reduction. I wish
we could, but we cannot.

What we would be doing, in effect, by
the Senator’s amendment is telling the
Finance Committee to cut $10 billion
out of Medicare. They could do that in
any number of ways without affecting
the stabilization fund at all. In fact,
colleagues may recall last year the
Senate told the Finance Committee to
take out the stabilization fund. I call it
the slush fund. I think it is an absolute
waste of money. I absolutely agree
with the Senator on that point. But we
all know at the end of the process, the
stabilization fund was left intact be-
cause the way the budget process
works, we give an instruction about
how much finances to cut, but we can-
not tell them how to do it.

So I want my colleagues to know
that is the circumstance we face with
this amendment. I thank the Senator
for the good faith of his amendment.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Lou-
isiana.

AMENDMENT NO. 3025

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I rise in
support of my filed amendment No.
3025. I will not formally call it up be-
cause some revisions to it are still
being worked on in conjunction with
my colleague from Louisiana, Senator
LANDRIEU, and many other leaders in
the Senate. But I will speak on this
very important topic, and it has to do
with meeting in a positive and respon-
sible way our ongoing needs through-
out all the coastal areas—not just Lou-
isiana—for hurricane protection and
other coastal needs.

Obviously, we have faced many chal-
lenges since Hurricanes Katrina and
Rita. This is a responsible way to help
meet those needs and to help future
coastal needs of all coastal States and
to do it in a way that we can afford and
that we can build into the budget.
Rather than having to come back here
every 2 months, every 3 months for ad-
ditional appropriations, wouldn’t it be
far better to have a stable revenue
source that can help us meet these
needs directly? The biggest part of that
stable revenue source is royalty share,
getting our fair share of what we
produce off our coasts in terms of off-
shore oil and gas.

This amendment is a first vital step
in that direction because it would look
to excess revenue, not anything built
into the budget right now, but excess
revenue in three areas to use for those
vital purposes, not just for Louisiana
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but for coastal needs and coastal
States in general.

What are these three areas I am talk-
ing about? The first would be offshore
energy production, future revenues
that aren’t built into the budget now.
The second would be the Federal share
of ANWR energy production, should we
pass that and say yes to that in the
near future. Of course, ANWR is the
Alaska National Wildlife Refuge. The
third would be DTV revenue that
comes in above the current projections
for those spectrum auctions.

Again, this is a vital first step that
can get us on this path to self-suffi-
ciency, to taking care of these crucial
needs without constantly having to
come here and look for direct Federal
appropriations. We continue to work to
perfect this amendment No. 3025 so it
can gain support.

AMENDMENT NO. 3078

I formally call up amendment No.
3078, which is a separate amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. VITTER]
proposes an amendment numbered 3078.

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To establish a reserve fund to
prevent catastrophic loss)

On page 43, between lines 22 and 23, insert
the following:

SEC. 313. RESERVE FUND TO PREVENT CATA-
STROPHIC LOSS.

If—

(1) the Committee on Environment and
Public Works of the Senate reports a bill or
joint resolution, or if an amendment is of-
fered thereto, or if a conference report is
submitted thereon, that increases invest-
ment in measures designed to prevent cata-
strophic flood and hurricane damage in
coastal areas such that—

(A) the measures, when completed, will
likely decrease future expenditures from the
Disaster Relief Fund;

(B) the increases do
$10,000,000,000; and

(C) the measures are certified by the Presi-
dent as likely to prevent loss of life and
property; and

(2) that Committee is within its allocation
as provided under section 302(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C.
633(a));
the Chairperson of the Committee on Budget
of the Senate may make the appropriate ad-
justments in the allocations and aggregates
to the extent that such legislation would not
increase the deficit for the fiscal year 2007
and for the period of fiscal years 2007
through 2011.

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, very
quickly, this is a separate amendment
that would give us flexibility in the
context of the budget to account for fu-
ture levy and hurricane protection
projects should the Environment and
Public Works Committee pass out a
bill that authorizes these important

not exceed
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projects. It builds flexibility into the
budget through a reserve fund without
busting the budget, without doing any
harm to the budget numbers and the
overall caps. I look forward to my col-
leagues’ support of this flexibility.

I yield the remainder of my time.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank
the two Senators from Louisiana, espe-
cially Senator LANDRIEU, for working
with her colleague Senator VITTER on
this important amendment for their
home State that has obviously been so
badly damaged by Hurricane Katrina. I
thank Senator LANDRIEU and Senator
VITTER for working together in a bipar-
tisan way to begin to rebuild addi-
tional resources as their State has been
so0 hard hit.

I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Louisiana.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator. He and the Senator
from New Hampshire have done a fine
job leading us through this budget. It
is a tough instrument, of course, to ne-
gotiate.

Senator VITTER and I are pleased to
come to the floor to speak about three
particular amendments that will be of-
fered later in the day. One that will be
discussed in more detail is a small
business amendment. He and I serve to-
gether on the Small Business Com-
mittee. It has become apparent to us
there are many issues regarding the
slowness in which the applications our
small businesses are putting in but not
getting their due checks based on the
current law fast enough to get them re-
established. So we will be offering an
amendment on a small business issue
which I will be cosponsoring with him
later.

These two issues we are speaking
about this morning on levees are an au-
thorization for an additional $10 billion
through the committee Senator VITTER
serves on to try to get the authoriza-
tion levels up. Mr. President, as you
know, because you just visited our
great State, any number of levy
projects throughout all of south Lou-
isiana, from southwest to southeast,
from the metropolitan area of New Or-
leans to the metropolitan area of
Thibodaux, Houma, Lake Charles, and
rural areas of Cameron and Vermilion
Parish, all are short of the levy sys-
tems they need to protect themselves
and are short of money to our coastal
restoration efforts that serve as the
first barrier against storms such as
Rita and Katrina.

So the second amendment I hope our
colleagues will consider is a $10 billion
authorization increase in one of the
committees Senator VITTER serves on,
EPW. A critical third amendment we
will discuss later when the details are
worked out is a gulf coast recovery
fund. That fund will take some addi-
tional revenues flowing into the Treas-
ury from additional offshore oil and
gas revenues, not specified to any par-
ticular place in the gulf, but of course
the ANWR revenues and some others
that may be coming in if this resolu-
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tion passes, to support direct funding,
coastal impact assistance to the Gulf
Coast States: Texas, Mississippi, Ala-
bama, and Louisiana. The Gulf Coast
States that serve as America’s only en-
ergy coast have been devastated by
these two storms. Some smart invest-
ments now will save us billions of dol-
lars down the road.

Of course, we say from Louisiana and
the gulf coast, if it weren’t for our Gulf
Coast States, we wouldn’t even be able
to access the great mineral revenues
off our shores, right off the southern
shore of the United States. So I am
pleased to join with my colleague and
work through the better part of today
on these three amendments.

Then at an additional time later on,
with the leadership’s go-ahead, we will
also hopefully be discussing a defense
amendment very important to the
Barksdale Air Force Base in Shreve-
port.

I thank my colleagues for their gen-
erosity, and I yield back the remainder
of my time.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I very
much thank the Senator.

I see the Senator from Michigan is on
the floor. Would the Senator from
Michigan be prepared to present her
amendment?

Ms. STABENOW. Yes.

Mr. CONRAD. I yield 3 minutes—is
that sufficient time?

Ms. STABENOW. Yes.

Mr. CONRAD. I yield 3 minutes to
the Senator from Michigan, and then
next on our side will be Senator
AKAKA, and then I think Senator CoOL-
LINS is in line, and then Senator LIN-
COLN.

Senator STABENOW.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Ms. STABENOW. Thank you, Senator
CONRAD. Again, thank you for your
leadership on the Budget Committee.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Ms. STABENOW. Yes.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, if it is
agreeable to the chairman, I have a re-
port I am supposed to do at the lunch-
eon that is going on. If I could give the
time at this point to people, would that
be appropriate?

Mr. GREGG. I would suggest that we
reach a unanimous consent agreement
that on the list you identified, every-
body be granted 5 minutes.

Mr. CONRAD. Could we do 4 minutes?
Because we have a bit of a time con-
straint, could we do 4 minutes?

Ms. STABENOW. If I might ask, are
we asking for 2 minutes per side?

Mr. CONRAD. No. It would be 4 min-
utes for each of the Senators.

Mr. GREGG. And that will come off
your time when the Democratic Mem-
bers make offers, and when we make
offers, it will come off of our time.

Mr. CONRAD. Very well.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3141

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Michigan [Ms.
STABENOW] proposes an amendment num-
bered 3141.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To provide an assured stream of
funding for veteran’s health care that will
take into account the annual changes in
the veterans’ population and inflation to
be paid for by restoring the pre-2001 top
rate for income over $1 million, closing
corporate tax loopholes and delaying tax
cuts for the wealthy)

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$6,900,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$16,500,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by
$22,200,000,000.

On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by
$27,000,000,000.

On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by
$31,600,000,000.

On page 4, line 1, increase
$6,900,000,000.

On page 4, line 2, increase
$16,500,000,000.

On page 4, line 3, increase
$22,200,000,000.

On page 4, line 4, increase
$27,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 6, increase
$31,600,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$6,900,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$16,500,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$22,200,000,000.

On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by
$27,000,000,000.

On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by
$31,600,000,000.

On page 5, line 4, increase
$6,900,000,000.

On page 5, line 6, increase
$16,500,000,000.

On page 5, line 8, increase
$22,200,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$27,000,000,000.

On page 5, line 12, increase the amount by
$31,600,000,000.

On page 23, line 24, increase the amount by
$6,900,000,000.

On page 23, line 25, increase the amount by
$6,900,000,000.

On page 24, line 3, increase the amount by
$16,500,000,000.

On page 24, line 4, increase the amount by
$16,500,000,000.

On page 24, line 7, increase the amount by
$22,200,000,000.

On page 24, line 8, increase the amount by
$22,200,000,000.

On page 24, line 11, increase the amount by
$27,000,000,000.

On page 24, line 12, increase the amount by
$27,000,000,000.

On page 24, line 15, increase the amount by
$31,600,000,000.

On page 24, line 16, increase the amount by
$31,600,000,000.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
rise today to offer an amendment to
make veterans health care funding as-
sured and mandatory.

Real security means supporting our
troops abroad and making sure they

the amount by
the amount by
the amount by
the amount by

the amount by

the amount by
the amount by

the amount by
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have the body armor and the equip-
ment they need, but it also means sup-
porting them when they come home. It
means giving our current and our fu-
ture veterans the health care they need
and deserve.

The amendment I am offering today
provides full funding for veterans med-
ical care to ensure that the VA has the
resources necessary to provide quality
health care in a timely manner to our
Nation’s sick and disabled veterans.

The problem we face today is that re-
sources for veterans health care are
falling behind demand, and we Know
this because every year we are trying
to address the shortfall.

In 1993, there were about 2.5 million
veterans in the VA health care system.
Today there are more than 7 million
veterans enrolled in the system, over
half of whom receive care on a regular
basis.

Despite the 160-percent increase in
patients over the last decade, the VA
has received an average of only a 5-per-
cent increase in appropriations during
this administration. Some of my col-
leagues will say this amendment isn’t
necessary because there have been
funding increases over the last several
years. They also say we do not need to
create another entitlement program.
Over the last 2 years, we have seen a
500-percent increase in the number of
veterans seeking care from the VA who
have been serving in Iraq and serving
in Afghanistan. But the administra-
tion’s budget projects that the VA will
treat 109,191 veterans next year, and
this falls over 35,000 veterans short of
the number of Iraq and Afghanistan
veterans the VA currently treats. So
we see a b00-percent increase in the
number of veterans coming home after
serving us bravely in Iraq and Afghani-
stan, and yet their budget assumes
that there are 35,000 fewer—fewer than
last year—fewer Iraq and Afghanistan
veterans we are going to treat next
yvear. These numbers do not make
sense.

Last year’s budget is also a case
study on why we need to have assured
funding for VA health care. In total,
Congress provided an additional $3 bil-
lion for veterans health care because
the administration grossly miscalcu-
lated the need for veterans health care.

We need to finally move this into a
category where every year those vet-
erans coming home who need health
care will know that the dollars are
there based on their eligibility, based
on their service, based on their need—
not based on a debate on the floor in
the Congress about how much we are
willing to spend to address their health
care needs. This should not be a year-
to-year debate and commitment; this
should be an assured commitment that
the dollars will be there. Just as they
are for Medicare, for Medicaid, our vet-
erans ought to know that every year,
their funding for critical health care
services will be assured.

Today’s soldiers are tomorrow’s vet-
erans. America has made a promise to
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these brave men and women to provide
them with the care they need—not
based on a debate on how much we
want to spend or calculations year to
year on the numbers that folks think
may or may not seek care. This ought
to be about making sure that every one
of our brave men and women coming
home, whether it is from the current
wars or whether it is our World War 1T
vets or any other war or conflict in
which our soldiers have been serving—
when they need health care as vet-
erans, we will fulfill our promises to
make sure it is there for them.

I urge my colleagues to support this
very important amendment, supported
by all of the major veterans organiza-
tions in this country. It is time to get
this done and get it done right.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

AMENDMENT NO. 3071

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask
that the pending amendment be set
aside, and I call up my amendment, No.
3071, and ask for its consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. AKAKA], for
himself, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr.
BINGAMAN, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. KERRY, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Mr. DopD, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr.
SCHUMER, Ms. LANDRIEU, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr.
SALAZAR, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. DURBIN, and Mr.
KOHL, proposes an amendment numbered
3071.

Mr. AKAKA. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To increase funding for Title I

grants and reduce debt by closing cor-

porate tax loopholes)

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$180,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$4,860,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by
$840,000,000.

On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by
$120,000,000.

On page 4,
$180,000,000.

On page 4,
$4,860,000,000.

On page 4,
$840,000,000.

On page 4,
$120,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$3,000,000,000.

On page 5,
$90,000,000.

On page 5,
$2,430,000,000.

On page 5,
$420,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$60,000,000.

On page 5, line 19, increase the amount by
$90,000,000.

On page 5, line 21, increase the amount by
$2,430,000,000.

On page 5, line 23, increase the amount by
$420,000,000.

line 1, increase the amount by
line 2, increase the amount by
line 3, increase the amount by

line 4, increase the amount by

line 4, increase the amount by
line 6, increase the amount by

line 8, increase the amount by
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On page 5, line 25, increase the amount by
$60,000,000.

On page 6, line 8, decrease the amount by
$90,000,000.

On page 6, line 10, decrease the amount by
$2,520,000,000.

On page 6, line 12, decrease the amount by
$2,940,000,000.

On page 6, line 14, decrease the amount by
$3,000,000,000.

On page 6, line 16, decrease the amount by
$3,000,000,000.

On page 6, line 22, decrease the amount by
$90,000,000.

On page 6, line 24, decrease the amount by
$2,520,000,000.

On page 7,
$2,940,000,000.

On page 7, line 4, decrease the amount by
$3,000,000,000.

On page 1,
$3,000,000,000.

On page 18, line 24, increase the amount by
$3,000,000,000.

On page 18, line 25, increase the amount by
$90,000,000.

On page 19, line 4, increase the amount by
$2,430,000,000.

On page 19, line 8, increase the amount by
$420,000,000.

On page 19, line 12, increase the amount by
$60,000,000.

On page 53, line 1, increase the amount by
$3,000,000,000.

On page 53, line 2, increase the amount by
$90,000,000.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I thank
the managers of this bill for accommo-
dating this amendment. I am very
grateful.

I rise with Senators CLINTON, KEN-
NEDY, BINGAMAN, DODD, MENENDEZ,
KERRY, LIEBERMAN, CANTWELL, SCHU-
MER, LANDRIEU, MIKULSKI, SALAZAR,
LINCOLN, DURBIN, and KOHL to offer an
amendment to the FY 2007 Budget Res-
olution to restore Title I funding with-
in the No Child Left Behind Act. Cer-
tainly, NCLB has come under fire as
schools across the country struggle to
comply with its requirements, particu-
larly for higher student test scores and
teacher qualifications. My colleagues
and I have gone on record several times
about what we need to do to change the
NCLB, to respond to the urgent con-
cerns and needs in all of our commu-
nities, including those in my state of
Hawaii.

However, today, we are not talking
about deficiencies in the Act, but a
shortfall in its funding, and about mis-
placed budget priorities. This budget
resolution is similar to the President’s
budget in its stated priorities. It has
debt-financed tax cuts that largely
benefit the well-off and special inter-
ests. It presents a five year plan, which
does not recognize the significant nega-
tive impact on revenues that tax cuts
will have beyond the next five years. It
proposes $14 billion in net mandatory
spending cuts. It also omits war costs
beyond 2007. We somewhat improved
the measure by increasing veterans and
defense funding, even if I do not fully
agree with the budget gimmick that
was used to offset these increases.

However, if we pass this budget as is,
we fail our students and teachers once
again by underfunding education. The
President’s FY 2007 budget proposed

line 2, decrease the amount by

line 6, decrease the amount by
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the largest cut to federal education
funding in the Education Department’s
26-year history, a $2.1 billion reduction.
As approved by the Budget Committee,
the budget resolution did not do much
better, including the same total
amount for discretionary spending,
with no guarantee that education
would be increased. We must not
underfund an area that represents the
future of this country. As we debate
the need to remain competitive in the
world, and worry about other countries
overtaking us in producing scientists,
engineers, and professionals in other
areas important to our industries and
national security, we cannot let edu-
cation take the hit.

The Title I funding shortfall, the
amount below authorized levels, is $12.3
billion for FY 2007. This increases the
cumulative Title I shortfall since
NCLB’s enactment to $43.7 billion. Ac-
tual funding has barely increased since
2002, which continued to grow the gap
between authorized and actual funding.
The rightful amount in FY 2007 for
Title I, as authorized, should be $25 bil-
lion. This budget resolution puts the
amount at $12.7 billion.

Mr. President, we are being realistic
with our amendment, given our current
budgetary climate. We are asking for a
modest, responsible increase of almost
$3 billion, which is what the Presi-
dent’s initial budget requests sought to
do. Let me underscore that point—our
amendment would do what the Presi-
dent said he wanted to do in previous
years, which is to secure an additional
$4 billion in funding—$1 billion annu-
ally—since FY 2004. Actual increases
since then add up to just over $1 bil-
lion. In addition, the amendment is
fully offset by closing abusive cor-
porate tax loopholes.

If we don’t pass our amendment, Mr.
President, 3.7 million students will not
be served by the Title I program. A
total of 29 states stand to lose Title I
funding, according to the Department
of Education, including Alabama, Ari-
zona, Arkansas, California, Colorado,
Connecticut, Idaho, Indiana, Iowa,
Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota,
Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, Ne-
braska, New Jersey, New Mexico, Okla-
homa, Pennsylvania, Texas, Utah, Vir-
ginia, Washington, and Wisconsin.

Another 7 states will be level-funded,
including Alaska, Delaware, New
Hampshire, North Dakota, South Da-
kota, Vermont, and Wyoming.

The remaining states that gain over-
all funding will still have many dis-
tricts—maybe even a majority of those
districts—lose funding. In addition, we
must not forget history—even if states
would gain this year, they likely lost
in a previous year. My state of Hawaii
is in this last category, for example,
having received $47.5 million in FY
2005, and more than a million dollars
less in FY 2006 including across-the-
board cuts, at about $46.4 million.

To extend this last point further,
many states will have cuts a second
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year in a row, and some would be cut
for four or even five years in a row.
Twenty-nine states will receive less
Title I money than they did two years
ago in FY 2005: Alaska, Arkansas, Cali-
fornia, Connecticut, Delaware, Hawaii,
Iowa, Kentucky, Maine, Massachusetts,
Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Mon-
tana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New
Jersey, New York, North Dakota, Okla-
homa, Rhode Island, Texas, Utah,
Vermont, Virginia, Washington, West
Virginia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming.

Fifteen states will receive less Title I
money than they did three years ago in
FY 2004: California, Connecticut, Iowa,
Kansas, Maine, Massachusetts, Mon-
tana, New Jersey, New Mexico, New
York, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Or-
egon, Wisconsin, and Wyoming.

Nine states will receive less Title I
money than they did 4 years ago in FY
2003: Connecticut, Kansas, Maine, Mas-
sachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, Mon-
tana, New Jersey, and North Dakota.

Three states will receive less Title I
money than they did 5 years ago in FY
2002, which is less than they got before
NCLB: Connecticut, Massachusetts,
Minnesota.

The District of Columbia will receive
less money than it did in FY 2004 or F'Y
2005.

The Northern Mariana Islands will
receive less Title I money in FY 2007
than it had received in any of the years
since the NCLB’s enactment.

Let me remind my colleagues who we
are hurting by failing to adequately
fund Title I. This comprehensive edu-
cation program focuses help on dis-
advantaged children—those from
lower-income families. Title I helps
these students meet state and local
academic standards, with scientif-
ically-proven instructional support, in
basic subjects such as reading, lan-
guage arts, and mathematics. Title I
provides support through guidance,
health, nutrition, and social services.
It also provides resources for com-
prehensive school-wide planning, pro-
fessional development, curriculum de-
velopment, parental involvement, and
acquisition of instructional materials
and equipment. Now some may say
that federal assistance does not help
all schools, only Title I schools, but
that is not true—the statewide ac-
countability system required under
Title I applies to all public schools. So
this program, this central piece of the
NCLB, works to meet urgent needs in
all of public education.

Students, school faculty and staff,
parents, and education administrators
have been trying, mightily in some
cases, to meet the challenges posed by
NCLB and raise student academic
achievement. We need to do this—to
ensure that our citizens have the
knowledge and skills they need to suc-
ceed when they leave school and enter
the workforce or other pursuits. How-
ever, this is very difficult to do if they
lack adequate funding.

I can give you concrete examples of
how our schools are suffering that I
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just heard of this week, when I met
with a representative of Hawaii’s
PTSA, our affiliate of national PTA.
Some students in Hawaii are having
bread and water for lunch. Why? Be-
cause the schools don’t have enough re-
sources to ensure that parents know
how to apply for reduced and free
lunch. Parents who have raised funds
to install air conditioners in hot class-
rooms, to allow students and teachers
to concentrate on learning, cannot do
so because the education system can-
not afford the additional electricity
costs. Students are not receiving extra
help through tutoring in reading and
math because funds are needed for
other services that are deemed essen-
tial. Hawaii’s schools are suffering be-
cause they need a greater infusion of
resources, and we need to help them
from the federal level, as we said we
would when we approved the NCLB.

Our schools will continue working to
serve our kids and achieving the big-
gest bang for the buck, which is what
education has been forced to do all
along. I know this to my core, because
I know what it’s like to be in the shoes
of those in education. I spent nearly
two decades in education. I taught in
several of Hawaii’s elementary, middle,
and high schools. Public and private. In
the classroom, in music rooms, and in
labs. In administration—as a vice prin-
cipal and a principal. As a representa-
tive of Hawaii’s principals to a na-
tional organization. And as a statewide
administrator for the Hawaii Depart-
ment of Education for the Model Cities
program. I know what it’s like to
stretch the education dollar. However,
we must stop being behind the curve
with education funding.

Education funding must be a given,
not just a goal. Our Title I amendment
goes partway toward making that hap-
pen, and I urge my colleagues to sup-
port it.

The American Federation of Teach-
ers, National Education Association,
Council of State School Officers, and
other education organizations support
this increase for Title I. I ask unani-
mous consent that letters of support
from the AFT and NEA be printed in
the RECORD.

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

AMERICAN FEDERATION OF TEACHERS,
Washington, DC, March 15, 2006.
Office of the Hon. DANIEL K. AKAKA,
Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR AKAKA: On behalf of the
more than 1.3 million members of the Amer-
ican Federation of Teachers (AFT), I am
writing in support of your Title I amend-
ment to the fiscal year (FY) 2007 budget reso-
lution.

Knowing that the goals of the No Child
Left Behind Act (NCLB) could only be
achieved with accountability and dedicated
resources, Congress set a funding authoriza-
tion for the program each year.

In the three years following NCLB’s pas-
sage, K-12 education programs received aver-
age annual increases of $5 billion. However,
this steady growth has stalled, as witnessed
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in the past two appropriations bills (FY 2005
and FY 06). Currently, the gap between au-
thorized and appropriated funds for Title I
from FY 02 through FY 06 is $40.3 billion. In
addition, the president’s budget provides no
increase this year for Title I. Given infla-
tion, this would amount to a cut in many
districts. It would have a devastating effect
on schools that educate large numbers of
poor and minority students.

It would also exacerbate a problem that
has occurred over the past few years as a re-
sult of chronic underfunding. The U.S. Edu-
cation Department projects that 29 states
will lose Title I funding and seven states will
be level-funded in FY 07 if the president’s
budget request is enacted. The remaining
states, those that gain funding overall, will
see many of their individual school dis-
tricts—possibly most of them—lose funding.
Also, any gains will not make up for funding
shortfalls since NCLB’s enactment.

Your amendment seeks a relatively modest
increase to help us move a step closer toward
fully funding Title I. President Bush has ac-
knowledged the need to increase Title I fund-
ing by $1 billion in FY 2004 and FY 2005, al-
though actual increases over the past four
years have amounted to much less.

At a time when schools and teachers are
working hard to meet the requirements of
NCLB, this amendment will be a boost for
students, teachers, and school districts na-
tionwide. Ensuring that all children have
highly qualified teachers and that struggling
schools have the tools to improve can’t be
done on the cheap. Research indicates that
recruiting highly qualified teachers for hard-
to-staff schools requires improving the phys-
ical plant, providing up-to-date textbooks
and other learning resources, implementing
proven curricula, attracting and retaining
exemplary administrative staff and pro-
viding professional development and finan-
cial resources for teachers.

The AFT applauds you and your colleagues
for making education a top priority in this
budget. Securing these resources for the up-
coming school year is critical to our collec-
tive efforts to support and improve our na-
tion’s public schools.

Sincerely,
KRISTOR W. COWAN,
Director, Legislation Department.
NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION,
Washington, DC, March 16, 2006.
U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC

DEAR SENATOR: On behalf of the National
Education Association’s (NEA) 2.8 million
members, we would like to express our sup-
port for an amendment to be offered by Sen-
ator Akaka (D-HI) to the proposed fy07 budg-
et resolution that would allow for an in-
crease of $3 billion for Title I. This amend-
ment would build on the important founda-
tion offered by the just-passed Specter-Har-
kin amendment, which would replenish key
education and health programs recently cut.

The Administration has called Title I the
cornerstone of No Child Left Behind. The
program provides invaluable funds to help
close achievement gaps and maximize stu-
dent learning. It funds supplemental pro-
grams to enable educationally disadvantaged
students, particularly those attending
schools in high-poverty areas, to meet chal-
lenging academic standards. It also pays the
salaries of teachers and paraprofessionals,
funds pre-K, after-school, and summer school
programs, and provides for professional de-
velopment for teachers and paraprofes-
sionals.

Unfortunately, Title I continues to be sig-
nificantly underfunded, denying too many el-
igible students the full services they need to
succeed. The budget proposal before the Sen-

March 16, 2006

ate would shortchange Title I by $12.3 billion
below the amount authorized in the No Child
Left Behind Act. If enacted as proposed, the
budget will reduce Title I funding for 29
states and will flat-fund seven additional
states. As a result, the budget would deny es-
sential Title I services to some 3.7 million
children.

The Akaka amendment would allow for a
relatively modest $3 billion increase for Title
I, offset by closing abusive corporate tax
loopholes. In so doing, it would allow for an
important step in the right direction for this
critical program.

Again, we urge your support for this im-
portant amendment.

Sincerely,
DIANE SHUST,
Director of Govern-
ment Relations.
RANDALL MOODY,
Manager of Federal
Policy and Politics.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is not a suffi-
cient second.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I yield
my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

AMENDMENT NO. 3066

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 3066, which is at the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Maine [Ms. COLLINS], for
herself and Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. DEWINE, Ms.
SNOWE, Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr. MENENDEZ,
proposes an amendment numbered 3066.

Ms. COLLINS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To ensure that first responder and
state and local government grant programs
key to our Nation’s homeland security are
funded at no less than FY 2006 levels and to
provide increases for port security, first re-
sponder programs, rail/transit security,
and National Response Plan Training, off-
set by discretionary spending reductions)
On page 16, line 21, increase the amount by

$4,000,000.

On page 16, line 22, increase the amount by
$3,000,000.

On page 17, line 1, increase the amount by
$1,000,000.

On page 17, line 22, increase the amount by
$488,000,000.

On page 17, line 23, increase the amount by
$164,000,000.

On page 18, line 3, increase the amount by
$227,000,000.

On page 18, line 7, increase the amount by
$75,000,000.

On page 18, line 11, increase the amount by
$22,000,000.

On page 24, line 24, increase the amount by
$494,000,000.

On page 24, line 25, increase the amount by
$171,000,000.

On page 25, line 4, increase the amount by
$158,000,000.

On page 25, line 8, increase the amount by
$146,000,000.

On page 25, line 12, increase the amount by
$19,000,000.
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On page 27, line 23, decrease the amount by
$986,000,000.

On page 27, line 24, decrease the amount by
$338,000,000.

On page 28, line 2, decrease the amount by
$386,000,000.

On page 28, line 5, decrease the amount by
$221,000,000.

On page 28, line 8, decrease the amount by
$41,000,000.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment, which is cosponsored by my col-
league from Connecticut, Senator
LIEBERMAN—we would like to add as

additional cosponsors Senators
DEWINE, SNOWE, KENNEDY, and MENEN-
DEZ.

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

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
rise today to speak on behalf of an
amendment offered by Senator COLLINS
and myself to the Fiscal Year 2007
budget resolution to strengthen our
homeland security efforts—particu-
larly the ability of first responders to
prevent, prepare for, respond to, and
recover from terrorist attacks or cata-
strophic natural disasters.

I have also filed an amendment that
would increase the President’s Govern-
ment-wide homeland security budget
by $8 billion—an amount still far below
what the experts tell us we need to be
as safe as we should be. I think the Na-
tion would be best served by a
healthier investment in homeland se-
curity, but I am happy to join with
Senator COLLINS to offer this smaller
$986 million proposal as a way to en-
sure support for first responders; rail,
transit, port and cargo security, Coast
Guard research and development, and
assorted other programs.

September 11, 2001, changed our lives
forever. We face new and dangerous
threats from our enemies that we must
be prepared to deal with. Furthermore,
the Federal response to Hurricane
Katrina proved beyond a shadow of a
doubt that we are still a Nation unpre-
pared for catastrophe. Yet, the Bush
administration seems to have turned
its back on the lessons of September 11,
2001, and of August 29, 2005, the day
Hurricane Katrina made landfall. And
this budget resolution, which largely
reflects the President’s budget pro-
posal, does nothing to indicate other-
wise.

We know our first responders lack
the training, equipment, and fre-
quently the manpower they need to do
their jobs. Most don’t even have the
basic capability to communicate with
one another across jurisdictional and
service lines, and Hurricane Katrina
demonstrated that sometimes during a
major catastrophe they can’t commu-
nicate at all.

Yet, the President’s fiscal year 2007
budget proposal eliminates a number of
first responder programs and cuts oth-
ers, leaving those on the frontlines of
the war against terror or on the
frontlines of a hurricane, struggling to
make due with less. Our amendment
would add $860 million to restore and
expand first responder programs.
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We would restore $400 million for the
Law Enforcement Terrorist Prevention
Program, which the administration
would totally eliminate; $251 million
for the FIRE grants, which provide
training and equipment to firefighters;
$110 million to restore the SAFER Act,
which helps recruit, hire and train
local firefighters and which the admin-
istration would eliminate; $30 million
for the Metropolitan Medical Response
System which helps prepare local
health officials for mass casualties;
and $15 million for emergency pre-
paredness grants. We would also add
$67 million to the primary homeland
security grants for States.

After first responders, port security
would get the second highest amount
of funding under our amendment—for a
total of $427 million for port security.
Perhaps one of the unintended con-
sequences of the Dubai Ports World fra-
cas was that it underscored the need
for better port security. Ninety-five
percent of all our trade flows through
our ports, and a terrorist event at one
could cause economic havoc. Security
experts have also warned that WMD
would most likely be smuggled into the
country in a shipping container.

Our amendment would commit to
strengthening port security by reallo-
cating funding for the Targeted Infra-
structure Protection Program to en-
sure a dedicated $300 million for port
security grants. Another $2 million
would be set aside to audit the grants
to ensure the money is being used prop-
erly and efficiently.

Furthermore, we would provide $20
million for additional staff for the C-
TPAT program—which permits expe-
dited shipping for known companies
that increase their shipping security.
Currently, there are just 80 people re-
sponsible for overseeing 10,000 applica-
tions to the program. We would include
$105 million for cutting-edge imaging
inspection equipment for better cargo
security and $4 million the administra-
tion cut from the Coast Guard’s R&D
program.

Because we know our rail and transit
system is wide open, vulnerable, and
appealing to terrorists, and because the
President’s budget eliminates rail and
transit grants, we would dedicate $200
million specifically for rail and transit
security grants, just as we did for port
security grants. Fourteen million
Americans ride mass transit each
weekday, more than 16 times the num-
ber of daily trips taken by Americans
on domestic airlines. Let’s not fail to
learn the lessons of attacks on the
London, Madrid, Moscow, Tokyo, and
Israeli rail and transit systems.

Our enemies are ruthless and choose
their own battlefields in the commu-
nities where we live and work. Nature,
too, can be ruthless and will strike in
unpredictable ways year after year. We
must have first responders who are
trained and equipped not just to pre-
pare for and respond to catastrophes
but to work to prevent them, as well.
We worked with a real sense of urgency
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after September 11, 2001, to secure our
Nation. We must summon that same
sense of urgency now to close the secu-
rity gaps that remain. I wish there was
a cheap way to do that. But there isn’t.
It takes money—more money than the
administration’s budget offers and
more money than the majority’s budg-
et resolution we’re debating this week
offers. I urge my colleagues to support
these modest proposals so that we can
make additional headway toward our
goal of being better able to prevent,
prepare for, respond to, and recover
from the terrorist attacks and natural
disasters that are sure to come.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, the
Collins-Lieberman amendment would
provide $986 million to help prevent
terrorist attacks and to enable us to
respond more effectively if one does
occur. It enjoys the support of a wide
range of first responder groups, rep-
resenting our police and our fire-
fighters.

Our amendment has two components.
First, it restores funding to the fiscal
year 2006 levels for key grant programs
that assist first responders, as well as
State and local governments. These are
such programs as the Law Enforcement
Terrorism Prevention Program, the
Metropolitan Medical Response Sys-
tem, emergency management perform-
ance grants, the FIRE Act, and SAFER
programs.

As this chart prepared by the Con-
gressional Research Service indicates,
the aggregate difference between the
fiscal year 2006 appropriated amount
and the proposed budget request for
this year is $395 million. Our amend-
ment ensures that none of the pro-
grams listed on this chart would be
funded at any less than the level that
was appropriated for fiscal year 2006.

Last year, for example, Congress ap-
propriated $550 million for the State
Homeland Security Grant Program, a
key source of assistance to State and
local governments and first responders.
This level, I point out, was only half of
the fiscal year 2005 enacted level. Com-
munities use these funds for first re-
sponder preparation activities such as
emergency planning, risk assessments,
mutual aid agreements, equipment,
training, and exercises.

It is important to realize that the
biggest single expenditure of these
funds is the purchase of interoperable
communications equipment. Therefore,
a vote for our amendment is a vote to
increase funding for interoperable com-
munications equipment for first re-
sponders.

Under the Collins-Lieberman amend-
ment, we would also provide an addi-
tional $150 million for the State Home-
land Security Grant Program to create
a better national response system that
will operate more smoothly at the Fed-
eral, State, and local level. Our com-
mittee’s investigation into the pre-
paredness for and response to Hurri-
cane Katrina clearly demonstrated in-
adequate response and deficiencies in
our ability to respond effectively to the
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catastrophic events. This is not the
time to reduce the Federal Govern-
ment’s commitment to national pre-
paredness.

The budget also shortchanges first
responders in other programs, such as
the FIRE Act and the SAFER grants.
We would take care of that as well as
the Law Enforcement Terrorism Pre-
vention Program, one of the programs
that focuses on preventing terrorist at-
tacks.

Another important aspect of the Col-
lins-Lieberman amendment deals with
port security grants. Unfortunately,
the administration’s budget does not
dedicate a separate funding stream for
port security. Instead, it folds port se-
curity in with all other transportation
and critical infrastructure, thus pro-
viding no assurance at all that any
money will be provided to strengthen
the security of our ports. The esti-
mates are, from the ports administra-
tors, that we need to have $400 million
for port security grant funding. Be-
cause of budget constraints we don’t go
that far, but we do include dedicated
funding, $300 million in port security
grant funding. We have proposed an in-
crease to move the funding level to
meeting the identified needs and to
help us improve the security of our
ports.

There are so many needs, but we
have worked very hard to keep the cost
of our amendment down. It is fully off-
set. I hope our colleagues will support
this proposal. It also provides funding
for a number of other critical infra-
structure needs, such as our Nation’s
rail and transit systems.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment and send a message to our
first responders that they are a top pri-
ority. The additional funding provided
by the Collins-Lieberman amendment
is an investment we simply must make
to strengthen our ability to prevent,
detect, and if necessary respond to at-
tacks on our homeland.

I urge support for the amendment,
and I yield the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I com-
pliment our colleague from Maine for
her conscientious efforts, as well as her
fiscally responsible efforts. I ask unan-
imous consent to add my name to her
list of cosponsors and again tell her
how much we appreciate all of the
many issues that have landed in her
lap this year and what an incredible
job she has done, working with Senator
LIEBERMAN to address those. I ask
unanimous consent to add my name as
a cosponsor, please.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3047

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 3047.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Arkansas [Mrs. LIN-
COLN], for herself, Mr. DURBIN, and Mrs. CLIN-
TON, proposes an amendment numbered 3047.
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Mrs. LINCOLN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

To provide $7.8 billion over two years to fund
refundable tax credits targeted to small
businesses with up to 100 employees so that
they may help purchase group health in-
surance for their low-wage workers, paid
for by closing corporate tax loopholes)

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$4,500,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$3,300,000,000.

On page 4, line 1, increase the amount by
$4,500,000,000.

On page 4, line 2, increase the amount by
$3,300,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$4,500,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$3,300,000,000.

On page b, line 4, increase the amount by
$4,500,000,000.

On page 5, line 6, increase the amount by
$3,300,000,000.

On page 19, line 24, increase the amount by
$4,500,000,000.

On page 19, line 25, increase the amount by
$4,500,000,000.

On page 20, line 3, increase the amount by
$3,300,000,000.

On page 20, line 4, increase the amount by
$3,300,000,000.

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I can-
not imagine that the rest of my col-
leagues in this body are not hearing
the same thing I hear, as I travel back
each week to Arkansas, from my con-
stituents. Always in the top three
issues they bring up in the most pas-
sionate of ways happens to be how in
the world are we in this Nation going
to deal with the number of uninsured
in this country, particularly in the
small business arena?

Those Americans who are working
hard, those trying to provide for their
families, those keeping the framework
and the foundation of our small com-
munities together, those working in
small businesses, how are we going to
do a better job in this body in helping
to provide health insurance for those
who are uninsured and their families?

I rise today with my good friend Sen-
ator DURBIN to propose an amendment
to the budget resolution to provide $7.8
billion over 2 years to fund refundable
tax credits targeted to small businesses
with up to 100 employees so they may
help purchase group health insurance
for their low-wage workers.

I ask unanimous consent to add Sen-
ators CLINTON, KOHL, and CANTWELL as
cosponsors of my amendment, and to
take this opportunity as well to note
that our amendment is endorsed by the
National Association of Business Own-
ers and the Small Business Majority.

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

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, my
amendment would dedicate funding to
help small businesses that are strug-
gling to provide health insurance to
their employees, and would do so in a
way that is fiscally responsible. My
amendment is completely offset by
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closing corporate tax loopholes that
have been agreed upon by the Finance
Committee as well as by this entire
body, the Senate. These are ways in
which we can make fiscally responsible
decisions in closing loopholes that
exist and pay for something that is ab-
solutely vital to working families.

Unfortunately, the budget resolution
before us doesn’t specify either an
amount to promote expanding health
insurance coverage for employees of
small businesses or a way to pay for it,
which leads me to believe—as do other
Americans out there listening to this
debate—that this is simply a priority
for us.

We cannot continue to act as if this
issue doesn’t exist. The President has
mentioned it year upon year in his
State of the Union Addresses, and yet
we are seeing increases by the millions
of individuals who are finding them-
selves uninsured. There are nearly 46
million Americans currently without
health insurance, including 456,000 Ar-
kansans in my home State of Arkan-
sas. Twenty percent of working-age
adults are uninsured. These are people
who are working and playing by the
rules to provide for their families. This
number is so alarming to me that ad-
dressing this problem should be a na-
tional priority.

Those who lack health insurance
don’t get access to timely and appro-
priate health care. They have less ac-
cess to important screenings and state-
of-the-art technology and prescription
drugs. Working families need our help
with this problem—and they need it
now.

Senator DURBIN and I have a bill to
help small businesses afford health in-
surance, and a refundable tax credit to
employers as an integral part of our
proposal. Our responsible tax credit is
targeted to help those who need it the
most.

Low-wage workers and small busi-
nesses are significantly more likely to
be uninsured than high-wage workers,
and firms with a high proportion of
low-wage workers are much less likely
to offer insurance. Our tax credits are
targeted to the firms and employees
who need the most incentives to pur-
chase health insurance coverage. Our
tax credit goes to the employer because
small employers believe offering health
insurance has a positive impact on re-
cruitment, retention, employees’ atti-
tude, performance, and health status.

The budget resolution fails to address
this huge problem in our country. The
budget is a blueprint, and it should
clearly represent America’s working
families’ needs and priorities. It is sup-
posed to reflect what our choices will
be when it comes time to spending the
tax dollars of this country. This
amendment is about priorities.

We must make a priority this grow-
ing number of uninsured in our coun-
try. They are working families, playing
by the rules, trying desperately to con-
tribute to their great Nation. One of
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the things we can do is provide the em-
ployers the incentive they need to pro-
vide the kind of health insurance work-
ing families can use and need.

The underlying proposal Senator
DURBIN and I have offered presents
working families’ ability to have the
similar kind of health insurance that I
and all of the Federal employees here
have access to. What greater oppor-
tunity to provide greater choice at a
lower cost. This is the tool that can
make that happen. Providing a tax in-
centive to small businesses to be able
to purchase and assist their employ-
ees—their low-wage workers—with the
ability to engage in the insurance mar-
ket and provide the ability to mitigate
against their health care and their
health care costs is absolutely essen-
tial, not just for the quality of life of
working Americans but also think of
what it does for our economy.

We have a great opportunity in this
budget to set priorities that are impor-
tant to the working families of this
country. I urge my colleagues, let us
come together and do something for
our small businesses and working fami-
lies—and do something now.

I ask my colleagues to support our
amendment and look forward to the op-
portunity we have to do something
about the escalating costs of health
care and what it means to working
families in this Nation.

I request the yeas and nays on my
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

At the moment there is not a suffi-
cient second.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we will
have no trouble getting a sufficient
second.

Perhaps we could give a second to the
yeas and nays asked for by the Senator
from Arkansas at this time. There now
appears to be a sufficient second.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
now a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
the Parliamentarian if he could give us
a breakdown on the time remaining be-
tween now and 1:30.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority has 24 minutes 32 seconds, the
minority has 15 minutes 6 seconds.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we have
calls out to two other offices of Mem-
bers who indicated an interest in offer-
ing amendments in this time period.

As we have heard from the Parlia-
mentarian, we only have 15 minutes
left on our side. When we put in a
quorum call, that time will be charged
equally. I alert those Senators whose
offices have been called that time is
rapidly running through the hourglass.
I hope very much those who have been
called and who have asked for time will
come. Time is rapidly evaporating.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.
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Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be dispensed with.

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

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 2
additional minutes to the Senator from
Arkansas.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3106

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague.

I come to the floor today to offer an
amendment on behalf of rural America.
If there is anything that has been con-
sistent in this administration’s budget,
it has been that there has been more
asked from rural America in terms of
the burden of cuts that have happened
and a disproportionate share of the
labor-intensive ideas of how we are
going to deal with incredible spending.

I offer this amendment on behalf of
rural America. I thank Senators
SALAZAR, PRYOR, HARKIN, and KOHL for
joining me in this effort.

I am pleased to ask unanimous con-
sent to add Senators DURBIN and SCHU-
MER as COSpPONsors.

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

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, our
amendment would restore approxi-
mately $2 billion in discretionary cuts
proposed for programs administered by
the U.S. Department of Agriculture in
fiscal year 2007. To pay for these in-
vestments in rural America, our
amendment would raise the discre-
tionary cap by $2 billion and offset
these expenditures by closing corporate
tax loopholes which have passed the
Senate on numerous occasions.

The proposed discretionary cuts for
USDA impact a variety of conserva-
tion, rural development, nutrition, and
forestry programs that are vitally im-
portant to our communities across this
great Nation.

Mr. President, you and all other
Members of this Senate have rural
areas in your States and know the dif-
ficult times they are going through.
They do not have the tax base. They
may not have the corporate citizens in
those areas that help them build this
economy. These programs are vital to
them in terms of developing the kind of
economy they want and can have. They
are not asking to be a major metropoli-
tan area. They are simply asking to be
the best they can possibly be.

The discretionary spending would de-
cline $208 million in fiscal year 2007 in
conservation. Rural development would
see a decline of $421 million less than in
fiscal year 2007, and research would see
a 14.6 percent reduction from the fiscal
year 2006 appropriations.

I ask all of my colleagues, whether
you represent a major metropolitan
area or rural America, you know the
fabric of this country depends on all of
us. Please do not ask for a dispropor-
tionate share of rural America, and do
not devastate the incredible advances
they have already been able to make.
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Let us help them grow with the rest of
America in their great effort.

I urge my colleagues to support me
in the WIC Program, the nutrition pro-
gram, the conservation program, and
all of the others that rural America de-
pends on.

AMENDMENT NO. 3136, AS MODIFIED

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President I call up
an amendment at the desk. It is a sub-
stitute on the energy amendment I of-
fered earlier. I ask unanimous consent
to modify my previous amendment.

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

The amendment is so modified.

The amendment (No. 3136), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

(Purpose: To provide a reserve fund for bold
energy legislation that is deficit neutral)
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:
“SEC. . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR
ENERGY LEGISLATION.

The Chairman of the Senate Committee on
the Budget may revise the allocations, ag-
gregates, and other appropriate levels and
limits in this resolution for a bill or joint
resolution, or an amendment thereto or con-
ference report thereon, that would reduce
our nation’s dependence on foreign sources of
energy, expand production and use of alter-
native fuels and alternative fuel vehicles,
promote renewable energy development, im-
prove electricity transmission, encourage re-
sponsible development of domestic oil and
natural gas resources, and reward conserva-
tion and efficiency, by the amounts provided
in such legislation for that purpose, provided
that such legislation would not increase the
deficit in fiscal year 2007 or over the total of
the period of fiscal years 2007 through 2011,
and provided that the committee or commit-
tees of jurisdiction are within their 302(a) al-
locations.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair.

I ask the Parliamentarian to give us
an update on the time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority has 22 minutes 30 seconds, the
minority has 9 minutes 5 seconds.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3106

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment numbered 3106
which I described to my colleagues.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Arkansas [Mrs. LIN-
coLN], for herself, Mr. SALAZAR, Mr. PRYOR,
Mr. HARKIN, and Mr. KOHL, proposes an
amendment numbered 3106.

Mrs. LINCOLN. I ask unanimous con-
sent the reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
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(Purpose: To restore the discretionary budg-
et for the Department of Agriculture with
an offset achieved by closing corporate tax
loopholes)

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$1,177,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$439,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by
$221,000,000.

On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by
$107,000,000.

On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by
$57,000,000.

On page 4,
$1,177,000,000.

On page 4,
$439,000,000.

On page 4,
$221,000,000.

On page 4,
$107,000,000.

On page 4,
$57,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$2,029,000,000.

On page 5, line 4, increase the amount by
$1,177,000,000.

On page 5, line 6, increase the amount by
$439,000,000.

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by
$221,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$107,000,000.

On page 5, line 12, increase the amount by
$57,000,000.

On page 13, line 21, increase the amount by
$916,000,000.

On page 13, line 22, increase the amount by
$540,000,000.

On page 14, line 1, increase the amount by
$220,000,000.

On page 14, line 5, increase the amount by
$101,000,000.

On page 14, line 9, increase the amount by
$37,000,000.

On page 14, line 13, increase the amount by
$18,000,000.

On page 14, line 21, increase the amount by
$384,000,000.

On page 14, line 22, increase the amount by
$295,000,000.

On page 15, line 1, increase the amount by
$67,000,000.

On page 15, line 5, increase the amount by
$17,000,000.

On page 15, line 9, increase the amount by
$3,000,000.

On page 15, line 21, increase the amount by
$95,000,000.

On page 15, line 22, increase the amount by
$71,000,000.

On page 16, line 1, increase the amount by
$22,000,000.

On page 17, line 22, increase the amount by
$296,000,000.

On page 17, line 23, increase the amount by
$12,000,000.

On page 18, line 3, increase the amount by
$79,000,000.

On page 18, line 7, increase the amount by
$96,000,000.

On page 18, line 11, increase the amount by
$63,000,000.

On page 18, line 15, increase the amount by
$35,000,000.

On page 19, line 24, increase the amount by
$104,000,000.

On page 19, line 25, increase the amount by
$93,000,000.

On page 20, line 4, increase the amount by
$11,000,000.

On page 21, line 24, increase the amount by
$234,000,000.

On page 21, line 25, increase the amount by
$166,000,000.

On page 22, line 4, increase the amount by
$40,000,000.

line 1, increase the amount by
line 2, increase the amount by
line 3, increase the amount by
line 4, increase the amount by

line 6, increase the amount by
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On page 22, line 8, increase the amount by
$8,000,000.

On page 22, line 12, increase the amount by
$4,000,000.

On page 22, line 16, increase the amount by
$3,000,000.

On page 53, line 1, increase the amount by
$2,029,000,000.

On page 53, line 2, increase the amount by
$1,177,000,000.

Mrs. LINCOLN. I appreciate my col-
leagues’ attention on this and encour-
age their support in supporting rural
America.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
VITTER). The clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3078, 3041, 3134, 3045, 3123, AND
3136, AS MODIFIED

Mr. GREGG. I ask unanimous con-
sent the following amendments be
agreed to en bloc: Amendment 3078,
Senator VITTER and Senator LANDRIEU;
amendment 3041, Senator BAUCUS;
amendment 3134, Senators SNOWE,
VITTER and KERRY; amendment 3045,
Senator LAUTENBERG; amendment 3123,
Senator COLEMAN; amendment 3136, as
modified, Senator CONRAD.

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

The amendment (No. 3078) was agreed
to.

The amendments were agreed to, as
follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 3041
(Purpose: To provide funding for an Internet

Crimes Against Children task force in

Montana)

On page 24, line 24, increase the amount by
‘$250,000"".

On page 24, line 25, increase the amount by
“$250,000"".

On page 27, line 23, decrease the amount by
‘$250,000"".

On page 27, line 24, decrease the amount by
‘$250,000"".

AMENDMENT NO. 3134
(Purpose: To prevent an increase in interest
rates paid by disaster victims, and to in-
crease funding for the SBA’s Microloans,

Small Business Development Centers,

HUBZones, and other small business devel-

opment programs, and to offset the cost

through a reduction in funds under func-

tion 920)

On page 15, line 21, increase the amount by
$130,000,000.

On page 15, line 22, increase the amount by
$92,000,000.

On page 16, line 1, increase the amount by
$30,000,000.

On page 16, line 5, increase the amount by
$7,000,000.

On page 16, line 9, increase the amount by
$1,000,000.

On page 27, line 23, decrease the amount by
$130,000,000.

On page 27, line 24, decrease the amount by
$92,000,000.

On page 28, line 2, decrease the amount by
$30,000,000.

On page 28, line 5, decrease the amount by
$7,000,000.

On page 28, line 8, decrease the amount by
$1,000,000.
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AMENDMENT NO. 3045
(Purpose: To Add $8 million to Function 300

(Environment and Natural Resources) for

Highlands Land Acquisition. Fully offset

with Function 920)

On page 13, line 21, increase the amount by
$8,000,000.

On page 13, line 22, increase the amount by
$2,000,000.

On page 14, line 1, increase the amount by
$2,000,000.

On page 14, line 5, increase the amount by
$2,000,000.

On page 14, line 9, increase the amount by
$1,000,000.

On page 14, line 13, increase the amount by
$1,000,000.

On page 27, line 23, decrease the amount by
$8,000,000.

On page 27, line 24, decrease the amount by
$2,000,000.

On page 28, line 2, decrease the amount by
$2,000,000.

On page 28, line 5, decrease the amount by
$2,000,000.

On page 28, line 8, decrease the amount by
$1,000,000.

On page 28, line 11, decrease the amount by
$1,000,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 3123
(Purpose: To increase funding to fully fund
the Clean Coal Power Initiative)

On page 12, line 21, increase the amount by
$200,000,000.

On page 12, line 22, increase the amount by
$200,000,000.

On page 27, line 23, decrease the amount by
$200,000,000.

On page 27, line 24, increase the amount by
$200,000,000.

The amendment (No. 3136), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I am
deeply disappointed that this budget
resolution assumes deep cuts and un-
precedented fees for the Small Business
Administration, the SBA. The adminis-
tration’s request of $624 million is in-
sufficient to meet the needs of small
businesses in this country that need
access to capital, counseling, and Fed-
eral contracts. By the SBA’s own cal-
culation, the request is $18 million less
than what was available to the Agency
last year when congressional initia-
tives and disaster supplementals are
excluded. If this budget is adopted, the
Agency will have been cut more than 37
percent since 2001. In context, that
means it will have suffered the largest
cuts of all 24 Federal agencies.

To address this shortfall, I intro-
duced S.A. 3072 to increase SBA’s fiscal
year 2007 budget of $624 million by $151
million, for a total of $775 million. The
amendment would have paid for this
increased spending by closing abusive
corporate tax loopholes and would,
among other things, have prevented
the administration from increasing the
cost of disaster loans, from imposing a
new fee on SBA’s largest loan and ven-
ture capital programs, from elimi-
nating the SBA’s microloan programs,
and from weakening business assist-
ance to women, minorities, veterans,
Native Americans, and those trying to
cut through redtape to contract with
the Federal Government.

This budget resolution comes after 5
years of drastic budget cuts which have
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eroded SBA’s core programs and left
the Agency with one of the worst mo-
rale problems in the Federal Govern-
ment. SBA’s largest lending program,
the 7(a) program, is now more expen-
sive than ever for small business bor-
rowers and lenders, and the adminis-
tration is proposing to add new ‘‘ad-
ministrative fees’’ for larger 7(a) loans,
504 loans, and SBIC or venture capital
deals. These fees are the first time the
SBA has attempted to pass along ad-
ministrative costs to lenders and small
business borrowers, but the adminis-
tration is pushing for them because
they will generate $7 million in sav-
ings. We are told that some 7(a) bor-
rowers will pay $625 more per loan,
some 504 borrowers will pay $1,625 per
loan, and the majority of companies
that get an SBIC investment will pay
$45,000 more. This is in addition to the
excessive fees these small business bor-
rowers already pay to cover the loan
subsidy cost. This would set a bad
precedent. To prevent the administra-
tion from imposing a new fee on small
business borrowers, my amendment
provided $7 million to the SBA’s budget
for next year to offset this proposal.

Deep budget cuts for SBA have also
meant less transparency and account-
ability when it comes to the oversight
of small business contracting. After
pressure from our Committee on Small
Business and Entrepreneurship, the
SBA hired additional procurement cen-
ter representatives, PCRs—the Govern-
ment officials responsible for moni-
toring the bundling of large contracts
and for helping small businesses cut
through redtape to compete for Federal
contracts—now bringing the number of
PCRs nationwide up to 58. But many of
these are not full-time PCRs. To avoid
further reports of contracting abuses,
large businesses receiving small busi-
ness contracts, and Federal agencies
missing their small business goals, my
amendment provided $10 million for 100
additional PCRs to ensure robust con-
tracting oversight throughout the Na-
tion.

For the fifth year in a row, this budg-
et continues on the path of providing
unrealistic funding by cutting critical
programs, such as the Small Business
Development Centers or SBDCs, Wom-
en’s Business Centers and SCORE, forc-
ing SBA’s counseling partners to spend
fewer hours with clients because the
Federal matching grant isn’t Kkeeping
pace with inflation or demand. Despite
the budget’s failure to account for in-
flation costs, these programs continue
to play an integral role in helping en-
trepreneurs from  underrepresented
communities. These cuts, when com-
bined with 5 years of budget cuts for
the SBA as a whole, would leave the
SBA ill-prepared to meet the demands
of the growing entrepreneurial sector. I
strongly oppose flat funding these re-
sources for small businesses and so pro-
posed an additional $23 million in my
amendment to bring Small Business
Development Centers from the out-
dated $87.1 funding level to $110 mil-
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lion, proposed $4.95 million to bring
SCORE funding to $7 million, and $4.7
million to bring the Women’s Business
Centers to a level of $16.5 million.

All of this pales in comparison to the
mismanagement of the response to re-
covery of the gulf coast region. The
SBA’s disaster loan program, essential
to the recovery of business owners,
homeowners, and renters after a dis-
aster, almost ran out of money twice in
February. Instead of getting their fis-
cal house in order like every American
family must do, the President now pro-
poses to raise the cost of disaster loans
and no longer guarantee our most vul-
nerable borrowers fixed interest rates.
Although they could still have up to 30
years to pay off a loan, if they don’t
pay it off in 5 years, the interest rate
will go up. Instead of telling us how
this will help disaster victims, we are
told this will save the SBA an esti-
mated $41 million. We should not be
saving money on the backs of disaster
victims. Instead, we should help them
to rebuild their homes and businesses.
To prevent raising disaster loan inter-
est rates, my amendment provided $41
million to the SBA’s budget for next
year.

The $151 million in my amendment
would have provided real money to our
appropriators and to small business
programs in desperate need of funding.
Unfortunately, this amendment did not
garner bipartisan support. While I am
disappointed with this outcome, I am
pleased that we were able to work out
a bipartisan compromise with Senator
SNOWE, the chair of the Small Business
Committee. Our compromise, S.A. 3134,
would increase the SBA fiscal year 2007
budget by $130 million, and although it
would not add any additional funds to
the budget resolution, it is a bipartisan
effort to address many of the issues
that my amendment 3072 attempted to
address. There is bipartisan support for
the 7(j) technical assistance program
and the HUBZONE Program, which
Senator BOND from Missouri worked
hard to put in place and I joined with
him in cosponsoring it when he was
chairman for SBDCs and SCORE and
Women’s Business Centers; for the
Microloan Program and microloan
technical assistance, both of which the
President has tried to eliminate for
several years now. We all support U.S.
Export Assistance Centers and Vet-
erans Business Development, Small
Business Innovation Research, and
Small Business Technology Transfer
Program. While I would have liked to
have seen higher funding levels for the
PRIME and New Markets Venture Cap-
ital Program, I am glad that our
amendment reflects continued funding
for these vital programs. We made a
strong bipartisan statement that mi-
nority lending numbers must be in-
creased, with about $1 million more to-
ward Native-American outreach. And
we agreed to reject the proposals to
raise the cost of disaster loans and to
impose a new fee on the lending and
venture capital programs. Overall,
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amendment 3134 is sending an impor-
tant signal to all that there is broad bi-
partisan support to increase funding
for these vital small business pro-

grams.
Mr. President, I thank my col-
leagues, Senators LANDRIEU,

LIEBERMAN, LEVIN, NELSON of Florida,
VITTER, and COLEMAN for joining us to
cosponsor this amendment, the entire
Senate for agreeing to the amendment,
and Senators CONRAD and GREGG for
their help in putting together a more
realistic budget for small businesses.

Mr. GREGG. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, could
we get an update on the time situa-
tion?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Cer-
tainly. The minority has 2 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. CONRAD. Two minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Correct.
The majority has 16 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. CONRAD. I ask the chairman,
could I get 2 additional minutes to give
to Senator KERRY?

Mr. GREGG. Sure.

Mr. CONRAD. The chairman, once
again, is gracious to provide another 2
minutes. I ask unanimous consent for 2
minutes from his time to our time and
I give 4 minutes to the Senator from
Massachusetts.

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

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I am
grateful to both of the managers and
appreciate the courtesy.

AMENDMENT NO. 3143

Mr. President, I have an amendment
which I send to the desk and ask for its
appropriate consideration in the line of
votes, as we decide on that later.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
KERRY] proposes an amendment numbered
3143.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To eliminate increased fees and co-
payments for retired military healthcare)

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$592,000,000.

On page 3,
$1,619,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by
$2,188,000,000.

On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by
$2,685,000,000.

On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by
$3,271,000,000.

line 15, increase the amount by
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On page 4,
$592,000,000.

On page 4,
$1,619,000,000.

On page 4,
$2,188,000,000.

On page 4,
$2,685,000,000.

On page 4,
$3,271,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$735,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$1,862,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$2,322,000,000.

On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by
$2,816,000,000.

On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by
$3,424,000,000.

On page 5,
$592,000,000.

On page 5,
$1,619,000,000.

On page 5,
$2,188,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$2,685,000,000.

On page b, line 12, increase the amount by
$3,271,000,000.

On page 9, line 20, increase the amount by
$735,000,000.

On page 9, line 21, increase the amount by
$592,000,000.

On page 9, line 24, increase the amount by
$1,862,000,000.

On page 9, line 25, increase the amount by
$1,619,000,000.

On page 10, line 3, increase the amount by
$2,322,000,000.

On page 10, line 4, increase the amount by
$2,188,000,000.

On page 10, line 7, increase the amount by
$2,816,000,000.

On page 10, line 8, increase the amount by
$2,685,000,000.

On page 10, line 11, increase the amount by
$3,424,000,000.

On page 10, line 12, increase the amount by
$3,271,000,000.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, the
President’s budget proposal includes a
concept to increase TRICARE—this is
the DOD, Department of Defense,
health care program—fees and copay-
ments for military retirees under the
age of 656 and for their dependents.

All of us recognize there is this spi-
raling cost to health care. I understand
that. And it affects everything we are
doing in the country. The Department
of Defense is, needless to say, no dif-
ferent. It has those increases. But the
answer is not found in tripling the fees
for retired officers, doubling them for
senior enlisted retirees, and demanding
more from every military retiree under
the age of 66 who uses the health care
system, when you look at the other
costs that are already going up for all
of those folks.

Most importantly, there are a series
of better ways that have been rec-
ommended to bring down the cost of
health care for those retirees. So you
do not have to go immediately to fees
and copayments in order to solve the
problem of the increase in costs.

In successive budget requests, the
Bush administration has asked for in-
creased fees and copayments for vet-
erans health care, which is increas-
ingly shifting the burden of that care

line 1, increase the amount by
line 2, increase the amount by
line 3, increase the amount by
line 4, increase the amount by

line 6, increase the amount by

line 4, increase the amount by
line 6, increase the amount by

line 8, increase the amount by
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from some veterans on to others, and it
is driving some veterans out of the sys-
tem altogether, which is, obviously,
not fair.

My amendment will restore the fund-
ing for TRICARE so that military re-
tirees are not saddled with these in-
creased costs and fees. We pay for it by
closing a number of tax loopholes. I
think by doing so, we keep faith with
people who have served our country for
20 years or more.

They did not ask to change the terms
of their commitment to the military
when things got tough, and I do not
think we should be ignoring and chang-
ing our commitment to them now.

Mr. President, I yield back such time
as may remain.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, we are 10
minutes away from the big show, which
may go on for a long time. It may be a
big, long show. In any event, I want to
alert Members we are going to go to 10-
minute votes. We are going to be hold-
ing the 10-minute votes as strictly as
possible. The first vote will, obviously,
not be 10 minutes. And we are going to
start voting at 1:30. We have pending so
many amendments that we could be
here well into the evening. Cooperation
is needed if people do not want to be
here well into tomorrow morning.

With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor and suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Nebraska.

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

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, thank
you. And I thank the distinguished
chairman of the Budget Committee.

AMENDMENT NO. 3127

Mr. President, I call up amendment
No. 3127 and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HAGEL]
proposes an amendment numbered 3127.

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

The
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(Purpose: To establish a reserve fund for a
Comprehensive Entitlement Reform Com-
mission)

At the end of title III, insert the following:

SEC. . RESERVE FUND FOR A COMPREHEN-
SIVE ENTITLEMENT REFORM COM-
MISSION.
If—

(1) the Committee on Finance of the Sen-
ate reports a bill or joint resolution, or if an
amendment is offered thereto or if a con-
ference report is submitted thereon, that es-
tablishes a Comprehensive Entitlement Re-
form Commission for the purpose of con-
ducting a comprehensive review of the Social
Security, Medicare, and Medicaid programs
and making recommendations to sustain the
solvency and stability of these programs for
future generations; and

(2) that committee is within its allocation
as provided under section 302(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974;
the chairman of the Committee on the Budg-
et may make the appropriate adjustments in
allocations and aggregates to the extent that
such legislation would not increase the def-
icit for fiscal year 2007 and the period of fis-
cal years 2007 through 2011.

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that Senators
Isakson and Chambliss be added as co-
sponsors.

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

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, last Oc-
tober, I introduced legislation, S. 1889,
to create a bipartisan entitlement re-
form commission. Senator ISAKSON co-
sponsored my legislation, and Rep-
resentative JOHN TANNER joined me in
introducing this legislation in the
House of Representatives.

In January, the President called on
Congress to create such a commission
in his State of the Union Address. The
amendment I am offering today re-
sponds to the President’s request.

My amendment establishes a reserve
fund that would allow Congress to pass
legislation later this year forming a bi-
partisan entitlement reform commis-
sion. This bipartisan commission would
review America’s three major entitle-
ment programs—Social Security, Medi-
care, and Medicaid—and make com-
prehensive recommendations on how to
stabilize and keep solvent these pro-
grams for future generations.

The entitlement course that we are
currently on is unsustainable. Social
Security, Medicare, and Medicaid have
been vital components for millions of
Americans as they have found a
happier retirement. However, over the
next 75 years, these three programs
represent a $42 trillion unfunded man-
date for the American taxpayer.

The Social Security trust fund faces
a $4 trillion unfunded commitment and
will pay out more money than it takes
in beginning around 2017. The fund will
be exhausted by 2041. The Medicare
Part A trust fund—hospital insurance—
faces an almost $9 trillion unfunded
commitment and will be exhausted by
2020.

Where is the money to pay for these
commitments going to come from? We
must deal with these challenges today
while we still have time and construc-
tive options. To leave future genera-
tions burdened with paying for huge
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entitlement commitments when they
will be competing in a far more com-
petitive world than exists today would
be dangerously irresponsible.

This is not a Republican or a Demo-
cratic problem. This affects us all.
Most significantly, it affects the most
vulnerable in our society. Creating this
commission will start us down the road
to dealing with this problem and will
protect the next generation from fac-
ing Draconian choices in their future.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to vote for this amendment today.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I as-
sume I have no time remaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct. The remainder of the time is
controlled by the Senator from New
Hampshire.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, may I
ask the Senator from New Hampshire
for 2 minutes so I might offer an
amendment.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I yield
the Senator from North Dakota 2 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank
the chairman again for his courtesy.

AMENDMENT NO. 3148

Mr. President, I want to say to the
Senator from Nebraska that while on
this side we agree that we have long-
term challenges, very deep long-term
challenges, with the fiscal health of the
country, we believe the amendment the
Senator from Nebraska has offered is
too narrow in scope.

Mr. President, for that reason, I send
an amendment to the desk to be con-
sidered at the same time as the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ne-
braska. Basically, the difference is
this: We think everything ought to be
on the table. We think everything
ought to be on the table, not just enti-
tlements but domestic discretionary
spending, the revenue side of the equa-
tion, that all ought to be considered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator briefly allow the clerk to for-
mally report.

Mr. CONRAD. I will be happy to.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
CONRAD] proposes an amendment numbered
3148.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To create a deficit-neutral reserve

fund for addressing the long term fiscal

challenges facing our nation, by creating a

bipartisan commission or process to con-

sider all parts of the budget, with every-
thing on the table for discussion)

SEC. . RESERVE FUND FOR ADDRESSING THE
LONG-TERM FISCAL CHALLENGES

FACING THE NATION.
The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
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tions, aggregates, and other appropriate lev-
els and limits in this resolution for a bill or
joint resolution, or an amendment thereto or
a conference report thereon, that would pro-
vide for the bipartisan leadership of the
House and Senate to work with the President
to establish a commission (or other mutually
agreeable process) to address the long-term
fiscal challenges facing the nation, provided
that such commission or process—

(1) Addresses these long-term fiscal chal-
lenges in a manner in which both political
parties are represented equally, and

(2) Considers all parts of the budget by put-
ting everything on the table for discussion
provided that such legislation would not in-
crease the deficit for fiscal year 2007 and the
period of fiscal years 2007 to 2011.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator may continue.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have a letter printed in the
RECORD from AARP in opposition to
the Hagel amendment, indicating they
agree that the Hagel amendment is too
narrow in scope, and that we ought to
have a broader look at all of the prob-
lems facing our fiscal future, not just
focus on one part.

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

AARP,
March 16, 2006.
Hon. KENT CONRAD,
Ranking Minority Member, Budget Committee,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR CONRAD: The Senate will
shortly consider an amendment regarding a
narrowly focused commission to address the
long-term challenges facing Social Security,
Medicare and Medicaid. AARP agrees that
we must confront the challenges and oppor-
tunities posed by the aging of the baby boom
generation, but a commission focused pri-
marily on the fiscal impact of our critical
health and income security programs over-
looks the important role they play in the
lives of millions of Americans of all ages.

Commissions have been most effective in
laying out policy options when they have
been balanced, established without pre-
conditions, given a mandate to address the
underlying causes of problems, and provided
all sides with an opportunity to be heard. A
commission to address our long-term fiscal
challenges has merit provided it examines
the full scope of our budgetary policy, in-
cluding the revenue needed to ensure the
health and income security of all Americans.

Most important to AARP and its 36 million
members, the commission must recognize
that ultimately the solutions must be about
people. A commission’s recommendations
should put us on a path to secure the future
ability of Social Security, Medicare and
Medicaid to continue to provide a foundation
for the health and retirement security of all
generations as well as guide the way to
sound long-term budget policies.

The current amendment offered by Senator
Hagel does not meet all of these criteria.
Therefore, AARP cannot support this amend-
ment.

Sincerely,
DAVID P. SLOANE,
Senior Managing Director,
Government Relations & Advocacy.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
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The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, just for
the edification of our colleagues be-
cause it is going to get a little con-
fusing around here with all the amend-
ments we have, we are going to begin
the amendment voting process with the
amendment of Senator LIEBERMAN on
homeland security. That will be fol-
lowed by Senator CLINTON’s amend-
ment, followed by Senator SPECTER’S
amendment on education, followed by
the amendment of Senator REED of
Rhode Island on LIHEAP, followed by
Senator LAUTENBERG’s amendment on
TSA fees, followed by Senator SAR-
BANES’s amendment on function 300,
followed by Senator DORGAN’s amend-
ment on tribal issues, followed by Sen-
ator CORNYN’s amendment on reconcili-
ation, followed by Senator STABENOW’S
amendment on veterans, followed by
Senator AKAKA’s amendment on title I,
followed by Senator COLLINS’S amend-
ment on homeland security, followed
by Senator LINCOLN’s amendment on
small business—oh, we are stopping at
Senator COLLINS’s amendment, and
then we are going to order the next
group of amendments.

So that is the basic concept.

Mr. CONRAD. Might we put in a
quorum call? We have a little bit of a
glitch.

Mr. GREGG. Yes.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I wish to
amend the prior list of how we will pro-
ceed with votes. We will begin with
Senator REED and his LIHEAP amend-
ment. We will follow that with Senator
CLINTON on health care, followed by
Senator SPECTER, and then we will go
to Senator LIEBERMAN. Then the list
will continue as outlined in the prior
discussion.

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

Mr. GREGG. I ask unanimous con-
sent that for the amendments which
are pending, there be 2 minutes equally
divided prior to each vote.

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

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I further
ask unanimous consent that no second
degrees be in order, with the exception
of the Clinton amendment which might
be subject to a second degree or further
side by side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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The Senator from Rhode Island is

recognized for 1 minute.
AMENDMENT NO. 3074

Mr. REED. Mr. President, this
amendment would raise the allocation
for LIHEAP to the statutorily author-
ized $5.1 billion. It recognizes the fact
that energy prices have been going up
and that we are likely not to see a mild
winter again next year; that we can ex-
pect right now to need more resources.
Just a few weeks ago, we were on the
floor of the Senate trying to raise the
emergency funding for LIHEAP be-
cause of the intersection of cold tem-
peratures and the increased cost of
fuel. If we do pass this amendment, it
will increase the allocation of re-
sources not just to the cold States but
to the warm States. This will provide
significant resources for those States
such as Alabama, Louisiana, and Ne-
vada that need the assistance in the
summertime for air-conditioning.

I urge my colleagues to pass my
amendment. We know it is going to be
a problem next year. The funds in the
President’s budget are insufficient. We
have to stand up and make sure we
take care of the vulnerable people.

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

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, we made
a very strong commitment to LIHEAP
a few weeks ago. We passed an addi-
tional billion dollars on the Senate
floor. In other vehicles, we have passed
even more money for LIHEAP. This
amendment does not fund LIHEAP be-
cause nothing in this bill is binding on
the Appropriations Committee. What it
does do, however, is raise the cap by $1
billion and raise taxes by $1 billion. It
will be up to the Appropriations Com-
mittee to decide whether they are
going to fund LIHEAP at this year’s
level or next year’s level or last year’s
level. The history is pretty strong.
LIHEAP gets well funded around here
and you can pretty much presume that
the Appropriations Committee will do
that. But they will do it within the
cap, and that is the way it should be.
Therefore, I hope Members will reject
this amendment because it is basically
a tax-and-spend amendment.

I ask unanimous consent that the
yeas and nays be deemed to have been
ordered on all amendments that are
proceeding here.

Mr. CONRAD. No objection.

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

Is there a sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second. The yeas
and nays are ordered.

Mr. GREGG. I ask unanimous con-
sent that seconds be deemed to have
been approved for all the yeas and nays
for the balance of the amendments.

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

The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 3074.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 51,
nays 49, as follows:
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[Rollcall Vote No. 57 Leg.]

YEAS—51
Akaka Dorgan Menendez
Baucus Durbin Mikulski
Bayh Feingold Murray
Biden Feinstein Nelson (FL)
Bingaman Harkin Nelson (NE)
Boxer Inouye Obama
Byrd Jeffords Pryor
Cantwell Johnson Reed
Carper Kennedy Reid
Chafee Kerry Rockefeller
Clinton Kohl Salazar
Coleman Landrieu Sarbanes
Collins Lautenberg Schumer
Conrad Leahy Snowe
Dayton Levin Specter
DeWine Lieberman Stabenow
Dodd Lincoln Wyden
NAYS—49

Alexander Domenici McConnell
Allard Ensign Murkowski
Allen Enzi Roberts
Bennett Frist Santorum
Bond Graham Sessions
Brownback Grassley Shelby
Bunning Gregg Smith
Burns Hagel
Burr Hatch Szﬁxle;;
Chambliss Hutchison

Talent
Coburn Inhofe
Cochran Isakson Thomas
Cornyn Kyl Tl'lune
Craig Lott V1§ter )
Crapo Lugar Voinovich
DeMint Martinez Warner
Dole McCain

The amendment (No. 3074) was agreed
to.

Mr. GREGG. I move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. CONRAD. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democratic leader is recognized.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3115 WITHDRAWN

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I hope this
sets a good example for the 40-odd
amendments we have left. I ask unani-
mous consent that the Reid-Clinton
amendment be withdrawn, and the En-
sign amendment—it has not been filed
vet, I believe—will not be offered.

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

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, we will
now go to the Specter amendment.
Senator SPECTER and those in opposi-
tion had not expected this amendment
to come up so quickly. I hate to slow
the voting down.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

The
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Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, if we
could ask our colleagues, we know the
list that has been put in, and if col-
leagues who have amendments about to
be considered will be closely attentive
to what is happening here so we don’t
have dead time, that would be very
helpful to the process.

After this amendment, next is the
Lieberman amendment. So we alert
Senator LIEBERMAN and his staff. Then
we will have the Lautenberg amend-
ment. If those Senators can be ready to
g0.
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I see the
cosponsor of the amendment is on the
Senate floor. Would he like to take the
time allocated to him?

Mr. HARKIN. We have 30 seconds?

Mr. GREGG. The Senator has a
minute. Proponents of the amendment
have a minute.

AMENDMENT NO. 3048

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 1
minute on each side on the Specter-
Harkin amendment No. 3048, on which
the yeas and nays have been ordered.

Who seeks recognition? The Senator
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, Sen-
ator HARKIN and I have submitted this
amendment, joined by 27 cosponsors,
which would add $7 billion to the fund
for education, health, and workers’
safety. This account has been deci-
mated since fiscal year 2005 with a loss
of some $15.7 billion when we consider
the cuts and the failure to have an in-
flationary increase.

Health and education are the two
major capital assets of the country. We
have gone beyond the fat, beyond the
muscle, beyond the bone, and into the
marrow. This funding will help us a lit-
tle, not really enough. We ask our col-
leagues to support it.

I yield to Senator HARKIN.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague for his great leadership
in the areas of health and education,
especially medical research. This
amendment only takes us back to 2005.
That is all it does. It sets the level
back to where it was in 2005. It is a
very modest proposal.

I hope we can have a strong vote on
this amendment to get the money we
need for Pell grants, for NIH, for the
Centers for Disease Control—all the
programs that are so necessary to our
country.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise
in support of this amendment to pro-
vide an additional $7 billion for critical
health, education, training and low-in-
come programs. This budget has all the
wrong priorities. Instead of easing the
burden on middle-class families and
helping to curb the costs of education
and health care, President Bush and
the Republicans want to cut funding
for these programs by more than $4 bil-
lion and spend billions on tax breaks
for multimillionaires. This amendment
would restore cuts to some of the most
vital programs in our country pro-
grams like No Child Left Behind, Pell
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grants, NIH, and nursing education. It
is my job as a U.S. Senator to look out
for the day-to-day needs of Maryland-
ers and the long-term needs of the Na-
tion, and this amendment takes us
closer to both of these goals.

Our middle-class families are
stressed and stretched. Families in my
State of Maryland are worried—they
are worried about their jobs, they are
terrified of losing their health care,
and they don’t know how they are
going to afford to send their kids to
college. Families are looking for help
and President Bush doesn’t offer them
much hope. His budget would freeze the
maximum Pell grant at $4,050 for the
fourth year in a row. Twenty years ago,
Pell grants covered 80 percent of aver-
age costs at 4-year public colleges.
Now, they cover only 40 percent. If Pell
grants remain the same for another
year, many students will be forced to
take out more student loans and some
won’t be able to go to school at all. Our
students are graduating with so much
debt, it is like their first mortgage.
The average undergraduate student
debt from college loans is almost
$19,000. College is part of the American
dream; it shouldn’t be part of the
American financial nightmare.

We need to do more to help middle-
class families afford college. We need
to immediately increase the maximum
Pell Grant to $4,500 and double it over
the next 6 years. We need to make sure
student loans are affordable. And we
need a bigger tuition tax credit for the
families stuck in the middle who aren’t
eligible for Pell grants but still can’t
afford college.

America needs a public school system
that works. I support the goals of No
Child Left Behind: a good teacher in
every classroom, making sure every
student is proficient in math and read-
ing, and fighting against the soft big-
otry of low expectations. But to do
that, schools need help from the Fed-
eral Government. Schools need re-
sources for smaller classes, teacher
training, and meeting special needs—
like bilingual education or special edu-
cation. Yet the Republican budget
doesn’t give schools the funds to do the
job. It falls $15.4 billion short of what
we promised for No Child Left Behind.
It shortchanges schools and short-
changes our children. That is wrong.

I have heard from teachers and par-
ents from all over Maryland. They are
worried about how they are going to
meet all the requirements in No Child
Left Behind. They all tell me that they
are worried about whether their school
will make the grade—especially in this
time of budget cuts and budget crunch-
es.
No Child Left Behind placed the bur-
den on schools to improve. I know the
teachers and school officials are doing
their best to turn struggling schools
around. But they can’t do it alone.
They need encouragement, support,
and resources. That is why this amend-
ment is so important. We must make
sure no child is left out of the budget.
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NIH is a jewel in the Nation’s crown.
As the Senator from Maryland, I am
proud that NIH is in my home State.
The investments we are making in bio-
medical research today have the poten-
tial to pay priceless returns for people
across this country. That is why I
strongly supported the bipartisan dou-
bling of the NIH budget over 5 years to
$27 billion. This goal was met in 2003,
but our work is not done. We must con-
tinue to invest in biomedical research
and support continued increases of the
NIH budget, so that the research that
scientists are doing will continue to
help people live longer, healthier lives.

The Republican budget level funds
the NIH at $28.3 billion, which is $62
million less than in fiscal year 2005. As
a result, the total number of NIH-fund-
ed research project grants would drop
by 642, or 2 percent, below last year’s
level. The budget would cut funding for
18 of the 19 institutes. Funding for the
National Cancer Institute would drop
by $40 million, and funding for the Na-
tional Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute
would drop by $21 million. Over the
yvears, the American people have in-
vested in NIH. It is paying off in im-
proved prevention, diagnosis, and
treatments for diseases. We must con-
tinue to invest in biomedical research.

Today, our Nation faces a shortage of
nearly 500,000 nurses. As our population
continues to grow and age, the need for
nurses will continue to increase. The
Department of Labor reported in the
Winter 2005-2006 Occupational Outlook
Quarterly that America’s demand for
new and replacement RN’s will grow by
29 percent between 2004 and 2014, to 1.2
million, in order to accommodate
growing patient needs and to replace
retiring nurses. Yet the Republican
budget funds nursing workforce devel-
opment programs at last year’s level of
$150 million. Congress must do more to
address this crisis.

I am proud to cosponsor this amend-
ment and I urge my colleagues to vote
for it. These additional funds are cru-
cial for so many important programs
that change lives and save lives. I will
keep fighting so that these programs
get the funds they need and to ensure
that Americans have health care at
any age, public schools we can depend
on, and access to higher education.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Who yields time in opposition?

Mr. GREGG. I yield back the time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back. The question is
on agreeing to amendment No. 3048.
The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

This will be a 10-minute vote.

The bill clerk called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 73,
nays 27, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 58 Leg.]

YEAS—T3
Akaka Bayh Bingaman
Alexander Bennett Boxer
Baucus Biden Burns
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Byrd Hatch Obama
Cantwell Hutchison Pryor
Carper Inouye Reed
Chafee Jeffords Reid
Clinton Johnson Roberts
Cochran Kennedy Rockefeller
goﬁelman geﬁy Salazar
ollins 0.
Conrad Landrieu Zantorum
arbanes

Dayton Lautenberg

. Schumer
DeWine Leahy .
Dodd Levin Smith
Dole Lieberman Snowe
Domenici Lincoln Specter
Dorgan Lott Stabenow
Durbin Lugar Stevens
Feingold Menendez Talent
Feinstein Mikulski Thune
Frist Murkowski Voinovich
Grassley Murray Warner
Hagel Nelson (FL) Wyden
Harkin Nelson (NE)

NAYS—27

Allard Craig Kyl
Allen Crapo Martinez
Bond DeMint McCain
Brownback Ensign McConnell
Bunning Enzi Sessions
Burr Graham Shelby
Chambliss Gregg Sununu
Coburn Inhofe Thomas
Cornyn Isakson Vitter

The amendment (No. 3048) was agreed
to.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I spoke to
the distinguished majority leader just
a few minutes ago, and we have lots
and lots of amendments. We hope we
would stick to 10 minutes. On my side,
if Senators aren’t here in 10 minutes, I
hope it would be a fair, equal punish-
ment that if people aren’t here in 10
minutes, the vote should be closed. Ev-
eryone knows what the rules are. Peo-
ple have things to do. It is not fair to
the Senators. People come straggling
in after 16, 17, 18 minutes, and it is not
fair. So I would hope that we have 10-
minute votes. We have lots of votes to

do.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I also wish
to agree with the Democratic leader
and express a request. We are going to
have a long day here. We have a lot of
votes lined up, and we have a lot of
votes to follow that as well. So let’s
follow the managers’ lead, and we are
going to leave it to their discretion.
Right now, we have instructed them to
cut off those votes. With that, no com-
plaints. People have to stick close to
the floor.

AMENDMENT NO. 3034

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SUNUNU). Under the previous order, the
next amendment is the Lieberman
amendment No. 3034 on which the yeas
and nays have been ordered and for
which there will be 2 minutes evenly
divided for debate.

The Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, could I
just alert colleagues, we have now done
a vote count. We have over 60 votes
pending. We can only do three votes an
hour. That would take us 20 hours. I
urge colleagues—there are other vehi-
cles coming. We have had a lot of votes
already on this budget resolution. We
have a lot more votes scheduled. I
would urge colleagues to come to us
and remove some of their amendments
from consideration.

I thank the Chair.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. On
amendment No. 3034, the Senator from
Connecticut is recognized for 1 minute.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that Senator
DURBIN be added as a cosponsor of this
amendment.

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

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
have said that the budget before us,
when it comes to our homeland secu-
rity, is shortsighted and short-funded.
But I wish to go beyond that, so work-
ing with my staff we reached out to ex-
perts in the various areas that con-
stitute our homeland security in a
time of terrorism. This is the result: a
comprehensive proposal that would add
$8 billion to our homeland security. It
is, in fact, what is necessary to protect
the American people at a time of ter-
rorism and from natural disasters like
Katrina. The money will go to first re-
sponders, port security, rail transit se-
curity, FEMA, bioterrorism, chemical
security, and aviation security, and the
Coast Guard.

For real homeland security, I urge
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Who yields time in opposition? The
Senator from New Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, we have
increased the funding for national de-
fense by $30 billion in this bill in the
core budget. We have increased it by
$40 billion in the ancillary budget
which funds alongside the core budget,
putting it up to $90 billion. We have in-
creased border and port security fund-
ing by $4 billion, and we already have
in the pipeline something like $5 bil-
lion of unspent money for first re-
sponders and something like $3.5 bil-
lion for interoperability. This amend-
ment is not needed, and it is a tax-and-
spend amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having been yielded back, the question
is on agreeing to amendment No. 3034.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. MCCONNELL. The following Sen-
ators were necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Virginia (Mr. ALLEN), the
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.
CHAFEE), and the Senator from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. LOTT).

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Montana (Mr. BAUCUS) is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 43,
nays 53, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 59 Leg.]

YEAS—43
Akaka Carper Feingold
Bayh Clinton Feinstein
Biden Conrad Harkin
Bingaman Dayton Inouye
Boxer Dodd Jeffords
Byrd Dorgan Johnson
Cantwell Durbin Kennedy
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Kerry Menendez Rockefeller
Kohl Mikulski Salazar
Landrieu Murray Sarbanes
Lautenberg Nelson (FL) Schumer
Leahy Obama Stabenow
Lgvm Pryor Wyden
Lieberman Reed
Lincoln Reid
NAYS—53
Alexander Dole Murkowski
Allard Domenici Nelson (NE)
Bennett Ensign Roberts
Bond Enzi Santorum
Brownback Frist Sessions
Bunning Graham Shelby
Burns Grassley Smith
Burr Gregg
Chambliss Hagel zgg:;zr
Coburn Hatch Steven:
Cochran Hutchison S CVens
Coleman Inhofe ununi
Collins Isakson Talent
Cornyn Kyl Thomas
Craig Lugar Tl'lune
Crapo Martinez V1§ter .
DeMint McCain Voinovich
DeWine McConnell Warner
NOT VOTING—4
Allen Chafee
Baucus Lott
The amendment (No. 3034) was re-
jected.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote and I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3137

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the next amend-
ment is the Lautenberg amendment on
which the yeas and nays have been or-
dered. There will be 2 minutes evenly
divided. The Senator from New Jersey
is recognized for 1 minute.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
my amendment is now being consid-
ered. The vote is simple: If you vote
yes, you support my amendment to
strike this unfair tax increase from the
budget. However, if you vote no on
this, you are saying to the average
family that they should pay more
taxes. So the vote is yes. We want to
strike this unfair tax increase from the
budget.

The average family of four traveling
round-trip on nonstop flights will pay
$40 in security taxes under the Presi-
dent’s budget proposal. The traveling
public is already overtaxed. They pay
nearly 20 percent in total Federal taxes
on every airline ticket.

To make matters worse, this tax in-
crease will hit families the hardest—
families and loved ones traveling to be
together, whether during holidays or
emergencies.

The proper vote for the families of
America is a yes vote. I urge my col-
leagues to support my amendment and
eliminate the Bush airline passenger
tax increase.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired. Who seeks
time in opposition?

Mr. GREGG. We are willing to accept
this amendment. I ask unanimous con-
sent the yeas and nays be vitiated and
the amendment be agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the yeas and nays are viti-
ated and the amendment is agreed to.
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The amendment (No. 3137) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3103

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the next amend-
ment is No. 3103, the Sarbanes amend-
ment, on which the yeas and nays have
been ordered and on which there will be
2 minutes evenly divided.

The Senator from Maryland.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, this
amendment raises the function 300
back to baseline. I have a letter here. I
ask unanimous consent to have it
printed in the RECORD. It is from a
number of the leading environmental
organizations.

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

MARCH 16, 2006.

DEAR SENATOR: On behalf of our millions of
members and supporters, we write to urge
you to vote for the amendment to the budget
resolution proposed by Senator Sarbanes. It
will provide $31.1 billion for environmental
protection and restoration in function 300 of
the Fiscal Year 2007 budget. This amendment
will restore funding in function 300 to the
baseline level taken from Fiscal Year 2006
and stop the proposed back slide in environ-
mental protection. The environment is not
only important for public health, but it is
also a critical asset to the nation providing
recreational, cultural, economic, and eco-
logical capital to our society.

The cuts proposed in the Senate budget
resolution would undermine the progress
that has been made on protecting our nat-
ural resources. Funding for drinking water
and clean water infrastructure has been cut
to dangerous levels; clean up of toxic sites
around the country will continue to slow
down; species and land preservation for fu-
ture generations will struggle forward; the
condition of our national parks would con-
tinue to deteriorate; our ocean resources
would linger on the brink of collapse; and
farmers and ranchers seeking assistance to
improve environmental quality will be
turned away.

Unfortunately, the federal government in
the past several years has not provided the
support that these resources need to protect
local communities and the natural eco-
systems. In addition, past budget resolutions
have proposed Arctic drilling—an old, tired
idea that would further devastate the envi-
ronment—as a way to pay for other impor-
tant programs. Though on paper there have
been increases in funding for the environ-
ment, inflation has outstripped those in-
creases leading to cut backs in critical envi-
ronmental programs. Adjusted for inflation
the cuts have amounted to almost $2 billion
in the past two years. We ask that you stop
this trend and reinvigorate the federal gov-
ernment’s role as a leader in investing in our
country by providing at least $31.1 billion for
environmental protection and restoration in
the Fiscal Year 2007 budget.

Sincerely,

Cindy Shogan, Executive Director, Alas-
ka Wilderness League; S. Elizabeth
Birnbaum, Vice President for Govern-
ment Affairs, American Rivers; Mary
Beth Beetham, Director of Legislative
Affairs, Defenders of Wildlife; Marty
Hayden, Vice President for Policy and
Legislation, Earthjustice; Brock
Evans, President, Endangered Species
Coalition; Sara Zdeb, Legislative Di-
rector, Friends of the Earth; Betsy
Loyless, Vice President for Policy, Na-
tional Audubon Society; Karen Steuer,
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Vice President, National Environ-
mental Trust; Blake Selzer, Legislative
Director, National Parks Conservation
Association; Heather Taylor, Deputy
Legislative Director, Natural Re-
sources Defense Council; Michele Boyd,
Legislative Director, Public Citizen;
Anna Aurilio, Legislative Director,
U.S. PIRG; Linda Lance, Vice Presi-
dent Public Policy, The Wilderness So-
ciety.

Mr. SARBANES. I will quote one
paragraph:

The cuts proposed in the Senate budget
resolution would undermine the progress
that has been made on protecting our nat-
ural resources. Funding for drinking water
and clean water infrastructure has been cut
to dangerous levels; clean up of toxic sites
around the country will continue to slow
down; species and land preservation for fu-
ture generations will struggle forward; the
condition of our national parks would con-
tinue to deteriorate; our ocean resources
would linger on the brink of collapse; and
farmers and ranchers seeking assistance to
improve environmental quality will be
turned away.

Don’t let these things happen. Sup-
port this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time in opposition?

The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, let me
say to my friend Senator SARBANES,
there is no stronger supporter of our
State revolving funds than I am, as
chairman of the Environment and Pub-
lic Works Committee. But I wish to say
this is a $2.9 billion tax increase. There
are ways of doing it by eliminating
some unnecessary programs.

Regarding the portion also affecting
the Corps of Engineers, I understand
they are underfunded at this time and
we are working right now in our com-
mittee to see what we can do to come
up with some money by striking some
of the less important, less necessary
programs.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
the Sarbanes amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having been yielded, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment. The yeas
and nays have been ordered. Under the
previous order, this will be again a 10-
minute vote.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. MCCONNELL. The following Sen-
ator was necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Idaho (Mr. CRAIG).

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Louisiana (Ms.
LANDRIEU) and the Senator from Michi-
gan (Mr. LEVIN) are necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 48,
nays 49, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 60 Leg.]

YEAS—48
Akaka Byrd Conrad
Baucus Cantwell Dayton
Bayh Carper DeWine
Biden Chafee Dodd
Bingaman Clinton Dorgan
Boxer Collins Durbin
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Feingold Leahy Reed
Feinstein Lieberman Reid
Harkin Lincoln Rockefeller
Inouye Menendez Salazar
Jeffords Mikulski Sarbanes
Johnson Murray Schumer
Kennedy Nelson (FL) Snowe
Kerry Nelson (NE) Stabenow
Kohl Obama Warner
Lautenberg Pryor Wyden
NAYS—49
Alexander Domenici McConnell
Allard Ensign Murkowski
Allen Enzi Roberts
Bennett Frist Santorum
Bond Graham Sessions
Brownback Grassley Shelby
Bunning Gregg Smith
Burns Hagel
Burr Hatch :Egjgirs
Chambliss Hutchison Sununu
Coburn Inhofe
Cochran Isakson Talent
Coleman Kyl Thomas
Cornyn Lott Thune
Crapo Lugar Vitter
DeMint Martinez Voinovich
Dole McCain
NOT VOTING—3
Craig Landrieu Levin
The amendment (No. 3103) was
rejected.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote, and I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3102

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the next amend-
ment is the Dorgan amendment No.
3102. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. There will be 2 minutes equally
divided.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, can I
alert colleagues again? We have col-
leagues who are missing votes. They
are missing votes because of the time
deadline. We have had Democrats miss-
ing votes and we have had Republicans
missing votes. We don’t want you to
miss votes. We want you to make votes
but at the same time we have to stay
on schedule.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I will
be very brief.

This is an amendment which I offered
last year. It adds $1 billion to the ac-
count dealing with American Indians.

All of us in this Chamber know there
are neighbors among us in this country
who live in Third World communities.
We have a bona fide Federal crisis in
health care, education, and housing on
Indian reservations. We have a trust
responsibility for the health care of
American Indians.

Did you know we also have a respon-
sibility for Federal prisoners’ health
care? We spend twice as much per per-
son for the health care of Federal pris-
oners as we do to meet our trust re-
sponsibility for the health care of
American Indians.

We all know we underfund these ac-
counts. This adds $1 billion to a mul-
titude of Indian accounts dealing with
health care, housing, and education. It
is funded by closing some tax loop-
holes.
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I hope this Senate will decide this is
the right set of priorities.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, this
amendment doesn’t guarantee that any
money goes to the tribal authorities.
All it does is raise the cap by $1 bil-
lion—increases taxes by $1 billion. It is
entirely up to the Appropriations Com-
mittee how they spend money. We have
no control over that. The practical ef-
fect of this amendment is simply tax
and spend.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. Under the previous order, the
yeas and nays have been ordered.
Under the previous order, this will be a
10-minute vote.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. DAYTON)
and the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
INOUYE) are necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 42,
nays 56, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 61 Leg.]

YEAS—42
Akaka Feinstein Mikulski
Baucus Harkin Murray
Bayh Jeffords Nelson (FL)
Biden Johnson Nelson (NE)
Bingaman Kennedy Obama
Boxer Kerry Pryor
Byrd Kohl Reed
Cantwell Landrieu Reid
Clinton Lautenberg Rockefeller
Conrad Leahy Salazar
Dodd Levin Sarbanes
Dorgan Lieberman Schumer
Durbin Lincoln Stabenow
Feingold Menendez Wyden
NAYS—56

Alexander DeMint McCain
Allard DeWine McConnell
Allen Dole Murkowski
Bennett Domenici Roberts
Bond Ensign Santorum
Brownback Enzi Sessions
Bunnin; Frist
Burns ¢ Graham She'lby

Smith
Burr Grassley S

nowe
Carper Gregg Specter
Chafee Hagel pecte
Chambliss Hatch Stevens
Coburn Hutchison Sununu
Cochran Inhofe Talent
Coleman Isakson Thomas
Collins Kyl Thune
Cornyn Lott Vitter
Craig Lugar Voinovich
Crapo Martinez Warner

NOT VOTING—2
Dayton Inouye
The amendment (No. 3102) was re-

jected.

Mr. GREGG. I move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3100

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
now 2 minutes equally divided prior to
voting on the Cornyn amendment.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, my
amendment directs the Senate Com-
mittee on Finance to find $10 billion in
additional savings out of the Medicare
Program and builds on the work done
in the Deficit Reduction Act where we
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reduced the rate of growth for manda-
tory spending by nearly $100 billion
over the next decade.

As all Members know, there is in-
creasing pressure on discretionary
spending on important priorities be-
cause of the growth of Medicare, Social
Security, and Medicaid. Medicare and
Medicaid alone grew by 22 percent over
the last 5 years. This will allow the
Committee on Finance to take the sta-
bilization fund, for example, that is
used to supplement payments to pre-
ferred provider organizations which
participate in the Medicare Program,
which is available to be recouped to
help pay down some of the debt in the
amount of $10 billion, as well as other
sources of revenue that they can gain
out of the Medicare Program.

I ask my colleagues to vote ‘‘aye.”

Mr. CONRAD. I yield the time to the
ranking member on the Finance Com-
mittee, Senator BAUCUS.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, col-
leagues, this is déja vu all over again.
This is the reconciliation cut bill of $11
billion which barely passed the House
all over again. It is added on, on top of
that again. That was a net $11 billion
cut for Medicare and Medicaid in the
jurisdiction of the Committee on Fi-
nance, and this is $11 billion yet on top
of that. That will come out of you
know whose hides. You know how un-
popular that will be back home.

This is not the way to cut entitle-
ment spending or put a limit on it. The
better way is an all-encompassing way
when everyone is in it together, not di-
rected to the Committee on Finance ju-
risdiction which will cut more out of
Medicaid, cut more spending out of
Medicare.

I strongly urge my colleagues, just
remember, this is déja vu all over
again. It is a repeat of what happened
last year. That was extremely unpopu-
lar.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant journal clerk called the
roll.

The result was announced—yeas 43,
nays 57, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 62 Leg.]

YEAS—43

Alexander DeMint McCain
Allard Dole McConnell
Allen Domenici Nelson (NE)
Bennett Ensign Roberts
Bond Enzi Santorum
Brownback Frist Sessions
Bunning Graham Shelby
Burns Grassley Sununu
Burr Gregg Talent
Chambliss Hagel a

Thune
Coburn Hatch .
Cochran Inhofe Vlgter .
Cornyn Isakson Voinovich
Craig Kyl Warner
Crapo Lott

NAYS—57

Akaka Bingaman Carper
Baucus Boxer Chafee
Bayh Byrd Clinton
Biden Cantwell Coleman
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Collins Kerry Obama
Conrad Kohl Pryor
Dayton Landrieu Reed
DeWine Lautenberg Reid
Dodd Leahy Rockefeller
Dorgan Levin Salazar
Durbin Lieberman Sarbanes
Feingold Lincoln Schumer
Feinstein Lugar Smith
Harkin Martinez Snowe
Hutchison Menendez Specter
Inouye Mikulski Stabenow
Jeffords Murkowski Stevens
Johnson Murray Thomas
Kennedy Nelson (FL) Wyden

The amendment (No. 3100) was re-
jected.

Mr. GREGG. I move to reconsider the
vote and move to lay that motion on
the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

CHANGE OF VOTE

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, on
vote No. 62, I am recorded as ‘‘yea.” I
intended to vote ‘‘nay.” I ask unani-
mous consent to change my vote. It
will not change the outcome of the
vote.

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

(The foregoing tally has been
changed to reflect the above order.)

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3112 WITHDRAWN

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, with the
approval of Senator LANDRIEU, I ask
unanimous consent that her amend-
ment No. 3112 be withdrawn.

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

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, for the
edification of our colleagues, when we
complete the Collins amendment, the
next five amendments after that—we
have pending the Stabenow, Akaka,
and Collins amendments—and the next
five amendments after that will be the
Lincoln amendment No. 3047; Grassley,
an unnumbered amendment; Inhofe,
No. 3093, I believe; Lincoln, No. 3106;
Kerry, No. 3143.

We are now on to Senator STABENOW.

AMENDMENT NO. 3141

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
2 minutes equally divided on the
amendment.

Who yields time?

The Senator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, my
amendment is about guaranteeing that
every veteran in America has the
health care they were promised and
they deserve. Over the last 2 years, we
have seen a 500-percent increase in the
number of veterans seeking care from
the VA who served in Iraq and Afghani-
stan alone. But this budget falls over
35,000 veterans short of the number of
Iraq and Afghanistan veterans whom
the VA currently treats. And remark-
ably, the President’s budget projects
fewer vets will seek mental health
care, which is absolutely incorrect. If
you believe, as I do, the men and
women who have fought for our coun-
try should not have to fight every day,
every year, for the health care they
need, I urge you to vote yes on this
amendment.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I will be
brief, but it is important I have the at-
tention of my colleagues.

Yesterday, with the Burns amend-
ment, we increased veterans funding
over last year by 14 percent, so we have
already increased veterans spending by
14 percent. The Senator from Michigan
wishes now to increase it by 36 percent.
That is 104 billion new dollars over a 5-
year period. And it is taxed for. At
least she has the courtesy of offering
something that is paid for.

But even the Veterans Administra-
tion, with the Burns amendment, by
their best guesstimation—and I use the
word ‘‘guesstimation”—would suggest
that veterans’ care next year will grow
by less than 2 percent. There is abso-
lutely no justification for increasing
veterans health care budgets by a
grand total of 36 percent in 1 year.

This Senate has been progressively
generous to America’s veterans, as we
should be. It is now one of the most
rapidly growing health care budgets in
our country, with the Burns amend-
ment, not the Stabenow amendment.
Please vote no on the Stabenow amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment. The yeas and nays have
been ordered. The clerk will call the
roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 46,
nays 54, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 63 Leg.]

YEAS—46

Akaka Feinstein Murray
Baucus Harkin Nelson (FL)
Bayh Inouye Obama
Biden Jeffords Pryor
Bingaman Johnson Reed
Boxer Kennedy Reid
Byrd Kerry Rockefeller
Cantwell Kohl ) Salazar
Ca'rper Landrieu Sarbanes
Clinton Lautenberg

Schumer
Conrad Leahy
Dayton Levin Snowe
Dodd Lieberman Specter
Dorgan Lincoln Stabenow
Durbin Menendez Wyden
Feingold Mikulski

NAYS—b54
Alexander DeMint Martinez
Allard DeWine McCain
Allen Dole McConnell
Bennett Domenici Murkowski
Bond Ensign Nelson (NE)
Brownback Enzi Roberts
Bunning Frist Santorum
Burns Graham Sessions
Burr Grassley Shelby
Chafee Gregg Smith
Chambliss Hagel Stevens
Coburn Hatch Sununu
Cochran Hutchison Talent
Coleman Inhofe Thomas
Collins Isakson Thune
Cornyn Kyl Vitter
Craig Lott Voinovich
Crapo Lugar Warner
The amendment (No. 3141) was re-

jected.

Mr. GREGG. I move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. FRIST. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.
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The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

CHANGE OF VOTE

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to change my vote
on amendment No. 3141, which we just
voted on prior to this, offered by Sen-
ator STABENOW. I voted ‘‘nay.” I wish
to change it to ‘‘yea.” It doesn’t
change the outcome of the vote.

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

(The foregoing tally has Dbeen
changed to reflect the above order.)

AMENDMENT NO. 3071

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 2 minutes equally divided
prior to a vote on the Akaka amend-
ment.

Who yields time?

Mr. CONRAD. I yield time to the
Senator.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senators
Boxer and Johnson be added as cospon-
sors of my amendment.

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

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, this
amendment restores $3 billion to title I
in No Child Left Behind educational
programs. The amendment was offered
because this budget resolution
underfunds title I by more than $12 bil-
lion. You should know that a $3 billion
increase would bring title I up to what
the President requested since fiscal
year 2004. Without this increase, 29
States could lose title I funding, and
another 7 States would be level funded.

Vote aye on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from Wyo-
ming.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, this amend-
ment increases funding by $3 billion
and will be offset by closing tax loop-
holes, which means raising taxes,
which would require a separate effort,
anyway. The resolution we have before
us already provides $12.7 billion in 2007
for grants to local education agencies,
the largest component of No Child Left
Behind. That represents a 45-percent
increase from 2001.

The Federal investment in education
will have grown by $12.2 billion, or 29
percent, since fiscal year 2001. In addi-
tion, the resolution provides an addi-
tional $1.5 billion for funding for func-
tion 500, which includes No Child Left
Behind, and those funds can be used for
that. Education is and should be one of
our highest priorities, but this amend-
ment is paid for by increasing taxes
and busts the discretionary spending
cap. I ask that you vote no.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant journal clerk called the
roll.

The result was announced—yeas 49,
nays 51, as follows:
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[Rollcall Vote No. 64 Leg.]

YEAS—49
Akaka Durbin Mikulski
Baucus Feingold Murray
Bayh Feinstein Nelson (FL)
Biden Harkin Nelson (NE)
Bingaman Inouye Obama
Boxer Jeffords Pryor
Byrd Johnson Reed
Carpor Koy Reid
Chafee Kohl g;f;;ieuer
Clinton Landrieu
Collins Lautenberg Sarbanes
Conrad Leahy Schumer
Dayton Levin Snowe
DeWine Lieberman Stabenow
Dodd Lincoln Wyden
Dorgan Menendez

NAYS—51
Alexander Dole McCain
Allard Domenici McConnell
Allen Ensign Murkowski
Bennett Enzi Roberts
Bond Frist Santorum
Brownback Graham Sessions
Bunning Grassley Shelby
Burns Gregg Smith
Burr Hagel Specter
Chambliss Hatch Stevens
Coburn Hutchison Sununu
Cochran Inhofe Talent
Coleman Isakson Thomas
Cornyn Kyl Thune
Craig Lott Vitter
Crapo Lugar Voinovich
DeMint Martinez Warner

The amendment (No. 3071) was re-
jected.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. BOND. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, we are
waiting for Senator CONRAD. For the
moment, we will have to skip over Sen-
ator COLLINS. I understand we are
hopefully going to have an under-
standing relative to the next two
amendments, which will be the Grass-
ley and Lincoln amendments.

That brings us to Senator INHOFE. We
will come back to Senators COLLINS,

GRASSLEY, and LINCOLN after this
Inhofe vote.

AMENDMENT NO. 3093
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CHAFEE). The clerk will report the

Inhofe amendment.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. INHOFE]
proposes an amendment numbered 3093.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . TO CONTROL DISCRETIONARY SPENDING

“Beginning with fiscal year 2007 and there-
after, all non-defense, non-trust-fund, discre-
tionary spending shall not exceed the pre-
vious fiscal year’s levels, for purposes of the
congressional budget process (Section 302 et
al of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974),
without a 2/3 vote of Members duly chosen
and sworn.”

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, how
much time is divided on this amend-
ment? I didn’t get that.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
1 minute for each side.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, this is
kind of a litmus test amendment. We
have had it up a couple times before.
We do intend to pick up votes each
time. It is an amendment to get into
some of the big spending we do around
here. With the exception of trust votes
and national defense, it says that any
vote on appropriations that exceeds the
previous year has to have a two-thirds
majority.

This amendment is endorsed by a
number of groups, including the Amer-
ican Conservative Union, Christian Co-
alition, and other groups. It will be a
scored vote. It is a very significant
vote. I think it is really the only mean-
ingful vote to do something about
curbing spending that we will have the
entire day.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this is
truly a sweeping amendment. I hope
colleagues are listening. This amend-
ment seeks to lock in the current level
of discretionary spending, not just for
this year but permanently. I hope col-
leagues are listening. This seeks to
lock in the current level of spending
for homeland security, for veterans
health, for NIH, not just for 1 year but
permanently because it would take 67
votes to increase it.

I hope my colleagues will reject this
amendment. This is an amendment
which goes against every democratic
impulse of this body.

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

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that on the five
amendments we have put in order, the
yeas and nays be deemed to have been
granted, along with the seconds of
those yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to that being in order? With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Is there a sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 3093. The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. MCCONNELL. The following Sen-
ators were necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from New Mexico (Mr. DOMENICI),
the Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
LOTT), and the Senator from Arkansas
(Ms. MURKOWSKI).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 35,
nays 62, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 65 Leg.]

YEAS—35
Allard Chambliss Dole
Allen Coburn Ensign
Brownback Cornyn Enzi
Bunning Craig Frist
Burns Crapo Graham
Burr DeMint Grassley
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Gregg Kyl Sessions
Hagel Martinez Sununu
Hatch McCain Thomas
Hutchison McConnell Thune
Inhofe Nelson (NE) Vitter
Isakson Santorum
NAYS—62
Akaka Dorgan Nelson (FL)
Alexander Durbin Obama
Baucus Feingold Pryor
Bayh Feinstein Reed
Bennett Harkin Reid
Biden Inouye Roberts
Bingaman Jeffords Rockefeller
Bond Johnson Salazar
Boxer Kennedy Sarbanes
Byrd Kerry Schumer
Cantwell Kohl Shelb
Carper Landrieu " v
Chafee Lautenberg Smith
Clinton Leahy Snowe
Cochran Levin Specter
Coleman Lieberman Stabenow
Collins Lincoln Stevens
Conrad Lugar Talent
Dayton Menendez Voinovich
DeWine Mikulski Warner
Dodd Murray Wyden
NOT VOTING—3
Domenici Lott Murkowski
The amendment (No. 3093) was re-
jected.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

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

The Senator from Louisiana is recog-
nized.

AMENDMENT NO. 3064

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the yeas and
nays be vitiated on the Collins amend-
ment No. 3064, and I ask unanimous
consent that it be agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. Without ob-
jection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 3064) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3148, 3127, AND 3047
WITHDRAWN

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I am
prepared to withdraw my amendment
No. 3148 and Senator HAGEL is also pre-
pared to have his amendment No. 3127
withdrawn. We are also prepared to
withdraw Lincoln amendment No. 3047.
We have managed to work out an un-
derstanding on all of these matters, so
I ask unanimous consent to have those
amendments withdrawn.

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

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, it is
also our understanding that Senator
GRASSLEY would not offer his amend-
ment that was the matching amend-
ment to the Lincoln amendment that
has now been withdrawn.

Mr. GREGG. Under the previous
agreement, Mr. President, we are now
going to turn to the Lincoln amend-
ment No. 3106, followed by the Kerry
amendment No. 4103, followed by the
DeMint amendment No. 3087.

AMENDMENT NO. 3106

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
now 2 minutes of debate equally di-
vided.

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, in this
administration’s budget, time and time
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again rural America has been asked to
give disproportionately, whether it is
to deficit reduction, the war in Iraq, or
anything else. Quite frankly, I think it
is important for us to look seriously at
the priorities of this budget but, more
importantly, to look at rural America
and what it means to the fabric of this
country.

There are cuts in this budget to sup-
plemental nutrition programs for
women, infants, and children. USDA’s
rural housing program is cut by $259
million, resource conservation and de-
velopment council, world business en-
terprise grant, telemedicine, State and
private forestry programs, cooperative
agriculture and food safety research
units—all of these issues are critical to
rural America. They don’t have the
corporate tax base or corporate citi-
zenry out there that is going to support
them.

If we want the way of life in this
country to be maintained with both
the fabric of this country being built
by our urban areas and our rural areas,
it is essential that we support the peo-
ple and the working families in those
areas.

I ask my colleagues to look at con-
servation, WIC, all of these programs
and how important they are in your
State.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I re-
grettably rise in opposition to this
amendment. The Senator from Arkan-
sas and I normally agree on every issue
involving agriculture. Philosophically,
I am with her. But the problem is it
raises the cap a little over $2 billion. It
is simply not paid for. The things she is
seeking to add money for such as re-
search, nutrition, various rural devel-
opment programs, all are great pro-
grams, but the time to handle that is
in the appropriations process, not in
the budget process. This means we
would either have to raise taxes or in-
crease the deficit, and now is not the
time to have that debate. I think it
should be in the appropriations proc-
ess. I urge a ‘“‘no’’ vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired. The question is on agree-
ing to amendment No. 3106.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 48,
nays 52, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 66 Leg.]

YEAS—48
Akaka Durbin Menendez
Baucus Feingold Mikulski
Bayh Feinstein Murray
Biden Harkin Nelson (FL)
Bingaman Inouye Nelson (NE)
Boxer Jeffords Obama
Burns Johnson Pryor
Byrd Kennedy Reed
Cantwell Kerry Reid
Carper Kohl Rockefeller
Clinton Landrieu Salazar
Collins Lautenberg Sarbanes
Conrad Leahy Schumer
Dayton Levin Snowe
Dodd Lieberman Stabenow
Dorgan Lincoln Wyden

March 16, 2006

NAYS—52

Alexander Dole McConnell
Allard Domenici Murkowski
Allen Ensign Roberts
Bennett Enzi Santorum
Bond Frist Sessions
Brownback Graham Shelby
Eunning grassley Smith
urr regs Spect
Chafee Hagel SS:\?;IZ
Chambliss Hatch Sunun
Coburn Hutchison Tul v tu
Cochran Inhofe alen
Coleman Isakson Thomas
Cornyn Kyl Thune
Craig Lott Vitter
Crapo Lugar Voinovich
DeMint Martinez Warner
DeWine McCain

The amendment (No. 3106) was re-
jected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts.
AMENDMENT NO. 3143, AS MODIFIED

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent my modification be
accepted at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is so modi-
fied.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

(Purpose: To prevent the imposition of ex-
cessive TRICARE fees and co-pays on mili-
tary retirees)

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$592,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$1,619,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by
$2,188,000,000.

On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by
$2,685,000,000.

On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by
$3,271,000,000.

On page 4,
$592,000,000.

On page 4,
$1,619,000,000.

On page 4,
$2,188,000,000.

On page 4,
$2,685,000,000.

On page 4,
$3,271,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$ 735,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$1,862,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$2,322,000,000.

On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by
$2,816,000,000.

On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by
$3,424,000,000.

On page 5,
$592,000,000.

On page 5,
$1,619,000,000.

On page 5,
$2,188,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$2,685,000,000.

On page b, line 12, increase the amount by
$3,271,000,000.

On page 9, line 20, increase the amount by
$735,000,000.

On page 9, line 21, increase the amount by
$592,000,000.

On page 9, line 24, increase the amount by
$1,862,000,000.

On page 9, line 25, increase the amount by
$1,619,000,000.

On page 10, line 3, increase the amount by
$2,322,000,000.

On page 10, line 4, increase the amount by
$2,188,000,000.

line 1, increase the amount by
line 2, increase the amount by
line 3, increase the amount by
line 4, increase the amount by

line 6, increase the amount by

line 4, increase the amount by
line 6, increase the amount by

line 8, increase the amount by
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On page 10, line 7, increase the amount by
$2,816,000,000.

On page 10, line 8, increase the amount by
$2,685,000,000.

On page 10, line 11, increase the amount by
$3,424,000,000.

On page 10, line 12, increase the amount by
$3,271,000,000.

On page 53, line 1, increase the amount by
$735,000,000.

On page 53, line 2, increase the amount by
$592,000,000.

On page 53, line 4, increase the amount by
$1,862,000,000.

On page 53, line 7, increase the amount by
$2,322,000,000.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, the Bush
budget triples the fees for officers who
are retired under the age of 66 who put
in their 20 years of service, and doubles
the fees and copays for senior enlisted
folks, again, after their 20 years of
service to the country.

There are several other ways to cover
the costs of increased health care
under TRICARE. We could stimulate
the use of lower cost mail-order phar-
macies. We could negotiate with drug
manufacturers who secure discounts
under TRICARE, which we don’t do.
You don’t have to take it out of the
hide of the retirees themselves.

We pay for this. It is paid for by clos-
ing a number of tax loopholes and it is
fully paid for so we do not have to raise
copays on retirees who put in 20 years
of service in uniform.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Massachusetts
for highlighting an issue that is impor-
tant to the Armed Services Committee,
the authorizing committee. A lot of
work is already going on to deal with
this problem. The Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs, Peter Pace, said rising
health care costs are the No. 1 issue
when he spoke to our committee.

This amendment would cost $10.4 bil-
lion over 5 years and result in an in-
crease in taxes by that amount. The
authorizing committee does need to
focus on it and is focusing on this
issue.

I ask the amendment be defeated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment, as modified. The yeas and nays
have been ordered. The clerk will call
the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. MCCONNELL. The following Sen-
ator was necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Montana (Mr. BURNS).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 46,
nays 53, as follows:

The result was announced—yeas 46,
nays 53, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 67 Leg.]

YEAS—46
Akaka Byrd DeWine
Baucus Cantwell Dodd
Bayh Chafee Dorgan
Biden Clinton Durbin
Bingaman Conrad Feingold
Boxer Dayton Feinstein
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Harkin Levin Reed
Inouye Lieberman Reid
Jeffords Lincoln Rockefeller
Johnson Menendez Salazar
Kennedy Mikulski Sarbanes
Kerry Murray Schumer
Kohl Nelson (FL) Stabenow
Landrieu Nelson (NE)
Lautenberg Obama Wyden
Leahy Pryor
NAYS—53
Alexander Dole McConnell
Allard Domenici Murkowski
Allen Ensign Roberts
Bennett Enzi Santorum
Bond Frist Sessions
Brownback Graham Shelby
Bunning Grassley Smith
Burr Gregg
Carper Hagel gggzvt;
Chambliss Hatch Stevens
Coburn Hutchison
Cochran Inhofe Sununu
Coleman Isakson Talent
Collins Kyl Thomas
Cornyn Lott Thune
Craig Lugar Vitter
Crapo Martinez Voinovich
DeMint McCain Warner
NOT VOTING—1
Burns

The amendment (No. 3143), as modi-
fied, was rejected.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote, and I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we have
made significant progress in reducing
the number of amendments. This is the
good news—really dramatic progress.
The bad news is, with the amendments
that are still pending we will be here
until 2 o’clock in the morning.

It is in the hands of Members of this
body. If everybody sticks to their guns
and insists on their amendments, we
are going to be here until 2 o’clock in
the morning.

I ask colleagues to please show some
forbearance. We have other vehicles
that are coming—the appropriations
bills—and other opportunities to make
Members’ views known.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the especially hard work of the
Senator from North Dakota in reduc-
ing the number of amendments. I just
wish we had been a little more success-
ful because we will be here until 2
o’clock in the morning at the rate we
are going.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3144, 3085, 3140, 3139, 3053, 3079,
3083, 3033; 3052, AS MODIFIED, 3154, AND 3059, EN
BLOC
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, in an ef-

fort to try to move things along, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
amendments be considered and agreed
to en bloc, and the motions to recon-
sider be laid upon the table:

Senator OBAMA’s amendment No.
3144; Senator ENSIGN, amendment No.
3085; Senator LEVIN, amendment No.
3140; Senator LANDRIEU, amendment
No. 3139; Senator LINCOLN, amendment
No. 3053; Senator DEWINE, amendment
No. 3079; Senator DEWINE, amendment
No. 3083; Senator DEWINE, amendment
No. 3033; Senator SANTORUM, amend-
ment No. 3052, as modified; Senator
LEAHY, amendment No. 3154; and Sen-
ator BAUCUS, amendment No. 3059.
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Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, we don’t have
on our list the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

I am told that is OK. That has been
cleared on both sides.

Mr. COBURN. I object.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I renew
my unanimous consent request reflect-
ing all those amendments which have
been read except for amendment No.
3052 of Mr. SANTORUM.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

objection?
Without objection, it is so ordered.
Objection, the amendments are
agreed to.

The amendments were agreed to as
follows:
AMENDMENT NO. 3144

(Purpose: To provide a $40 million increase in
FY 2007 for the Homeless Veterans Re-
integration Program and to improve job
services for hard-to-place veterans)

On page 23, line 24, increase the amount by
$40,000,000.

On page 23, line 25, increase the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 24, line 4, increase the amount by
$25,000,000.

On page 24, line 8, increase the amount by
$6,000,000.

On page 24, line 12, increase the amount by
$3,000,000.

On page 24, line 16, increase the amount by
$1,000,000.

On page 27, line 23, decrease the amount by
$40,000,000.

On page 27, line 24, decrease the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 28, line 2, decrease the amount by
$25,000,000.

On page 28, line 5, decrease the amount by
$6,000,000.

On page 28, line 8, decrease the amount by

$3,000,000.

On page 28, line 11, decrease the amount by
$1,000,000.
AMENDMENT NO. 3085

(Purpose: To provide funding to hire an addi-
tional 500 Border Patrol Agents; fully fund-
ing the promise Congress made to the
American people to hire 2,000 new agents in
FY2007 as authorized by the National Intel-
ligence Reform Act of 2004 and as rec-
ommended by the 9/11 Commission)

On page 24, line 24, increase the amount by
$153,000,000.

On page 24, line 25, increase the amount by
$122,400,000.

On page 25, line 4, increase the amount by
$15,300,000.

On page 25, line 8, increase the amount by
$15,300,000.

On page 10, line 20, decrease the amount by
$153,000,000.

On page 10, line 21, decrease the amount by
$122,400,000.

On page 10, line 25, decrease the amount by
$15,300,000.

On page 11, line 4, decrease the amount by
$15,300,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 3140

(Purpose: To provide funds to establish addi-
tional Northern Border Air Wings, offset
through reductions in Function 920)

On page 24, line 24, increase the amount by
$6,000,000.

On page 24, line 25, increase the amount by
$4,000,000.

On page 25, line 4, increase the amount by
$2,000,000.

On page 27, line 23, decrease the amount by
$6,000,000.
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On page 27, line 24, decrease the amount by
$4,000,000.

On page 28, line 2, decrease the amount by
$2,000,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 3139

(Purpose: To provide funding for maintaining
a robust long range bomber force including
94 B-52 aircraft)

On page 9, line 20, increase the amount by
$77,000,000.

On page 9, line 21, increase the amount by
$43,000,000.

On page 9, line 24, increase the amount by
$239,000,000.

On page 9, line 25, increase the amount by
$188,000,000.

On page 10, line 3, increase the amount by
$270,000,000.

On page 10, line 4, increase the amount by
$238,000,000.

On page 10, line 7, increase the amount by
$217,000,000.

On page 10, line 8, increase the amount by
$240,000,000.

On page 10, line 11, increase the amount by
$263,000,000.

On page 10, line 12, increase the amount by
$246,000,000.

On page 10, line 20, decrease the amount by
$77,000,000.

On page 10, line 21, decrease the amount by
$43,000,000.

On page 10, line 24, decrease the amount by
$239,000,000.

On page 10, line 25, decrease the amount by
$188,000,000.

On page 11, line 3, decrease the amount by
$270,000,000.

On page 11, line 4, decrease the amount by
$238,000,000.

On page 11, line 7, decrease the amount by
$217,000,000.

On page 11, line 8, decrease the amount by
$240,000,000.

On page 11, line 11, decrease the amount by
$263,000,000.

On page 11, line 12, decrease the amount by
$246,000,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 3053

(Purpose: To provide for restoring funding
for the portion of the COPS program de-
voted to countering methamphetamine,
offset by a reduction to Function 920 (Al-
lowances)

On page 24, line 24, increase the amount by
$23,000,000.

On page 24, line 25, increase the amount by
$3,000,000.

On page 25, line 3, increase the amount by
$23,000,000.

On page 25, line 4, increase the amount by
$9,000,000.

On page 25, line 7, increase the amount by
$23,000,000.

On page 25, line 8, increase the amount by
$15,000,000.

On page 25, line 11, increase the amount by
$23,000,000.

On page 25, line 12, increase the amount by
$20,000,000.

On page 25, line 15, increase the amount by
$23,000,000.

On page 25, line 16, increase the amount by
$23,000,000.

On page 27, line 23, decrease the amount by
$23,000,000.

On page 27, line 24, decrease the amount by
$3,000,000.

On page 28, line 1, decrease the amount by
$23,000,000.

On page 28, line 2, decrease the amount by
$9,000,000.

On page 28, line 4, decrease the amount by
$23,000,000.

On page 28, line 5, decrease the amount by
$15,000,000.
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On page 28, line 7, decrease the amount by
$23,000,000.

On page 28, line 8, decrease the amount by
$20,000,000.

On page 28, line 10, decrease the amount by
$23,000,000.

On page 28, line 11, decrease the amount by
$23,000,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 3079

(Purpose: To increase funding for Child
Survival and Maternal Health Programs)

On page 10, line 20, increase the amount by
$77,000,000.

On page 10, line 21, increase the amount by
$77,000,000.

On page 27, line 23, decrease the amount by
$77,000,000.

On page 27, line 24, decrease the amount by
$77,000,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 3083

(Purpose: To increase funding for the Chil-
dren’s Hospitals Graduate Medical Edu-
cation Program under the Public Health
Service Act for fiscal year 2007)

On page 19, line 24, increase the amount by
$198,000,000.

On page 19, line 25, increase the amount by
$198,000,000.

On page 27, line 23, decrease the amount by
$198,000,000.

On page 27, line 24, decrease the amount by
$198,000,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 3033

(Purpose: To increase funding for NASA aer-
onautics programs by $179,000,000 in fiscal
year 2007, with an offset)

On page 11, line 21, increase the amount by
$179,000,000.

On page 11, line 22, increase the amount by
$179,000,000.

On page 27, line 23, decrease the amount by
$179,000,000.

On page 27, line 24, decrease the amount by
$179,000,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 3154

(Purpose: To fund grants for bullet proof
vests for local law enforcement agencies at
the full authorized level)

On page 24, line 24, increase the amount by
$41,000,000.

On page 24, line 25, increase the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 25, line 4, increase the amount by
$11,000,000.

On page 25, line 8, increase the amount by
$10,000,000.

On page 25, line 12, increase the amount by
$8,000,000.

On page 25, line 16, increase the amount by
$6,000,000.

On page 27, line 23, decrease the amount by
$41,000,000.

On page 27, line 24, decrease the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 28, line 2, decrease the amount by
$11,000,000.

On page 28, line 5, decrease the amount by
$10,000,000.

On page 28, line 8, decrease the amount by
$8,000,000.

On page 28, line 11, decrease the amount by
$6,000,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 3059

(Purpose: To improve America’s economic
competitiveness)

At the end of section 309, insert the fol-
lowing:

(d) FINANCE.—If—

(1) the Committee on Finance of the Sen-
ate reports a bill or joint resolution, or if an
amendment is offered thereto, or if a con-
ference report is submitted thereon, that—

(A) improves America’s trade competitive-
ness or enforcement; or
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(B) fosters health care information tech-
nology or pay-for-performance; and

(2) that committee is within its allocation
as provided under section 302(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974; the chairman
of the Committee on the Budget may make
the appropriate adjustments in allocations
and aggregates to the extent that such legis-
lation would not increase the deficit for fis-
cal year 2007 and for the period of fiscal
years 2007 through 2011.

AMENDMENTS NOS 3155 AND 3156

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
two amendments which have not been
filed be considered and agreed to en
bloc, and the motions to reconsider be
laid upon the table:

Senator SALAZAR on PILT, and Sen-
ator STABENOW on borders.

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

The amendments were agreed to, as
follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 3155

(Purpose: To fully fund the Payment in Lieu
of Taxes (PILT) program. Adds $1562 million
to Function 800 (General Government) for
PILT)

On page 25, line 24, increase the amount by
$152,000,000.

On page 25, line 25, increase the amount by
$152,000,000.

On page 27, line 23, decrease the amount by
$152,000,000.

On page 27, line 24, decrease the amount by
$152,000,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 3156

(Purpose: To protect the American People
from terrorist attacks and threats to pub-
lic health by collecting a fee for inspection
exclusively of international trash ship-
ments at the U.S. border generating $45
million in receipts. The fee will help defray
the cost of increasing the number and
quality of inspections of these potentially
dangerous shipments at the border. The fee
for inspection service will be implemented
to be fully compliant with the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade and other
applicable trade agreements)

On page 24, line 24, decrease the amount by
$45,000,000.

On page 24, line 25, decrease the amount by
$45,000,000.

On page 25, line 3, decrease the amount by
$45,000,000.

On page 25, line 4, decrease the amount by
$45,000,000.

On page 25, line 7, decrease the amount by
$45,000,000.

On page 25, line 8, decrease the amount by
$45,000,000.

On page 25, line 11, decrease the amount by
$45,000,000.

On page 25, line 12, decrease the amount by
$45,000,000.

On page 25, line 15, decrease the amount by
$45,000,000.

On page 25, line 16, decrease the amount by
$45,000,000.

On page 27, line 23, increase the amount by
$45,000,000.

On page 27, line 24, increase the amount by
$45,000,000.

On page 28, line 1, increase the amount by
$45,000,000.

On page 28, line 2, increase the amount by
$45,000,000.

On page 28, line 4, increase the amount by
$45,000,000.

On page 28, line 5, increase the amount by
$45,000,000.
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On page 28, line 7, increase the amount by
$45,000,000.

On page 28, line 8, increase the amount by
$45,000,000.

On page 28, line 10, increase the amount by
$45,000,000.

On page 28, line 11, increase the amount by
$45,000,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 3087, AS MODIFIED

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I now be-
lieve that we are on the amendment by
Senator DEMINT.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

AMENDMENT NO. 3087, AS MODIFIED

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I have a
modified amendment that I would like
to send to the desk

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina
[Mr. DEMINT] proposes an amendment
numbered 3087, as modified.

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . RESERVE FUND FOR SOCIAL SECURITY
REFORM.

If the Committee on Finance of the Senate
reports a bill or joint resolution, or an
amendment is offered thereto, or a con-
ference report is submitted thereon, that
provides changes to the Federal Old Age,
Survivors, and Disability Insurance Benefits
Program established under title II of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), by—

(1) requiring that the Federal Old Age and
Survivors Trust Fund and the Federal Dis-
ability Insurance Trust Fund are used to fi-
nance expenditures to provide retirement
and disability income of future beneficiaries
of such program;

(2) ensuring that there is no change to cur-
rent law scheduled benefits for individuals
born before January 1, 1950;

(3) providing the option to voluntarily ob-
tain legally binding ownership of at least
some portion of each participant’s benefits;
and

(4) ensuring that the funds made available
to finance such legislation do not exceed the
amounts of the Chief Actuary of the Social
Security Administration’s intermediate ac-
tuarial estimates of the Federal Old Age and
Survivors Trust Fund and the Federal Dis-
ability Insurance Trust Fund, as published in
the most recent report of the Board of Trust-
ees of such Trust Funds,
the chairman of the Committee on the Budg-
et of the Senate may make the appropriate
adjustments in allocations and aggregates to
the extent that such legislation would not
increase the deficit for fiscal year 2007 and
for the period of fiscal years 2007 through
2011.

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, the
amendment I have sent to the desk
adds a reserve fund to the budget reso-
lution for Social Security that would
allow Congress to begin saving Social
Security surpluses for future Social Se-
curity recipients.

If the Finance Committee does not
report back, then nothing happens. The
amendment does nothing to change So-
cial Security—no privatization, no
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stock market investment, and it does
not add to the deficit.

The amendment only creates a budg-
et mechanism to allow Congress to
consider ways to begin saving the So-
cial Security surplus.

I suspect most Members of this body,
Republican and Democrat, are on
record on the Senate floor or in a cam-
paign saying that it is wrong to spend
the Social Security surplus on other
Government programs.

While we don’t yet agree on how to
fix Social Security, every Member and
I believe every American knows that it
is wrong to continue to spend Social
Security taxes on other Government
programs.

This amendment would open the door
to consider ways to stop spending So-
cial Security money.

I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield
the time on this side to the Senator
from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President my col-
leagues are not being fooled. This is
privatization of Social Security. Turn
to page 29, paragraph 3. It so provides.

We have already gone down the road
on privatization of Social Security.

The so-called surplus that the Sen-
ator referred to is just to privatize So-
cial Security.

The American public said no to
privatizing Social Security. The Presi-
dent has realized that it is a bad idea.
The Congress should realize it. It is a
bad idea. The AARP sure knows it is a
bad idea. I have a letter from the
AARP. Let me read from it. They say:

AARP strongly opposes this attempt to
resurrect a proposal that the American pub-
lic has soundly rejected.

This is privatization of Social Secu-
rity, pure and simple. The Senate
should reject it as the American people
have rejected it.

I ask unanimous consent that the
letter be printed in the RECORD.

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

AARP
Washington, DC, March 16, 2006.
Hon. HARRY REID,
Minority Leader, Capitol Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR REID: The Senate will vote
on an amendment to S. Con. Res. 83 offered
by Senator DeMint to use annual Social Se-
curity surpluses to create private accounts.
AARP strongly opposes this attempt to res-
urrect a proposal that the American public
has soundly rejected.

AARP believes this proposal has serious
consequences for our nation’s overall fiscal
health and Social Security’s long-term out-
look. Ostensibly designed to ‘‘stop the raid
on the surplus’, the proposal would still re-
sult in the Treasury Department receiving
the money to spend on its needs, but the fed-
eral deficit and debt would increase by over
$700 billion over the next ten years. Our na-
tion cannot afford this unnecessary increase
in its already large federal debt, and we
should not ask future generations to pay for
the added cost.
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Social Security faces a long-term financial
shortfall that we should address in a timely
manner, but private accounts do nothing to
address long-term solvency. AARP believes
it is time to put aside polarizing ideas that
do not work and get serious about securing
Social Security so future generations can
count on these important benefits.

Sincerely,
DAVID P. SLOANE,
Senior Managing Director, Government
Relations & Advocacy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. McCONNELL. The following Sen-
ator was necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Ohio (Mr. VOINOVICH).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 46,
nays 53, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 68 Leg.]

YEAS—46
Alexander DeWine McCain
Allard Dole McConnell
Allen Ensign Murkowski
Bennett Enzi Roberts
Bond Frist Santorum
Brownback Graham Sessions
Bunning Grassley Shelby
Burr Gregg
Chambliss Hagel gs:s;zz
Coburn Hatch Sununu
Cochran Hutchison
Coleman Inhofe Thomas
Cornyn Isakson Thune
Craig Kyl Vitter
Crapo Lott Warner
DeMint Martinez
NAYS—53
Akaka Durbin Mikulski
Baucus Feingold Murray
Bayh Feinstein Nelson (FL)
Biden Harkin Nelson (NE)
Bingaman Inouye Obama
Boxer Jeffords Pryor
Burns Johnson Reed
Byrd Kennedy Reid
Cantwell Kerry Rockefeller
Carper Kohl
Chafee Landrieu Salazar
Clinton Lautenberg Sarbanes
Collins Leahy Schlumer
Conrad Levin Smith
Dayton Lieberman Snowe
Dodd Lincoln Stabenow
Domenici Lugar Talent
Dorgan Menendez Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
Voinovich

The amendment (No. 3087), as modi-
fied, was rejected.

Mr. GREGG. I move to reconsider the
vote, and I move to lay that motion on
the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. GREGG. I understand the Sen-
ator from Nebraska will offer an
amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 3116 WITHDRAWN

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi-
dent, many of our colleagues would be
surprised to learn, as I was, that some
agencies are skimming off the top a
portion of some of the congressional
appropriations and keeping money in
that agency without authorization.

This amendment is simple. It says if
it has been determined that a constitu-
ency warrants a direct appropriation,
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one that has gone through the scruti-
nizing process and is supported by the
House, Senate, and signed into law,
that constituency should receive the
full amount. Bureaucrats at the agen-
cies, who are not the fourth branch of
Government, should not be unilaterally
determining that some sort of sur-
charge should be charged against these
projects. It amounts to a tax on our
constituents, and it usurps the author-
ity of Congress by circumventing the
legislative process and giving name-
less, faceless bureaucrats the authority
to alter legislation after it has been
signed into law.

We have every right to expect that
what we appropriate will be 100 percent
provided when we determine that is the
way it is, unless we determine other-
wise. And in the situation where our
constituents determine that the full
amount of the earmark is not needed
and turns back some of the funding to
the government—this amendment says
that instead of going to bureaucrats in
the agencies to spend as they wish—it
should instead go towards deficit re-
duction.

I am withdrawing my amendment at
this time for the sake of time. But we
will all see this amendment again be-
cause I will bring it back.

Mr. GREGG. We turn to the Senator
from Minnesota.

AMENDMENT NO. 3097

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, I call
up amendment numbered 3097 and I ask
for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. DAYTON],
for himself, Mr. DobpD, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr.
DURBIN, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. MENENDEZ, and
Mrs. CLINTON, proposes an amendment num-
bered 3097.

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide mandatory funding to

fully fund the Individuals with Disabilities

Education Act (IDEA) Part B grants to

states; paid for by closing corporate tax

loopholes)

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$230,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$7,591,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by
$3,450,000,000.

On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by
$230,000,000.

On page 4,
$230,000,000.

On page 4,
$7,591,000,000.

On page 4,
$3,450,000,000.

On page 4,
$230,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$11,501,000,000.

On page 5, line 4, increase the amount by
$230,000,000.

On page 5, line 6, increase the amount by
$7,591,000,000.

line 1, increase the amount by
line 2, increase the amount by
line 3, increase the amount by

line 4, increase the amount by

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by
$3,450,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$230,000,000.

On page 18, line 24, increase the amount by
$11,501,000,000.

On page 18, line 25, increase the amount by
$230,000,000.

On page 19, line 4, increase the amount by
$7,591,000,000.

On page 19, line 8, increase the amount by
$3,450,000,000.

On page 19, line 12, increase the amount by
$230,000,000.

Mr. DAYTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent Senators MENENDEZ and CLINTON
be added as cosponsors of this amend-
ment.

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

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, this
amendment is a unique concept. It says
the Senate will fulfill a 29-year-old
commitment to fund 40 percent of the
costs of special education. I appreciate
the amendment of the Senator from
Rhode Island, Mr. CHAFEE, which was
adopted by the Senate to bring us to 20
percent, which is half of that goal.
That is an improvement.

But if we were to say the Defense De-
partment was half funded, or national
security or homeland security were
half funded, we would find a reason to
immediately increase that funding. So
I respectfully submit that closing tax
loopholes for corporations that are not
paying taxes now and providing that
money for special education for our
students across this country is a wor-
thy goal.

I urge adoption of the amendment. I
will accept a voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DEMINT). The Senator from New Hamp-
shire.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I yield
back time in opposition and ask that
we proceed to the vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 3097) was re-
jected.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that if the yeas and
nays were ordered on that amendment
they would be vitiated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays were not ordered.

Mr. GREGG. Good.

Mr. President, we will now turn to
the Boxer amendment, No. 3105; fol-
lowed by the Bingaman amendment,
No. 3121; followed by the Nelson amend-
ment, No. 3001; followed by the Fein-
stein amendment, No. 3067; followed by
the Stabenow amendment, No. 3118; fol-
lowed by the Santorum amendment,
No. 3052; followed by the Domenici
amendment, No. 3128. And we reserve
the right to offer an amendment after
the Nelson amendment but before the
Feinstein amendment relative to the
same topic as the Nelson amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

AMENDMENT NO. 3105

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 3105 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from California [Mrs. BOXER]
proposes an amendment numbered 3105.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To increase funding for the 21st

Century Community Learning Center pro-

gram; paid for by rolling back tax cuts for

those with incomes over $1 million)

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$15,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$435,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by
$225,000,000.

On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by
$75,000,000.

On page 4,
$15,000,000.

On page 4,
$435,000,000.

On page 4,
$225,000,000.

On page 4,
$75,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$750,000,000.

On page 5, line 4, increase the amount by
$15,000,000.

On page 5, line 6, increase the amount by $
435,000,000.

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by
$225,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$75,000,000.

On page 18, line 24, increase the amount by
$750,000,000.

On page 18, line 25, increase the amount by
$15,000,000.

On page 19, line 4, increase the amount by
$435,000,000.

On page 19, line 8, increase the amount by
$225,000,000.

On page 19, line 12, increase the amount by
$75,000,000.

On page 53, line 1, increase the amount by
$750,000,000.

On page 53, line 2, increase the amount by
$15,000,000.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I call
this amendment the ‘“‘Gucci afterschool
amendment’ because we are asking
millionaires to give up one Gucci jack-
et or $2,000 out of their $114,000 tax cut
they are going to get in 2007 so we can
offer 716,000 additional children an
afterschool program.

This amendment begins to fulfill the
promise this President and this Con-
gress made to our children. It will
mean a big difference in every Sen-
ator’s children’s lives. In other words, I
am looking at Senators all across this
country. Every one of their States will
see an increase of eligible children: in
Alaska, 3,000 more children; in Florida,
33,000 more; in Indiana, 9,000 more; in
Maine, 3,000 more—and it goes on—in
New Hampshire, 3,000 more; in Ohio,
20,000 more; in Pennsylvania, 27,000
more; in Texas, 63,000 more.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mrs. BOXER. So I think the people
earning $1 million can give up a Gucci
jacket to send more children to after-
school. I urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote.

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

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, first, we
have already approved an extra $7 bil-
lion for these accounts here this

line 1, increase the amount by
line 2, increase the amount by
line 3, increase the amount by

line 4, increase the amount by
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evening. In addition, in the budget we
brought forward, we added $1.5 billion
for these accounts.

This amendment is very much in the
tradition of tax and spend. As the Sen-
ator from California openly admits, she
wants to raise taxes significantly to
pay for this new spending. But we have
already committed significant dollars
into these accounts, and I do not think
it is necessary. So I hope we vote this
amendment down.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 43,
nays 57, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 69 Leg.]

YEAS—43

Akaka Harkin Murray
Bayh Inouye Nelson (FL)
Biden Jeffords Obama
Bingaman Johnson Pryor
Boxer Kennedy Reed
Byrd Kerry Reid
Cantwell Kohl Rockefeller
Clinton Landrieu r
Conrad Lautenberg Zalazm

arbanes
Dayton Leahy Schumer
Dodd Levin
Dorgan Lieberman Snowe
Durbin Lincoln Stabenow
Feingold Menendez Wyden
Feinstein Mikulski

NAYS—57
Alexander Crapo Martinez
Allard DeMint McCain
Allen DeWine McConnell
Baucus Dole Murkowski
Bennett Domenici Nelson (NE)
Bond Ensign Roberts
Brownback Enzi Santorum
Bunning Frist Sessions
Burns Graham Shelby
Burr Grassley Smith
Carper Gregg Specter
Chafee Hagel Stevens
Chambliss Hatch Sununu
Coburn Hutchison Talent
Cochran Inhofe Thomas
Coleman Isakson Thune
Collins Kyl Vitter
Cornyn Lott Voinovich
Craig Lugar Warner
The amendment (No. 3105) was re-

jected.

Mr. GREGG. I move to reconsider the
vote and to lay that motion on the
table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3121

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

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, this
amendment is one Senator SMITH and I
are offering to delete section 406 from
the budget resolution. Section 406 does
for direct spending legislation exactly
what the Senate determined not to do
with discretionary spending about an
hour and a half ago on the Inhofe
amendment. It says that for any bill
that contains direct spending, a 60-vote
point of order can be raised against it.
That includes the Defense bill, the
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farm bill, a tremendous number of bills
that we try to pass through the Senate
every year. I urge my colleagues to
support this amendment and delete
that section from the budget resolu-
tion.

I yield the rest of my time to Senator
SMITH.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, with re-
luctance I rise in opposition to this
particular provision, but my reluctance
vanishes when I consider the programs
this would automatically affect—not
just Social Security, Medicaid, and
Medicare but the farm program, county
payments, Indian water rights, all the
things that are dealt with under enti-
tlements. I think we need to deal with
those eventually as Republicans and
Democrats and as Americans. We
should not do it on the basis of this
particular formula.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Has the
Senator from New Mexico offered the
amendment?

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I do
offer the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BINGA-
MAN], for himself and Mr. SMITH, proposes an
amendment numbered 3121.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To strike the direct spending
limitation)

Strike section 406.

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

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, the char-
acterization of this amendment has
been totally inaccurate. In fact, I
haven’t heard as inaccurate a charac-
terization of an amendment today, and
we have heard a lot of talk today. This
amendment doesn’t do what was just
represented. What this amendment
does is, it says that for any 2-year pe-
riod the trustees of the Medicare trust
fund tell us that over 45 percent of the
cost of Medicare or another entitle-
ment—but it would probably be Medi-
care—is coming out of the general
fund. Remember, Medicare is supposed
to be an insurance fund; this is part A.
Then at that point, there is an oppor-
tunity to raise a point of order against
new entitlement spending. It specifi-
cally excludes Social Security.

The fact is, this is a point of order
which will probably not come into play
for many years, but it is an attempt to
address what is a looming problem,
which is that Medicare is taking more
and more assets out of the general fund
rather than being paid through the in-
surance process. It is good budget dis-
cipline.

Mr. CONRAD. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 3121. The clerk will
call the roll.
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The assistant journal clerk called the
roll.
The result was announced—yeas 50,
nays 50, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 70 Leg.]

YEAS—50

Akaka Durbin Mikulski
Baucus Feingold Murray
Bayh Feinstein Nelson (FL)
Biden Harkin Obama
Bingaman Inouye Pryor
Boxer Jeffords Reed
Byrd Johnson Reid
Cantwell Kennedy Rockefeller
Carper Kerry Salazar
Chafee Kohl

X . Sarbanes
Clinton Landrieu
Collins Lautenberg Sch}lmer
Conrad Leahy Smith
Dayton Levin Snowe
DeWine Lieberman Specter
Dodd Lincoln Stabenow
Dorgan Menendez Wyden

NAYS—50

Alexander Dole McCain
Allard Domenici McConnell
Allen Ensign Murkowski
Bennett Enzi Nelson (NE)
Bond Frist Roberts
Brownback Graham Santorum
Bunning Grassley Sessions
Burns Gregg
Burr Hagel g?:};zis
Chambliss Hatch Sununu
Coburn Hutchison
Cochran Inhofe Talent
Coleman Isakson Thomas
Cornyn Kyl Thune
Craig Lott Vl'gter .
Crapo Lugar Voinovich
DeMint Martinez Warner

The amendment (No. 3121) was re-
jected.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

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

Mr. NELSON of Florida. It is my un-
derstanding that by unanimous con-
sent my amendment is next in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Do I need to
call up amendment No. 3001?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator does.

AMENDMENT NO. 3001

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I call up amendment No. 3001.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Florida [Mr. NELSON]
proposes an amendment numbered 3001.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that
further reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide funds ensuring Survivor

Benefit Plan annuities are not reduced by

the amount of dependency and indemnity

compensation that military families re-
ceive, and to provide funds for ‘‘paid-up’’

SBP, offset by closing abusive corporate

tax loopholes)

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$975,000,000.
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On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$1,037,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by
$792,000,000.

On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by
$826,000,000.

On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by
$861,000,000.

On page 4,
$975,000,000.

On page 4,
$1,037,000,000.

On page 4,
$792,000,000.

On page 4,
$826,000,000.

On page 4,
$861,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$975,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$1,037,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$792,000,000.

On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by
$826,000,000.

On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by
$861,000,000.

On page 5,
$975,000,000.

On page 5,
$1,037,000,000.

On page 5,
$792,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$826,000,000.

On page 5, line 12, increase the amount by
$861,000,000.

On page 9, line 20, increase the amount by
$975,000,000.

On page 9, line 21, increase the amount by
$975,000,000.

On page 9, line 24, increase the amount by
$1,037,000,000.

On page 9, line 25, increase the amount by
$1,037,000,000.

On page 10, line 3, increase the amount by
$792,000,000.

On page 10, line 4, increase the amount by
$792,000,000.

On page 10, line 7, increase the amount by
$826,000,000.

On page 10, line 8, increase the amount by
$826,000,000.

On page 10, line 11, increase the amount by
$861,000,000.

On page 10, line 12, increase the amount by
$861,000,000.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, am I allocated 1 minute?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, this is the widows or orphans
amendment. You have already voted on
this, 92 to 6, last fall. It is eliminating
the offset between two different pro-
grams taking care of widows and or-
phans. It is a cost of war, just as pro-
viding equipment and ammunition. It
is a cost of war to take care of our wid-
OwWs or orphans.

On the one hand, the service member
pays for taking care of the survivors in
the survivors benefit plan. On the other
hand, the Veterans Department takes
care of the dependents indemnity com-
pensation. But those two are offset in
current law. This eliminates the offset.
I urge you to support the widows and
the orphans.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, would
the Senator agree to a voice vote?

Mr. NELSON of Florida. The Senator
will agree to a voice vote as long as it

line 1, increase the amount by

line 2, increase the amount by

line 3, increase the amount by

line 4, increase the amount by

line 6, increase the amount by

line 4, increase the amount by

line 6, increase the amount by

line 8, increase the amount by
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passes favorably. I expect the Senator
is being advised that since the Senate
is on record with a 92-to-6 vote, there
will be a voice vote.

Mr. GREGG. Why don’t we do a voice
vote.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. That is ac-
ceptable to me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Florida.

The amendment (No. 3001) was agreed
to.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. GREGG. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3164

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Michigan [Ms.
STABENOW] proposes an amendment num-
bered 3164.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To establish a reserve fund to
allow for deficit-neutral legislation that
would provide seniors with a prescription
drug benefit option that is affordable, user-
friendly, and administered directly by the
Secretary of Health and Human Services)
At the end of title III, insert the following:

SEC. . RESERVE FUND TO ALLOW FOR DEF-

ICIT-NEUTRAL LEGISLATION THAT
WOULD PROVIDE SENIORS WITH A
PRESCRIPTION DRUG BENEFIT OP-
TION THAT IS AFFORDABLE, USER-
FRIENDLY, AND ADMINISTERED DI-
RECTLY BY THE SECRETARY OF
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES.

The Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may revise the alloca-
tions, aggregates, and other appropriate lev-
els and limits in this resolution for a bill or
joint resolution, or an amendment thereto or
conference report thereon, that would—

(1) provide all Medicare beneficiaries with
a Medicare-administered prescription drug
plan option, while preserving the private pre-
scription drug plan options;

(2) ensure that Medicare beneficiaries pay
the lowest possible prescription drug prices
by directing the Secretary of Health and
Human Services to negotiate with pharma-
ceutical manufacturers with respect to the
purchase price of covered part D drugs on be-
half of beneficiaries enrolled in the Medi-
care-administered prescription drug plan;

(3) improve the part D standard prescrip-
tion drug benefit; and

(4) guarantee that Medicare beneficiaries
receive the FDA-approved drugs they need
by preventing prescription drug plans and
MA-PD plans from ending coverage of drugs,
or imposing restrictions or limitations on
coverage of drugs, that were covered when
the beneficiary enrolled in the plan until the
beneficiary has the opportunity to switch
plans, with an exception to such guarantee
for brand name drugs for which there is a ge-
neric drug approved under section 505(j) of
the Food and Drug Cosmetic Act that is
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placed on the market during the period in
which the guarantee applies;

by the amount provided in such measure for
those purposes, provided that such legisla-
tion would not increase the deficit for the
period of fiscal years 2007 through 2011.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, this
amendment would create a deficit-neu-
tral reserve fund to provide seniors
with the one prescription drug choice
that they want, which they don’t cur-
rently have, and that is an affordable
prescription drug benefit administered
directly through Medicare.

As you know, the current system has
a lot of headaches right now. There are
a lot of private plans—over 70 in Michi-
gan—and there has been mass confu-
sion. A lot of folks are actually paying
more for drugs under this Part D pro-
gram than they were before.

My amendment would give our sen-
iors a new option, a Medicare-guaran-
teed option. Seniors today can get
their Part A and Part B benefits either
through a private plan or a traditional
Medicare benefit plan. But they don’t
have that choice for their medicine.
This would give them that choice. It
would also direct the Secretary of HHS
to negotiate drug prices on behalf of
seniors choosing to get their medicines
through Medicare.

This amendment simply gives seniors
and disabled persons the real choice
they want, which is a Medicare pre-
scription drug benefit, where you go to
Medicare and you can sign up and you
know the copay and the premium. You
go to the pharmacy and get your medi-
cine. I ask for your support.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, it is
beyond my understanding when the ar-
gument is made that this program is
too confusing because there are too
many plans, and then you add yet an-
other plan. That is what this amend-
ment does. They say there is too much
confusion and there are too many
plans, and they want to add another
plan.

This amendment is going to destroy
the competitive incentives and replace
them with a Government-controlled re-
gime. It puts the Government into the
full-time Dbusiness of setting drug
prices and determining what drugs are
covered. Strong competition has led to
lower costs. The average premium is
$25. That is 20 percent less than we ex-
pected.

This amendment would result in
higher premiums. This amendment
would also have a drug safety issue
with it. This amendment would force
plans to keep unsafe drugs in the for-
mulary because what is on at the first
of the year has to stay on through the
whole year. So if Vioxx was on in Janu-
ary 2004 and was found unsafe in Sep-
tember 2004, it would still have to be on
the formulary for another 3 months.

This is a Government-run plan. It in-
creases costs and has price controls
and unsafe drugs. This is just not a
good amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CHAFEE). The Senator’s time has ex-
pired. The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 3164.
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Ms. STABENOW. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. McCONNELL. The following Sen-
ator was necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 39,
nays 60, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 71 Leg.]

YEAS—39
Akaka Feingold Mikulski
Bayh Feinstein Murray
Biden Harkin Nelson (FL)
Bingaman Inouye Obama,
Boxer Johnson Pryor
Byrd Kennedy Reed
Cantwell Kerry Reid
Clinton Kohl Rockefeller
Conrad Lautenberg Salazar
Dayton Leahy Sarbanes
Dodd Levin Schumer
Dorgan Lieberman Stabenow
Durbin Lincoln Wyden
NAYS—60
Alexander DeWine McCain
Allard Dole McConnell
Allen Domenici Menendez
Baucus Ensign Murkowski
Bond Enzi Nelson (NE)
Brownback Frist Roberts
Bunning Graham Santorum
Burns Grassley Sessions
Burr Gregg Shelby
Carper Hagel Smith
Chafee Hatch Snowe
Chambliss Hutchison Specter
Coburn Inhofe Stevens
Cochran Isakson Sununu
Coleman Jeffords Talent
Collins Kyl Thomas
Cornyn Landrieu Thune
Craig Lott Vitter
Crapo Lugar Voinovich
DeMint Martinez Warner
NOT VOTING—1
Bennett

The amendment (No. 3164) was re-
jected.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, at this
point we are going to go to Senator
AKAKA.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, if we
could ask colleagues’ indulgence for a
few more minutes here, we are very
close. We have made enormous progress
in the last 20 minutes, 30 minutes. We
are very close. If we could have col-
leagues’ indulgence for a few more
minutes, we could rapidly come to con-
clusion.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3044

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 3044 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.
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The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. AKAKA], for
himself and Mr. INOUYE, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 3044.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$70,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$80,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by
$70,000,000.

On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by
$50,000,000.

On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by
$40,000,000.

On page 4, line 1, increase the amount by
$70,000,000.

On page 4, line 2, increase the amount by
$80,000,000.

On page 4, line 3, increase the amount by
$70,000,000.

On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by
$50,000,000.

On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by.
$40,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$70,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$80,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$70,000,000.

On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by
$50,000,000.

On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by
$40,000,000.

On page 5, line 4, increase the amount by
$70,000,000.

On page 5,
$80,000,000.

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by
$70,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$50,000,000.

On page 5, line 12, increase the amount by
$40,000,000.

On page 23, line 24, increase the amount by
$70,000,000.

On page 23, line 25, increase the amount by
$70,000,000.

On page 24, line 3, increase the amount by
$80,000,000.

On page 24, line 4, increase the amount by
$80,000,000.

On page 24, line 7, increase the amount by
$70,000,000.

On page 24, line 8, increase the amount by
$70,000,000.

On page 24, line 11, increase the amount by
$50,000,000.

On page 24, line 12, increase the amount by
$50,000,000.

On page 24, line 15, increase the amount by
$40,000,000.

On page 24, line 16, increase the amount by
$40,000,000.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, my
amendment would provide nonservice-
connected pensions to Filipino vet-
erans of World War II. In 1941, Presi-
dent Roosevelt issued an Executive
order which called into the order of the
Armed Forces of the United States all
organized military forces of the Com-
monwealth of the Philippines. These
veterans fought alongside American
troops and were commanded by Gen-
eral MacArthur. There was no question
when they were fighting that they

line 6, increase the amount by
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would be treated the same as American
troops. Congress betrayed these vet-
erans by enacting the Rescission Act
which deemed the service of soldiers of
the Commonwealth Army of the Phil-
ippines not to be service in the United
States military. This was after they al-
ready served with the U.S. military.
These veterans have been waiting for 60
years to have their benefits reinstated.
It is time that the United States fulfill
its responsibility to these veterans.

I yield back my time.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I believe
we can go to a voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 3044.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 3044.

The amendment (No. 3044) was re-
jected.

AMENDMENT NO. 3052

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
call up amendment No. 3052 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
SANTORUM], for himself, Mr. DURBIN, Mr.
DAYTON, Ms. STABENOW, Mrs. CLINTON, Mrs.
BOXER, Mr. SARBANES and Mr. KERRY, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 3052.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To continue providing 33 percent of

the Global Fund’s revenue and to con-

tribute an additional $566,000,000 to the

Global Fund for fiscal year 2007 to support

grant renewals and new proposals to sup-

port international HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis,
and malaria programs)

On page 10, line 20, increase the amount by
$566,000,000.

On page 10, line 21, increase the amount by
$566,000,000.

On page 27, line 23, decrease the amount by
$566,000,000.

On page 27, line 24, decrease the amount by
$566,000,000.

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:

SEC. . UNITED STATES RESPONSE TO GLOBAL
HIV/AIDS, TUBERCULOSIS, AND MA-
LARIA.

Congress makes the following findings:

(1) The HIV/AIDS pandemic has reached
staggering proportions. Over 40,000,000 people
are living with HIV/AIDS worldwide, and
5,000,000 more people become infected each
year. HIV/AIDS is estimated to kill 3,000,000
men, women, and children each year.
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(2) The United States was the first, and re-
mains the largest, contributor to the Global
Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Ma-
laria (referred to in this section as the
“Global Fund”).

(3) The Presidential Administration of
George W. Bush (referred to in this section
as the ‘“‘Administration’) has supported leg-
islative language that links United States
contributions to the Global Fund to the con-
tributions of other donors, permitting the
United States to provide 33 percent of all do-
nations, which would match contributions
on a 1-to-2 basis.

(4) As of the date of the approval of this
Resolution, Congress has provided Y5 of all
donations to the Global Fund since its incep-
tion.

(56) The Global Fund currently estimates
that during fiscal year 2007, it will renew
$1,600,000,000 worth of effective programs
that are already operating on the ground,
and the Administration and Global Fund
Board have said that renewals of existing
grants should receive priority funding.

(6) The Global Fund estimates that during
fiscal year 2007, it could award $1,000,000,000
in funding to proposals submitted for Round
6.

(7) For fiscal year 2007, the President has
requested $300,000,000 for the United States
contribution to the Global Fund.

(8) The Global Fund is an important com-
ponent of the United States efforts to com-
bat AIDS, tuberculosis, and malaria, and
supports approximately 350 projects in 130
countries.

(9) Through a mid-year review process,
Congress and the Administration will assess
contributions to date and anticipated con-
tributions to the Global Fund, and ensure
that United States contributions, at year
end, are at the appropriate 1-to-2 ratio.

(10) Congress and the Administration will
monitor contributions to the Global Fund to
ensure that United States contributions do
not exceed Y53 of the Global Fund’s revenues.

(11) The United States will need to con-
tribute $566,000,000 more than the President’s
fiscal year 2007 request for the Global Fund
to—

(A) fund V5 of renewals during fiscal year
2007;

(B) support at least 1 new round of pro-
posals in fiscal year 2007; and

(C) maintain the 1-to-2 funding ratio.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, Senator
SANTORUM and I come to the floor
today to offer our amendment to in-
crease funding for global AIDS by $566
million, raising the U.S. contribution
to the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, TB,
and Malaria for fiscal year 2007 to $866
million. This amendment would raise
the U.S. contribution to the fight
against global AIDS to $4.8 billion in
total for bilateral and multilateral pro-
grams combined.

This money is desperately needed.

This year we mark the 25 anniversary
of the discovery of AIDS.

A generation has been born and come
of age since then.

Twenty-five years ago, the Centers
for Disease Control published what
turned out to be one of the first de-
scriptions of acquired immune defi-
ciency syndrome in a short article in a
weekly report. That article described
five cases of pneumonia. It stated that
these five cases ‘‘suggest the possi-
bility of a cellular-immune dysfunc-
tion.”

AIDS did not yet have a name, but it
had an identity.
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In the quarter century since those
first cases were diagnosed, roughly 70
million people have been infected with
HIV.

More than 22 million have died.

More than 12 million children in Afri-
ca alone have been orphaned.

Last year, 3 million people died, and
5 million people were newly infected.

Every 60 seconds, there are five more
deaths from AIDS and nine more infec-
tions.

Over the next decade, an estimated 50
million more people will contract HIV.

Those numbers are devastating.

But the trajectory of destruction
that AIDS has followed over the last
quarter century can be changed. It is
changing. In the last decade, new re-
search and new international efforts
have begun to alter that deadly equa-
tion.

Antiretrovirals mean that an HIV/
AIDS diagnosis is no longer a death
sentence, if one can get access to the
drugs. Successful programs in Africa
and elsewhere have convinced doubters
that you can administer ARVs under
extremely difficult circumstances. Ef-
fective prevention strategies in coun-
tries such as Uganda offer hope that
the epidemic’s relentless spread can be
slowed.

But millions who are infected receive
no treatment, and tens of millions
more remain at risk.

The United States is a world leader
in the battle against global AIDS. And
the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, TB,
and Malaria is one of the most effec-
tive and widest reaching weapons in
our arsenal.

The amendment that Senator
SANTORUM and I are offering today
seeks to ensure that we maintain that
leadership and maintain the extraor-
dinary leveraging potential of our con-
tribution.

For every dollar that the United
States has provided to the Global
Fund, the rest of the world has contrib-
uted two more.

The U.S. Leadership Against HIV/
AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria Act of
2003 linked U.S. contributions to the
fund to those of other contributors.

We believe that the United States
must live up to the commitment we
have made to reach our one-third
match. We also believe that it is very
much in our interests to do so.

As Secretary of State Condoleezza
Rice has stated, “HIV/AIDS is not only
a human tragedy of enormous mag-
nitude; it is also a threat to the sta-
bility of entire countries and to entire
regions of the world.”

I strongly support fully funding the
President’s request for bilateral HIV/
AIDS programs. These programs are vi-
tally important.

The Global Fund is a complement to
our other HIV/AIDS programs, not a
competitor with them. The Global
Fund offers unique leveraging opportu-
nities. It also expands our reach, well
beyond PEPFAR focus countries, thus
giving our assistance breadth and
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depth. The Global Fund reaches 130
countries around the world. It provides
one-quarter of all donor HIV/AIDS
spending, two-thirds of all donor TB
spending, and half of all donor spending
on malaria.

As of December 2005, the Global Fund
was providing voluntary counseling
and testing to 3.9 million people. The
Global Fund is currently supporting
community outreach efforts to 7 mil-
lion people. It is providing antiretro-
virals—ARVs—for 384,000 people.

The fund has also provided 7.7 million
bed nets to prevent malaria and treat-
ed 1 million cases of TB through di-
rectly observed therapy. Malaria and
TB kill 3 million people a year. There
are proven, cost-effective solutions to
prevent and treat these diseases, and
the Global Fund helps provide them.

The President’s request included $300
million for the Global Fund. But this
level of funding falls far short.

It falls short of our previous con-
tributions, it falls short of our commit-
ment, and it falls far short of the ac-
tual need.

First, $300 million is less than what
the United States has contributed to
the Global Fund last year, and the year
before that. Last year, the United
States provided $550 million. To cut
that level almost in half would have a
devastating effect.

As the AIDS crisis grows ever great-
er, our funding should be increasing,
not decreasing.

Second, funding at that level will ei-
ther fall well short of the one-to-two
match from the international commu-
nity or, even worse, will encourage
other donors to lowball their own con-
tributions.

Just as our generosity has been
matched by the rest of the world, the
reverse may also be true.

Third, the President’s request falls
far short of what is needed.

This year, the fund estimates that it
will need $1.6 billion just to renew cur-
rent grants. That would require a $533
million contribution from the United
States. This figure is based on the as-
sumption that about one in six grants
will not be renewed, as part of the
fund’s screening mechanism. The pro-
grams that will be renewed are already
on the ground, providing care and
treatment. Three hundred million dol-
lars will not come close to funding re-
newals of proven, lifesaving programs.

That is where we must begin, with
$533 million for renewals.

However, the need for expanded pre-
vention, care, and treatment of these
terrible diseases does not stay stable:
it grows.

Our potential to help also increases,
through proven interventions and dem-
onstrated best practices and through
the elimination of programs that do
not meet standards of effectiveness or
honesty.

The Global Fund must not remain
static in the face of an expanding epi-
demic: it must grow to meet it.

Therefore, Senator SANTORUM and I
believe that the United States must



March 16, 2006

also make a one third contribution to a
new round of grants, at $333 million.

That would mean a total contribu-
tion of $866 million for the Global Fund
from the United States.

On average, every $100 million con-
tribution to the Global Fund will gen-
erate the following results: The Fund
can provide 630,000 bed nets to fight
malaria; it can deliver 150,000 treat-
ments for malaria; it can provide 80,000
highly-effective DOTS treatments for
TB; it can supply 370,000 people with
HIV tests; and it can provide 11,000 peo-
ple with lifesaving AIDS treatment.

Lives hang in the balance. We must
not shortchange this vital program,
which dramatically extends the reach
of U.S. foreign assistance.

Our amendment offsets the $566 mil-
lion increase in global AIDS funds with
the 920 function, administrative allow-
ances. This offset asks appropriators to
find $5666 million in savings across all
budget functions.

We do not believe that this money
should come at the expense of other
international humanitarian programs.

Out of a discretionary budget of $873
billion, I don’t think $566 million is too
much to ask in the global fight against
these diseases.

Senator SANTORUM and I will be
working together through the appro-
priations process to make sure we find
these savings.

We believe it is important to set the
U.S. mark now for the Global Fund at
$866 million.

This sends a clear signal to other do-
nors that they need to step up their
contributions to match this U.S. level.

I know there are many budgetary
pressures, but this is literally a matter
of life and death.

Twenty-five years ago, doctors first
began to diagnose AIDS cases, but they
could do almost nothing to save people.
Then they began using AZT, which
could slow the disease and, 10 years
ago, ARVs, which could give people
their lives back.

Sadly, for the first 10, even 20 years
of this pandemic, the response of the
international community to the trag-
edy unfolding before them was dread-
fully slow.

Jan Eliasson, President of the U.N.
General Assembly, has rightly declared
that our slow response marks a scar
‘“‘on the conscience of our generation.”

Eliasson continues, “We cannot turn
back the clock. We must ensure that,
when historians look at the way the
world responded to HIV and AIDS, they
see that 2006 was the year when the
international community finally
stepped up to the mark the year when

. . the world began to ‘keep the prom-
ise.””

In 25 years we have made enormous
strides, and yet the disease has moved
faster.

I urge you to join me in supporting
this amendment to ensure that the
Global Fund to Fight AIDS, TB, and
Malaria can both renew ongoing, prov-
en programs and expand its lifesaving
efforts.
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Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, this
amendment adds $5666 million for the
Global AIDS Fund. This is a fund that
historically the United States has par-
ticipated at one-third funding level. It
is an encouragement and incentive for
the rest of the world to contribute to
end the scourge of HIV/AIDS, particu-
larly on the continent of Africa. To be
able to meet that requirement for this
funding year required an additional
$666 million above the President’s re-
quest of $300 million. That will fund 85
percent of the renewals that are com-
ing due this year, in addition to round
six of new funding for this initiative by
the Global Fund.

This is a commitment that the
United States has made. We have been
a leader on this. We need to continue
to lead in an area that does cry out for
humanitarian support and compassion
by the people of the United States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time in opposition?

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that all time
be yielded back.

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

The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 3052.

The amendment (No. 3052) was agreed
to.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mrs. CLINTON. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

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

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3111, 3110, 3057, 3067, 3147, 3089,
EN BLOC

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, we have a
series of amendments we wish to agree
to at this time. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the following amendments be
considered and agreed to en bloc, and
that the motions to reconsider be laid
upon the table: Dodd amendment No.
3111, Hutchison amendment No. 3110,
Kohl amendment No. 3057, Feinstein
amendment No. 3067, Clinton amend-
ment No. 3147, Salazar amendment No.
3089.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. CONRAD. No objection on this
side.

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

The amendments were agreed to, as
follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 3111
(Purpose: To establish a reserve fund for the
FIRE and SAFER programs)

At the end of title III, insert the following:

SEC. . RESERVE FUND FOR THE FIRE AND
SAFER PROGRAMS.

If a bill or joint resolution is offered, or an
amendment is offered thereto, or a con-
ference report is submitted thereon, that
provides firefighters and fire departments
with critical resources under the Assistance
to Firefighters Grant and the Staffing for
Adequate Fire and Emergency Response
Firefighters Grant, the Chairman of the
Committee on Budget shall adjust the rev-
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enue aggregates and other appropriate aggre-
gates, levels, and limits in their resolution
to reflect such legislation to the extent that
such legislation would not increase the def-
icit for fiscal year 2007 and for the period of
fiscal years 2007 through 2011.

AMENDMENT NO. 3110

(Purpose: To provide a reserve fund to ensure
that physicians will receive an appropriate
reimbursement rate under Medicare in-
stead of a scheduled cut which would
threaten the adequate provision of care for
seniors and disabled citizens)

“SEC. . Reserve Fund for Physician Pay-
ment Increase under Medicare. If—

(1) the Committee on Finance Reports a
bill, or if an amendment is offered thereto,
or if a conference report is submitted there-
on, that has the effect of increasing the re-
imbursement rate for physician services
under Section 1848(d) of the Social Security
Act; and

(2) that committee is within its allocation
as provided under section 102(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974; the chairman
of the Committee on the Budget of the Sen-
ate may make the appropriate adjustments
in allocations and aggregates to the extent
that such legislation would not increase the
deficit for fiscal year 2007 and for the period
of fiscal years 2007 through 2011.

AMENDMENT NO. 3057

(Purpose: To restore $380 million to juvenile
justice programs funded by the Depart-
ment of Justice, offset by a reduction to
Function 920 (Allowances))

On page 24, line 24, increase the amount by
$380,000,000.

On page 24, line 25, increase the amount by
$46,000,000.

On page 25, line 4, increase the amount by
$106,000,000.

On page 25, line 8, increase the amount by
$95,000,000.

On page 25, line 12, increase the amount by
$76,000,000.

On page 25, line 16, increase the amount by
$57,000,000.

On page 27, line 23, decrease the amount by
$380,000,000.

On page 27, line 24, decrease the amount by
$46,000,000.

On page 28, line 2, decrease the amount by
$106,000,000.

On page 28, line 5, decrease the amount by
$95,000,000.

On page 28, line 8, decrease the amount by
$76,000,000.

On page 28, line 11, decrease the amount by
$57,000,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 3067

(Purpose: To provide $390,000,000 in fiscal
year 2007 for cancer funding in the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention, and the
Health Resources and Services Administra-
tion paid for by closing corporate tax loop-
holes)

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$111,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$199,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by
$55,000,000.

On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by
$12,000,000.

On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by
$3,000,000.

On page 4,
$111,000,000.

On page 4,
$199,000,000.

On page 4,
$55,000,000.

On page 4,
$12,000,000.

line 1, increase the amount by
line 2, increase the amount by
line 3, increase the amount by

line 4, increase the amount by
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On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by
$3,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$390,000,000.

On page 5, line 4, increase the amount by
$111,000,000.

On age 5, line 6, increase the amount by
$199,000,000.

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by
$55,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$12,000,000.

On age 5, line 12, increase the amount by
$3,000,000.

On page 19, line 24, increase the amount by
$390,000,000.

On page 19, line 25, increase the amount by
$111,000,000.

On page 20, line 4, increase the amount by
$199,000,000.

On page 20, line 8, increase the amount by
$55,000,000.

On page 20, line 12, increase the amount by
$12,000,000.

On page 20, line 16, increase the amount by
$3,000,000.

On page 53, line 1, increase the amount by
$390,000,000.

On page 53, line 2, increase the amount by
$111,000,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 3147

(Purpose: To restore funding for the Alz-

heimer’s Association 24/7 Contact Center

(under Training, Research and

Discretationary Programs), Alzheimer’s

Disease Demonstration Grants, Preventive

Health Services, Home-Delivered Nutrition

Services, Congregate Nutrition Services,

the Nutrition Services Incentive Program,

the National Family Caregiver Support

Program, and the Long Term Care Om-

budsmen Program in the Administration

on Aging, fully offset through closing cor-

porate tax loopholes)

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$26,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
13,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by
$1,000,000.

On page 4,
$26,000,000.

On page 4,
$13,000,000.

On page
$1,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$41,000,000.

On page
$26,000,000.

On page
$13,000,000.

On page
$1,000,000.

On page 18, line 24, increase the amount by
$41,000,000.

On page 18, line 25, increase the amount by
$26,000,000.

On page 19, line 4, increase the amount by
$13,000,000.

On page 19, line 8, increase the amount by
$1,000,000.

On page 53, line 1, increase the amount by
$41,000,000.

On page 53, line 2, increase the amount by
$26,000,000.

line 1, increase the amount by
line 2, increase the amount by

4, line 3, increase the amount by

5, line 4, increase the amount by
5, line 6, increase the amount by

5, line 8, increase the amount by

AMENDMENT NO. 3089

(Purpose: Restore $100 million to the Land
and Water Conservation Fund Stateside
Grant Program. Paid for by closing cor-
porate tax loopholes)

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$25,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$30,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by
$30,000,000.
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On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by
$10,000,000.

On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 4, line 1, increase the
$25,000,000.

On page 4,
$30,000,000.

On page 4,
$30,000,000.

On page 4,
$10,000,000.

On page 4,
$5,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page b, line 4, increase the
$25,000,000.

On page 5, line 6, increase the amount by
$30,000,000.

On page 5, line 8, increase the
$30,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$10,000,000.

On page 5, line 12, increase the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 13, line 21, increase the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 13, line 22, increase the amount by
$25,000,000.

On page 14, line 1, increase the amount by
$30,000,000.

On page 14, line 5, increase the amount by
$30,000,000.

On page 14, line 9, increase the amount by
$10,000,000.

On page 14, line 13, increase the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 53, line 1, increase the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 53, line 2, increase the amount by
$25,000,000.

amount by

line 2, increase the amount by

line 3, increase the amount by

line 4, increase the amount by

line 6, increase the amount by

amount by

amount by

AMENDMENT NO. 3111

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise to
discuss S.A. 3111 to the fiscal year 2007
budget resolution which I sponsored
with my colleague, Senator DEWINE.
This amendment, which helps our Na-
tion’s firefighters perform their crit-
ical duties more safely, was adopted by
unanimous consent. I thank the Chair-
man of the Budget Committee, Senator
GREGG, and the committee’s ranking
member, Senator CONRAD, both for
their work on the budget resolution
and for their consideration of this im-
portant issue.

I would imagine that this amend-
ment, which creates a special reserve
fund to pay for the assistance to fire-
fighters grants, is not the way that ev-
eryone would choose first to provide
critical resources to the FIRE Act and
SAFER Act grants. However, this
amendment does demonstrate the com-
mitment of the Senate to increase con-
ditionally funding for our firefighters
in a manner consistent with the need
to be fiscally responsible.

Clearly, the need for these grants is
irrefutable. Across our country, fire de-
partments are in desperate need of ob-
taining updated equipment and more
expensive firefighter training—two ac-
tivities that are crucial to ensuring
that firefighters can carry out their ex-
panded responsibilities safely and ef-
fectively in this post-9/11 world.

In fiscal year 2002, there were over
19,000 FIRE grant applications seeking
almost $2 billion in support for eligible
activities. In fiscal year 2005, there
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were over 27,000 FIRE grant applica-
tions seeking over $4 billion for such
activities. The manmade and natural
hazards that firefighters are expected
to face today have strapped the ability
of municipalities and States to provide
for their needs. Therefore, it is impera-
tive that the Federal Government ex-
pand its commitment to support our
firefighters.

I think that very few people who are
not firefighters stop and think about
how much we ask of our firefighters in
today’s world. They still perform their
traditional duties of extinguishing
fires, delivering emergency medical
services, and ensuring that fire codes
are inspected. However, many fire-
fighters have also taken on new home-
land security responsibilities that in-
clude responding to and handling haz-
ardous Dbiological and radiological
agents.

According to a national needs assess-
ment study of the U.S. Fire Service
published in December 2002, most fire
departments lack the necessary re-
sources and training to properly handle
terrorist attacks and large-scale emer-
gencies.

More specifically, the study found
that, first, using local personnel, only
11 percent of fire departments can han-
dle a rescue with emergency medical
services at a structural collapse of a
building with 50 occupants. Nearly half
of all fire departments consider such an
incident beyond their scope. Second,
using local personnel, only 13 percent
of fire departments say that they can
handle a hazardous material incident
involving chemical and/or biological
agents with 10 injuries. Only 21 percent
have a written agreement to direct the
use of nonlocal resources to handle the
situation. Third, an estimated 40 per-
cent of fire department personnel in-
volved in hazardous material response
lack formal training in those duties.
And finally, the study found an esti-
mated 60 to 75 percent of fire depart-
ments do not have enough fire stations
to achieve widely used response-time
guidelines. Many fire departments are
often stretched so thin that they can-
not respond to fires with sufficient per-
sonnel to initiate an interior attack on
a structural fire safely.

Moreover, the need for additional
firefighters—both paid and volunteer—
on our Nation’s streets is great. Ac-
cording to National Fire Protection
Association standards, a minimum of
four firefighters is required to initiate
an interior attack on a house fire. The
study goes on to conclude that 73 per-
cent of fire departments serving popu-
lations between 10,000 and 25,000 lack
such personnel, 82 percent of depart-
ments serving populations between
25,000 and 50,000, 76 percent of depart-
ments serving populations between
50,000 and 100,000, 56 percent of depart-
ments serving populations between
100,000 and 250,000, 41 percent of depart-
ments serving populations between
250,000 and 500,000 people, 40 percent of
departments serving populations be-
tween 500,000 and 1 million people, and
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zero percent of departments serving
populations at least 1 million people.

Over the past 5 years, FIRE and
SAFER grants have been highly suc-
cessful in enabling fire departments to
acquire the resources they demand and
hire the people they need. Over $3 bil-
lion in assistance as been provided to
well over 20,000 fire departments in all
50 States thus far. Yet the job of ensur-
ing that all communities receive the
assistance they need and deserve is far
from done.

America’s firefighters are always the
first ones in and the last ones out.
They risk their own lives to save the
lives of others. They stare danger in
the face every single day because they
know they have a duty to fulfill. We
must recognize their contribution to
our domestic safety to see to it that
they have the necessary equipment and
personnel they demand in order to per-
form their critical duties safely.

I look forward to working with Sen-
ator DEWINE and my colleagues during
the appropriations season to help en-
sure that the maximum amount of aid
is delivered to all of our firefighters.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I have of-
fered an amendment to the budget res-
olution with Senator BIDEN to signifi-
cantly restore funding for juvenile jus-
tice programs. Our amendment will in-
crease funding for these programs fund-
ed by the Department of Justice by
adding $380 million to the Office of Ju-
venile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion—OJJDP—budget. The amendment
accomplishes this by raising the func-
tional total for the justice allocation
by $380 million offset in function 920—
which gives the Appropriations Com-
mittee the flexibility to design the
exact offsets.

Let me briefly illustrate why we
must put money back into these pro-
grams. Following the administration’s
lead, the Senate Budget Committee al-
located $176 million to the OJJDP
budget, which is about $167 million less
than what we appropriated last year
and $380 million less than the fiscal
year 2002 appropriation. I am particu-
larly disturbed that the Senate budget
resolution assumes complete elimi-
nation of the Juvenile Accountability
Block Grant Program—JABG—which
received a little less than $50 million
last year. JABG provides funding for
intervention programs that address the
urgent needs of juveniles who have had
run-ins with the law. Positive interven-
tion and treatment at this early stage
of delinquency can prevent further vio-
lent behavior and steer a young person
in the right direction before it’s too
late.

That said, the Budget Committee
seems to feel that the JABG program is
ineffective. An example from my
homestate of Wisconsin proves other-
wise. Using Federal dollars from the
JABG program, the Southern Oaks
Girls School, a juvenile detention cen-
ter outside of Racine, WI, built a new
mental health wing to provide much-
needed counseling services for the girl
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inmates. The administrator of this
school cites a 56-percent drop in violent
behavior since the new mental services
have been offered. This is just one ex-
ample of JABG’s many successes—a
record that supports Kkeeping JABG
alive and well-funded.

The same is true of title V Local De-
linquency Prevention Program, the
only Federal program solely dedicated
to juvenile crime prevention. Title V
programs include preschool and parent
training programs, youth mentoring,
afterschool activities, tutoring, tru-
ancy reduction, substance abuse pre-
vention and gang prevention outreach.
Nonetheless, the Senate budget as-
sumes a b0-percent cut to title—V
penny pinching now that will cost us
dearly in the future. According to
many experts in the field, every dollar
spent on prevention saves $3 or $4 in
costs attributable to juvenile crime.
And who can put a dollar value on the
hundreds, even thousands of young
lives turned from crime and into pro-
ductive work and community life by
the juvenile crime prevention pro-
grams supported by title V?

The downward spiral of juvenile jus-
tice funding is a disturbing budget
trend with ugly real world implica-
tions. Juvenile crime is an ongoing
challenge and it is not a problem that
is going to solve itself. Boosting fund-
ing for successful juvenile justice pro-
grams is the first step in addressing
this challenge. Just a few short years
ago in fiscal year 2002, juvenile justice
programs received $5656 million. Of that
amount, more than $94 million went to
the title V program and nearly $250
million was dedicated to JABG. We
need to restore these initiatives to
those robust levels and our amendment
will do just that by adding $380 million
to the OJJDP budget for juvenile jus-
tice programs.

We have a choice in this Congress of
where we want to invest our money.
We can choose to address the roots of
crime and invest in our children by
preventing a life of criminal behavior.
We can choose to intervene in a posi-
tive manner to work with those teens
that have fallen through the cracks
and have had a few scrapes with the
law—we can turn many of those kids
around. I urge my colleagues to make
the right choice this year and support
our amendment which will increase
funding for juvenile justice programs.
We can and must do better.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3167, 3168, AND 3169 EN BLOC

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
amendments which have not been filed
be considered en bloc, and that the mo-
tions to reconsider be laid upon the
table: Senator BROWNBACK on a com-
mission on accountability and review
of Federal agencies, Senator BAUCUS on
high intensity drug trafficking, and
Senator GRAHAM relative to the Port of
Charleston.

Mr. CONRAD. No objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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The amendments were agreed to, as
follows:
AMENDMENT NO. 3167
(Purpose: To establish a reserve fund for a
Commission for Accountability and Review
of Federal Agencies)
At the end of title III, insert the following:

SEC. . RESERVE FUND A COMMISSION FOR
ACCOUNTABILITY AND REVIEW OF
FEDERAL AGENCIES.
If—

(1) the Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs Committee of the Senate re-
ports a bill or joint resolution, or an amend-
ment is offered thereto or a conferecne re-
port is submitted thereon, that creates a
Commission for the review of the perform-
ances of Federal agencies, with the purpose
of recommending legislation to realign or
eliminate programs or agenices that are
wasteful, duplicative, inefficient, outdated,
irrelevant, or failed; and

(2) the committee is within its allocation
as provided under section 302(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974;
the chairman of the Committee on Budget
may make the appropriate adjustments in
allocations and aggregates to the extent that
such legislation would not increase the def-
icit for fiscal year 2007 and for the period of
fiscal years 2007 through 2011.

AMENDMENT NO. 3168
(Purpose: To expand funding for the High In-
tensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA)

Program, offset through reductions in

Function 920. To ensure that HIDTA fund-

ing remains in ONDCP)

On page 24, line 24, increase the amount by
$19,000,000.

On page 24, line 25, increase the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 25, line 4, increase the amount by
$11,000,000.

On page 25, line 8, increase the amount by
$2,000,000.

On page 25, line 12, increase the amount by
$1,000,000.

On page 27, line 23, decrease the amount by
$19,000,000.

On page 27, line 24, decrease the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 28, line 2, decrease the amount by
$11,000,000.

On page 28, line 5, decrease the amount by
$2,000,000.

On page 28, line 8, decrease the amount by
$1,000,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 3169
(Purpose: To restore funding for a pilot
project in the Port of Charleston that co-
ordinates over 50 State and local law en-
forcement agencies to prevent and detect
acts of terrorism and criminal activity)

On page 24, line 24, increase the amount by
$27,000,000.

On page 24, line 25, increase the amount by
$21,600,000.

On page 25, line 4, increase the amount by
$2,700,000.

On page 25, line 8, increase the amount by
$2,700,000.

On page 27, line 23, decrease the amount by
$27,000,000.

On page 27, line 24, decrease the amount by
$21,600,000.

On page 28, line 2, decrease the amount by
$2,700,000.

On page 28, line 5, decrease the amount by
$2,700,000.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, at this
point we are ready to go to the Vitter
amendment. Is the Senator from North
Dakota ready?

Mr. CONRAD. No, we are not. We
have people looking at that amend-
ment. Could we go to Senator DOMEN-
ICT’s amendment?
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Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I know
Senator VITTER wants to be heard on
his amendment and Senator DOMENICI
wants to be heard on his amendment.
There was a prior order that said Sen-
ator DOMENICI would occur after Sen-
ator SANTORUM—not an order but sort
of a collegial understanding—so we will
go to Senator DOMENICI, then Senator
VITTER.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3128

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, last
year the Senate by an overwhelming
majority—74 Senators voted to support
the Energy Policy Act. A number of
programs, projects, and activities with-
in that act were not contained in the
President’s budget.

What this does, it supports an energy
reserve fund paid for by ANWR re-
ceipts. In other words, ANWR is in the
bill, and we allocate part of the re-
ceipts in a reserve fund to the Sec-
retary of Energy to pay for various
projects that were already voted on by
the Congress that we thought were
good projects. Therefore, this would
fund $150 million a year for 5 years
from the ANWR receipts.

I think we should do it. I urge the
Senate to adopt this. It is a good way
to use the funds, an appropriate way,
and I believe it would add to the valid-
ity of our Energy Policy Act and make
those things happen more quickly.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise in
opposition to the amendment by the
Senator from New Mexico. This is a de-
bate we have been through over and
over again. There are some who believe
that drilling for oil in the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge is the answer to
America’s energy challenge. This
amendment says the proceeds from
that drilling will fund all the other en-
ergy policies in our Nation.

This makes no sense whatsoever.
There is no possible way that in the
next fiscal year, even if we approved
the drilling in ANWR, there will be
proceeds that can be contributed to the
Energy Policy Act funding.

Yesterday, this body had a chance to
vote for real money to fund the Energy
Policy Act when Senator BINGAMAN of-
fered the amendment, and it was de-
feated by opposition from the other
side of the aisle.

I rise in opposition to this amend-
ment. This is no way to fund energy
policy, and ANWR is not the answer to
our energy prayers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.
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The assistant journal clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-
ICI] proposes an amendment numbered 3128.

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous
consent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide funding for imple-

menting the Energy Policy Act of 2005

from ANWR)

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$151,593,000.

On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by
$156,269,000.

On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by
$162,937,000.

On page b, line 8, increase the
$69,093,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$133,769,000.

On page 5, line 12, increase the amount by
$155,437,000.

On page 5, line 23, decrease the amount by
$69,093,000.

On page 5, line 25, decrease the amount by
$133,769,000.

On page 6, line 2, decrease the amount by
$155,437,000.

On page 6, line 12, increase the amount by
$69,093,000.

On page 6, line 14, increase the amount by
$202,862,000.

On page 6, line 16, increase the amount by
$358,299,000.

On page 7, line 2, increase the
$69,093,000.

On page 7, line 4, increase the
$202,862,000.

On page 7, line 6, increase the amount by
$358,299,000.

On page 13, line 4, increase the amount by
$150,000,000.

On page 13, line 5, increase the amount by
$67,500,000.

On page 13, line 8, increase the amount by
$150,000,000.

On page 13, line 9, increase the amount by
$127,500,000.

On page 13, line 12, increase the amount by
$150,000,000.

On page 13, line 13, increase the amount by
$142,500,000.

On page 41, strike lines 8 through 11 and in-
sert the following:

‘“‘ate may make the adjustments described in
subsections (b) and (c).

(b) ADJUSTMENT FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF
ENERGY PoLicY AcT OF 2005.—If the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the Senate re-
ports a bill or joint resolution, or if an
amendment is offered thereto or a con-
ference report is submitted thereon that
makes available a portion of the receipts re-
sulting from enactment of the legislation de-
scribed in subsection (a) for programs to im-
plement the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (Pub-
lic Law 109-58), the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget may revise committee
allocations for that committee and other ap-
propriate budgetary aggregates and alloca-
tions of new budget authority and outlays by
the amount provided by that measure for
that purpose, but the adjustment may not
exceed $150,000,000 in new budget authority
in each of fiscal years 2009 through 2011.

(c) ADJUSTMENT FOR THE LAND AND WATER
CONSERVATION FUND PROGRAMS AND ADDI-
TIONAL LAND CONSERVATION PROGRAMS.—If
the Committee on Appro-* * *

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

amount by

amount by

amount by
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 51,
nays 49, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 72 Leg.]

YEAS—51
Akaka Dole Martinez
Alexander Domenici McCain
Allard Enzi McConnell
Allen Frist Murkowski
Bennett Graham Roberts
Bond Grassley Santorum
Brownback Gregg Sessions
Bunning Hagel Shelby
Burns Hatch Specter
Burr Hutchison Stevens
Chambliss Inhofe Sununu
Coburn Inouye Talent
Cochran Isakson Thomas
Cornyn Kyl Thune
Craig Landrieu Vitter
Crapo Lott Voinovich
DeMint Lugar Warner

NAYS—49
Baucus Durbin Murray
Bayh Ensign Nelson (FL)
Biden Feingold Nelson (NE)
Bingaman Feinstein Obama
Boxer Harkin Pryor
Byrd Jeffords Reed
gantwell %ohnsct)in Reid

arper ennedy

Chafee Kerry g:lc ;SZ Zfreller
Clinton Kohl Sarbanes
Coleman Lautenberg -
Collins Leahy Schumer
Conrad Levin Smith
Dayton Lieberman Snowe
DeWine Lincoln Stabenow
Dodd Menendez Wyden
Dorgan Mikulski

The amendment (No. 3128) was agreed
to.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote, and I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Louisiana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

AMENDMENT NO. 3165

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The senior assistant journal clerk
read as follows:

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. VITTER]
proposes an amendment numbered 3165.

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: to create a Reserve Fund for Gulf

Coast, Protection, Reconstruction and Re-

covery Fund)

On page 43, after line 22, add the following:

If—

(1) the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation of the Senate or the
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
of the Senate, or both Committees, reports a
bill or joint resolution, or if an amendment
is offered thereto, or if a conference report is
submitted thereon, that creates a Gulf Coast
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Protection, Reconstruction and Recovery
Fund to provide assistance to coastal states
for coastal conservation, mitigation and re-
source protection activities, or other pur-
poses, based on the allocation formula pro-
vided in Section 31 of the Outer Continental
Shelf Lands Act that is funded $10 billion
from the following sources or any combina-
tion of funds thereof—

(A) Receipts deposited into the Digital Tel-
evision Transition and Public Safety Fund
that exceed estimates of the Congressional
Budget Office for the Deficit Reduction Act
of 2005 at the time of enactment;

(B) Receipts (including bonus bids, rents,
royalties, and payments associated with roy-
alties in kind) from the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge, if the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources of the Senate reports
a bill, and such measure is enacted, to estab-
lish oil exploration and production in the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge;

(C) Receipts equal to the amount of re-
ceipts received by the United States govern-
ment attributable to offshore energy produc-
tion (including bonus bids, rents, royalties,
and payments associated with royalties in
kind) for each year that exceed estimates of
the Congressional Budget Office as of March
16, 2006; and

(2) that committee is within its allocation
as provided under section 302(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974;
the chairman of the Committee on the Budg-
et of the Senate may make the appropriate
adjustments in allocations and aggregates to
the extent that such legislation would not
increase the deficit for fiscal year 2007 and
for the period of fiscal years 2007 through
2011.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant journal clerk proceeded
to call the roll.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 3165) was agreed
to.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. CONRAD. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

———

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that after the pas-
sage of the budget—I like that—the
Senate proceed to executive session
and proceed to two consecutive votes
on the confirmation of the following
judicial nominations on the Executive
Calendar: Calendar No. 547, Jack
Zouhary to be United States District
Judge for the Northern District of
Ohio; and Calendar No. 548, Stephen G.
Larson to be United States District
Judge for the Central District of Cali-
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fornia; further, that prior to the first
vote the two Senators from Ohio be
given 1 minute each, and prior to the
second vote the Senators from Cali-
fornia be given 1 minute each; that fol-
lowing these votes the President be im-
mediately notified of the Senate’s ac-
tion and the Senate then resume legis-
lative session.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, is time also re-
served before each vote for the chair-
man of the Judiciary Committee and
ranking member?

Mr. GREGG. There was not. But I
will be happy to ask for that.

Mr. LEAHY. One minute each prior;
and I wonder if the distinguished Sen-
ator from New Hampshire would be
willing to amend his unanimous con-
sent to make it in order to ask for the
yeas and nays at this point on both
votes.

Mr. GREGG. I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered en
bloc.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3031, 3089, 3170, AND 3171, EN

BLOC

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
amendments be considered en bloc and
that the motions to reconsider be laid
upon the table: A Levin amendment
relative to ATP; a Salazar amendment
relative to the LWCF. I further ask
unanimous consent that the following
amendments which have not been filed
be considered and agreed to en bloc,
and the motions to reconsider be laid
on the table: A Conrad-Gregg amend-
ment on tax cap; and a Gregg-Conrad
amendment for Senator BYRD on mine
safety.

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

The amendments were agreed to, as
follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 3031

(Purpose: Provide funding for the Advanced
Technology Program to help ensure Amer-
ica’s competitive advantage and fully off-
set with reductions in function 920)

On page 15, line 21, increase the amount by
$140,000,000.

On page 15, line 22, increase the amount by
$21,000,000.

On page 16, line 1, increase the amount by
$98,000,000.

On page 16, line 5, increase the amount by
$21,000,000.

On page 27, line 23, decrease the amount by
$140,000,000.

On page 27, line 24, decrease the amount by
$21,000,000.

On page 28, line 2, decrease the amount by

98,000,000.

On page 28, line 5, decrease the amount by
$21,000,000.
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AMENDMENT NO. 3089

(Purpose: Restore $100 million to the Land
and Water Conservation Fund Stateside
Grant Program. Paid for by closing cor-
porate tax loopholes)

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$25,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$30,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by
$30,000,000.

On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by
$10,000,000.

On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 4,
$25,000,000.

On page 4,
$30,000,000.

On page 4,
$30,000,000.

On page 4,
$10,000,000.

On page 4,
$5,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 5,
$25,000,000.

On page 5, line 6,
$30,000,000.

On page 5,
$30,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$10,000,000.

On page 5, line 12, increase the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 13, line 21, increase the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 13, line 22, increase the amount by
$25,000,000.

On page 14, line 1, increase the amount by
$30,000,000.

On page 14, line 5, increase the amount by
$30,000,000.

On page 14, line 9, increase the amount by
$10,000,000.

On page 14, line 13, increase the amount by
$5,000,000.

On page 53, line 1, increase the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 53, line 2, increase the amount by
$25,000,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 3170

(Purpose: To provide an additional $500 mil-
lion to enhance the ability of the Internal
Revenue Service to collect taxes owed but
not paid voluntarily)

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$363,000,000.

On page 5, line 4, increase the amount by
$340,000,000.

On page b,
$14,000,000.

On page 5,
$9,000,000.

On page 5, line 19, decrease the amount by
$340,000,000.

On page 5, line 21, decrease the amount by
$14,000,000.

On page 5, line 23, decrease the amount by
$9,000,000.

On page 6,
$340,000,000.

On page 6, line 10, increase the amount by
$354,000,000.

On page 6, line 12, increase the amount by
$363,000,000.

On page 6, line 14, increase the amount by
$363,000,000.

On page 6, line 16, increase the amount by
$363,000,000.

On page 6, line 22, increase the amount by
$340,000,000.

On page 6, line 24, increase the amount by
$354,000,000.

line 1, increase the amount by

line 2, increase the amount by

line 3, increase the amount by

line 4, increase the amount by

line 6, increase the amount by

line 4, increase the amount by
increase the amount by

line 8, increase the amount by

line 6, increase the amount by

line 8, increase the amount by

line 8, increase the amount by
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On page 7, line 2, increase the amount by
$363,000,000.

On page 7, line 4, increase the amount by
$363,000,000.

On page 7, line 6, increase the amount by
$363,000,000.

On page 25, line 24, increase the amount by
$363,000,000.

On page 25, line 25, increase the amount by
$340,000,000.

On page 26, line 4, increase the amount by
$14,000,000.

On page 26, line 8, increase the amount by
$9,000,000.

On page 53, line 1, increase the amount by
$137,000,000.

On page 53, line 2, increase the amount by
$128,000,000.

On page 55, line 13, strike $274,000,000 and
insert $500,000,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 3171

(Purpose: To provide $184 million over five
years for the Mine Safety and Health Ad-
ministration to hire additional mine safety
inspectors)

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$37,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$38,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$41,000,000.

On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by
$43,000,000.

On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by
$46,000,000.

On page 5,
$33,000,000.

On page 5,
$37,000,000.

On page 5,
$40,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$42,000,000.

On page 5, line 12, increase the amount by
$45,000,000.

On page 5, line 19, decrease the amount by
$33,000,000.

On page 5, line 21, decrease the amount by
$37,000,000.

On page 5, line 23, decrease the amount by
$40,000,000.

On page 5, line 25, decrease the amount by
$42,000,000.

On page 6,
$45,000,000.

On page 6,
$33,000,000.

On page 6, line 10, increase the amount by
$70,000,000.

On page 6, line 12, increase the amount by
$110,000,000.

On page 6, line 14, increase the amount by
$152,000,000.

On page 6, line 16, increase the amount by
$197,000,000.

On page 6, line 22, increase the amount by
$33,000,000.

On page 6, line 24, increase the amount by
$70,000,000.

On page 7,
$110,000,000.

On page 7,
$152,000,000.

On page 7,
$197,000,000.

On page 19, line 24, increase the amount by
$36,000,000.

On page 19, line 25, increase the amount by
$32,000,000.

On page 20, line 3, increase the amount by
$36,000,000.

On page 20, line 4, increase the amount by
$35,000,000.

On page 20, line 7, increase the amount by
$37,000,000.

On page 20, line 8, increase the amount by
$36,000,000.

line 4, increase the amount by

line 6, increase the amount by

line 8, increase the amount by

line 2, decrease the amount by

line 8, increase the amount by

line 2, increase the amount by
line 4, increase the amount by

line 6, increase the amount by
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On page 20, line 11, increase the amount by
$37,000,000.

On page 20, line 12, increase the amount by
$36,000,000.

On page 20, line 15, increase the amount by
$38,000,000.

On page 20, line 16, increase the amount by
$37,000,000.

On page 26, line 24, increase the amount by
$1,000,000.

On page 26, line 25, increase the amount by
$1,000,000.

On page 27, line 3, increase the amount by
$2,000,000.

On page 27, line 4, increase the amount by
$2,000,000.

On page 27, line 7, increase the amount by
$4,000,000.

On page 27, line 8, increase the amount by
$4,000,000.

On page 27, line 11, increase the amount by
$6,000,000.

On page 27, line 12, increase the amount by
$6,000,000.

On page 27, line 15, increase the amount by
$8,000,000.

On page 27, line 16, increase the amount by
$8,000,000.

On page 53, line 1, increase the amount by
$36,000,000.

On page 53, line 2, increase the amount by
$32,000,000.

On page 53, line 4, increase the amount by
$36,000,000.

On page 53, line 7, increase the amount by
$317,000,000.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be dispensed with.

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

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we are
very close to being able to move to-
ward final passage, but we still have a
number of amendments to dispose of. If
we can just have the patience of the
body for a few more minutes, we can
dispose of these final amendments and
move toward final passage.

First of all, I think it is important to
thank colleagues—dozens of col-
leagues—who have given their amend-
ments in the last hour—we appreciate
it very much—and others who were
able to work with us to get their
amendments agreed to as the chairman
has just reviewed.

The next amendment is Senator EN-
SIGN. We ask colleagues to give the
Senator from Nevada their attention.

AMENDMENT NO. 3166

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN]
proposes an amendment numbered 3166.

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To deny funds in FY2007 for the

United Nations Human Rights Council,

which the United States just voted against

because countries found complicit in sus-
tained human rights abuses are eligible for

Council membership. Savings redirected to

border security)

On page 10, line 20, decrease the amount by
$4,000,000.

On page 10, line 21, decrease the amount by
$4,000,000.

On page 24, line 24, increase the amount by
$4,000,000.

On page 24, line 25, increase the amount by
$4,000,000.

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, just very
briefly, this amendment has to do with
funding for the United Nations Human
Rights Council which I believe is worse
than the discredited United Nations
Commission on Human Rights.

Members will not be selected pri-
marily on the basis of their commit-
ment to human rights, even countries
under Security Council sanctions for
human rights violations or terrorism.

The United States has been a mem-
ber of the United States Commission
on Human Rights since 1947, with one
exception. That will no longer be the
case. Due to a rotating membership,
the United States will be ineligible for
the Human Rights Council membership
every 6 years. So our country, which
has been at the forefront of promoting
human rights, would periodically lose
its seat but still be required to cover 22
percent of the United Nations Human
Rights Council cost.

I am proud of the United States and
how we have stood firm and opposed
creation of this fatally flawed council.
We need to make sure we are not fund-
ing this council, and that is exactly
what our amendment does. It takes
away the funding from the Human
Rights Council and puts it toward bor-
der security.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this
amendment reduces the international
account by $4 million. That is what it
does. We have no assurance that it will
actually take money from the Human
Rights Council, although that is the in-
tention of the Senator. The fact is, it
reduces the international account by $4
million and increases the 750 account
by a like amount.

I yield the remainder of my time to
the Senator from Maryland.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I
urge my colleagues to vote against this
amendment. The United States did not
get all the changes it wanted made
with respect to the Human Rights
Council, but very significant changes
were made. And under Secretary
Burns, they have indicated that the ad-
ministration intends to work with
those changes to try to improve that
situation. We have a real problem with
respect to that Human Rights Council.
But changes are being made. They are
being made in the right direction.

I very much oppose this amendment.
I hope my colleagues will vote against
it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired. The question is on agree-
ing to the amendment.
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Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second, and the
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there

any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas
nays 50, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 73 Leg.]

50,

YEAS—50
Alexander DeWine McConnell
Allard Dole Murkowski
Allen Domenici Nelson (FL)
Bennett Ensign Nelson (NE)
Bond Enzi Roberts
Brownback Frist Santorum
Bunning Graham Sessions
Burns Grassley Shelby
Burr Gregg Smith
Chambliss Hatch Stevens
Coburn Hutchison Sununu
Coleman Inhofe Talent
Collins Isakson Thomas
Cornyn Kyl Thune
Craig Lott Vitter
Crapo Martinez Warner
DeMint McCain

NAYS—50
Akaka Feingold Menendez
Baucus Feinstein Mikulski
Bayh Hagel Murray
Biden Harkin Obama
Bingaman Inouye Pryor
Boxer Jeffords Reed
Byrd Johnson Reid
Cantwell Kennedy Rockefeller
Carper Kerry Salazar
Chafee Kohl Sarbanes
Clinton Landrieu Schumer
Cochran Lautenberg Snowe
Conrad Leahy Specter
Dayton Levin Stabenow
Dodd Lieberman Voinovich
Dorgan Lincoln Wyden
Durbin Lugar

The amendment (No. 3166) was re-
jected.

Mr. SARBANES. I move to recon-
sider the vote.

Mrs. MURRAY. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3152 AND 3172, EN BLOC

Mr. GREGG. I ask unanimous con-
sent the following amendments be con-
sidered, agreed to en bloc, and the mo-
tions to reconsider be laid upon the
table: One amendment by Senators
LOTT, TALENT, REED, LIEBERMAN, DUR-
BIN, BAUCUS, and WARNER, an amend-
ment dealing with the military, deal-
ing with defense accounts, and an
amendment by Senator SCHUMER deal-
ing with courthouses.

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

The amendments were agreed to, as
follows:
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(Purpose: To provide additional new budget
authority and outlay authority for fiscal
year 2007 for National Defense (050) in the
amount of $3,700,000,000, the amount re-
quested for defense for fiscal year 2007 in
the budget of the President for fiscal year
2006, in order to fund principal unfunded
priorities of the military departments and
fund an authorized end strength of active
duty members of the Army of 512,400, and
an authorized end strength of active duty
members of the Marine Corps of 179,000, for
fiscal year 2007)

On page 48, line 5, decrease the amount by
$3,700,000,000.

On page 53, line 1, increase the amount by
$3,700,000,000.

On page 53, line 2, increase the amount by
$3,700,000,000.

(Purpose: To add $308 million to function 800

for GSA fully offset by function 920)

On page 25, line 24, increase the amount by
$308,000,000.

On page 25, line 25, increase the amount by
$9,000,000.

On page 26, line 4, increase the amount by
$31,000,000.

On page 26, line 8, increase the amount by
$65,000,000.

On page 26, line 12, increase the amount by
$95,000,000.

On page 26, line 16, increase the amount by
$77,000,000.

On page 27, line 23, decrease the amount by
$308,000,000.

On page 27, line 24, decrease the amount by
$9,000,000.

On page 28, line 2, decrease the amount by
$31,000,000.

On page 28, line 5, decrease the amount by
$65,000,000.

On page 28, line 8, decrease the amount by
$95,000,000.

On page 28, line 11, decrease the amount by
$77,000,000.

MENTAL HEALTH PARITY ASSUMPTION

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
want to begin by complimenting my
friend from New Hampshire and the
chairman of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee on a job well done. He has taken
a difficult situation and produced the
budget resolution before us today. Con-
gratulations.

I would like to raise the issue of men-
tal health parity as the Senate debates
the fiscal year 2007 Senate budget reso-
lution.

It is my understanding the resolution
before us assumes the revenue impact
of enacting a mental health parity law
at a cost of $1.5 billion over 5 years. I
want to make sure that it is indeed the
case that the overall revenue number is
such that it assumes Congress will pass
a mental health parity bill.

Mr. GREGG. I understand the inter-
est of the distinguished senior Senator
from New Mexico regarding mental
health parity legislation and I would
concur with my colleague’s assess-
ment. S. Con. Res. 83 does assume the
revenue impact of enacting a mental
health parity bill.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the distin-
guished chairman for his consideration
and explanation of this important mat-
ter.

BORDER PATROL CHALLENGES

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, as the
chairman may know, I recently took a
trip with Senator COLEMAN to the U.S.-
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Mexican border to look at the chal-
lenges facing our Border Patrol agents
as they work to secure the border
against illegal immigration. One of our
stops was at Fort Huachuca, AZ, where
we saw, in operation, the lone UAV
Predator B that the Customs and Bor-
der Patrol has in service. I was tremen-
dously impressed with this technology
and saw its usefulness in assisting our
CBP agents in locating and inter-
dicting illegal immigrants as they
crossed the border. In fact, Mr. Chair-
man, while at Fort Huachuca, CBP
caught 13 illegal immigrants using the
Predator B right before our eyes.

In our discussions with the CBP offi-
cials at Fort Huachuca, we learned
that with a squadron of UAVs the CBP
could provide 24-hour-a-day, 7-day-a-
week, coverage on the Mexican border.
These MQ-9 UAVs would have satellite
command, control, and communica-
tions which would allow them to be op-
erated anywhere in the world from
anywhere in the world, as well as an
updated sensor suite to assist in find-
ing illegals coming across the border.
It is my belief that this body should
make a significant investment in un-
manned aerial vehicles.

We also learned that there is an issue
surrounding critical spares for the lone
UAV in operation. I understand the
CBP is scheduled to receive a second
Predator B this year; however, we need
to fund the critical spares CBP needs
to keep these UAVs up and flying.

Through conversations that I and my
staff have had with FAA, I understand
they are working out the issues sur-
rounding the flying of UAVs within
U.S. airspace. I would like to take this
opportunity to encourage the FAA to
continue to work with other Govern-
ment agencies as well as the private
sector to mitigate the problems sur-
rounding the use of UAVs in U.S. air-
space.

Mr. Chairman, the chairman has been
a leader in this body on so many issues
but in particular on homeland security
issues. I look forward to working with
you in this effort and on this issue.

Mr. GREGG. I thank my good friend
and colleague from Georgia for high-
lighting this issue. Protecting U.S. bor-
ders is a basic Federal function; it is
national security. I also believe these
unmanned aerial vehicles can enhance
our capabilities, as they have for our
military as demonstrated in Afghani-
stan and Iraq. I am in the position of
being both the chairman of the Budget
Committee and manager of this budget
resolution, and also the chairman of
the Appropriations Subcommittee that
oversees the Department of Homeland
Security both our counterterrorism
and border security programs.

The distinguished Senator from
Georgia is known as a real leader in
this area, and we appreciate his coun-
sel. I might note that this budget reso-
lution proposes increases of some $4
billion for border security focused on
improving infrastructure and giving
our men and women on the front lines
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the tools to do the job. We will have to
see how much of these funds survive
the Appropriations Committee’s 302(b)
allocation process and the administra-
tion’s transmittals of emergency
spending. But I can assure the Senator
we will take a hard look at the UAV
program as a component of a border se-
curity infrastructure program.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President,
today, I would like to take a few min-
utes to speak about the tax gap. Before
I get started, I first want to thank my
colleagues, the chairman and ranking
member of the Budget Committee, for
their interest in the tax gap. As chair-
man of the Finance Committee, I too
have a great interest in this topic. It is
my intention to close the tax gap, and
I look forward to working with Senator
GREGG and Senator CONRAD to achieve
this important goal.

The tax gap, as we all know, is the
difference between the amount of tax
owed by taxpayers from legal activities
and the amount voluntarily paid on
time. Today, specifically, I want to
clarify the facts and the fiction regard-
ing the possible solutions to this $350
billion problem.

Under my chairmanship, the Finance
Committee has held at least eight
hearings to address the tax gap:

No. 1, Oversight of the Internal Rev-
enue Service, ‘‘Taxpayer Beware:
Schemes, Scams, and Cons,” April 5,
2001; No. 2, Tax Code Complexity: New
Hope for Fresh Solutions, April 26, 2001;
No. 3, Taxpayer Alert: Choosing a Paid
Preparer and the Pitfalls of Charitable
Car Donation, April 1, 2003; No. 4, Tax
Shelters: Who’s Buying, Who’s Selling,
and What’s the Government Doing
About It?, October 21, 2003; No. 5,
Bridging the Tax Gap, July 21, 2004; No.
6, Charities and Charitable Giving: Pro-
posals for Reform, April 5, 2005; No. 7,
The $350 Billion Question: How to Solve
the Tax Gap, April 14, 2005; and No. 8,
Social Security: Achieving Sustainable
Solvency, May 25, 2005.

During these hearings, we learned a
lot about the tax gap, including several
good ideas for closing it. We heard from
the Joint Committee on Taxation. We
heard from the Treasury Department,
including IRS and TIGTA. We heard
from the Comptroller General and
GAO. We heard from the Justice De-
partment. We heard from the Taxpayer
Advocate. We heard from CBO. We
heard from the States. We heard from
the private sector, both nonprofit and
for-profit. And, of course, we heard
from the American taxpayer.

From the testimony of all these hear-
ings, and the expertise of all these wit-
nesses, we identified several truths
about the tax gap:

No. 1, the tax gap is a huge problem
for the tax system; No. 2, it is easy to
discuss in the abstract; No. 3, there is
no easy solution to the problem; No. 4,
there is no one silver bullet; the tax
gap can only be solved through many
small steps; No. b, enforcement is im-
portant, but any real solution to this
problem will require legislative
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changes, the most important being Tax
Code simplification; No. 6, closing the
tax gap should not place an undue bur-
den on honest taxpayers; and No. 7,
taking concrete steps to close the tax
gap will require a lot of political will
and bipartisan cooperation.

In the spirit of bipartisan coopera-
tion, I look forward to working with
Senator CONRAD and others to solve the
tax gap problem. Before we can reach a
bipartisan solution, however, we first
need to get on the same page regarding
the facts and fiction of this issue.

A common misperception by some of
my friends on the other side of the
aisle is that the only thing we need to
do to close the tax gap is give the IRS
more money for enforcement. This
myth asserts that if the IRS gets more
funding for enforcement, both the $350
billion tax gap and the budget deficit
will magically disappear. This myth is
even being used as an offset for new
spending.

The Finance Committee’s tax gap
hearings have emphasized the impor-
tance of IRS enforcement. In fact, this
budget will provide the IRS additional
resources to get the job done. However,
our best estimates suggest that en-
forcement alone could account for only
10 percent of the tax gap, not 100 per-
cent as purported by Senator CONRAD.
But even this possible 10 percent is
misleading, because it doesn’t accu-
rately reflect the reality of expanded
enforcement. To achieve these kinds of
returns from enforcement alone would,
I fear, require us to backtrack to a
time when there was serious concern
about the IRS overreaching and step-
ping on the rights of taxpayers. We
must always keep a balance between
taxpayer rights and enforcement.

So yes, while I support additional en-
forcement, we need to keep our feet on
the ground and our rhetoric in check as
to how much can be achieved through
enforcement and the level of enforce-
ment that can be supported.

We must also remember that it is
vital that enforcement resources be
targeted properly. We need to be smart
in our use of enforcement. Too often
the IRS has ‘‘no-change’ audits. That
is, they have spent a lot of time going
through the shoebox of receipts belong-
ing to some person and found out there
were no problems. This is a waste of
IRS resources and takes up the time of
honest taxpayers. I been pleased to
work with Senator BAUCUS to encour-
age the IRS to do the research and re-
view that will allow them to focus
their attention on the bad actors and
get more bang for the buck on audits
and enforcement.

Let me note, too, from my work on
the Commission on Restructuring the
IRS that the Commission found that
taxpayer service and clarity of law are
vital in encouraging compliance. So
many folks want to abide by their obli-
gations as a citizen, but they can’t be-
cause the law is too confusing, and
they can’t get the right answer. Serv-
ice and simplification must be part of
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any effort to deal with the tax gap. I
will return to simplification later in
my comments.

So if enforcement can’t solve the $350
billion problem, what are our other op-
tions? Well, a little over a year ago,
the Joint Committee on Taxation, at
the Finance Committee’s request,
issued a report.

This is the report right here. It is ti-
tled ‘‘Options to Improve Tax Compli-
ance and Reform Tax Expenditures,”
otherwise known as the ‘“White Book.”

This report provided about $190 bil-
lion over 5 years with some very con-
troversial items. Let me give you some
examples:

Repeal the mortgage interest deduc-
tion for home equity loans. Subject
State and local workers to the Medi-
care tax. Apply the payroll tax to most
fringe benefits. Allow the offshore ac-
tivities of U.S. companies to be exempt
from U.S. tax.

These are clearly controversial pro-
posals, and I am sure there are not
many in the Senate who would line up
to endorse them today.

Some other ideas came out of the Fi-
nance Committee’s examination of the
payroll tax gap last spring. The Joint
Committee on Taxation and the Treas-
ury Department testified on the leak-
age in the payroll tax system. To fix
this leak, we heard some of the fol-
lowing ideas:

Modify the determination of amounts
subject to employment tax for partners
and S Corporation shareholders. Pro-
vide consistent FICA treatment of sal-
ary reduction amounts. Remove the
employment tax cap.

Again, many of these and other com-
prehensive payroll tax proposals, all
which would have improved Social Se-
curity solvency, were too controversial
to stand on their own.

With the lack of bipartisan coopera-
tion on Social Security, we did not
have an environment to consider these
important, but controversial proposals.
Perhaps, if there had been bipartisan
cooperation on addressing the Social
Security problem, we could have made
headway on the payroll tax gap.

In addition, no discussion of methods
to close the tax gap can be complete
without identifying the single most im-
portant one, which is Tax Code sim-
plification. Our tax code is just too
complex. Complex laws lead to inad-
vertent errors as well as opportunities
for intentional noncompliance. Com-
plexity in the Tax Code also contrib-
utes heavily to taxpayer confusion and
real or perceived unfairness in the tax
system. And studies have shown that if
taxpayers feel they are being treated
unfairly by the tax system, they are
less likely to be compliant. Any real
effort to close the tax gap cannot be
taken seriously unless Tax Code sim-
plification is part of the proposal.

Finally, I also want to alert my col-
leagues to the fact that we have meas-
ures in the tax relief reconciliation bill
that aim at some aspects of the tax
gap. In particular, some of these are
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dealing with problems we are seeing in
tax-exempt entities—charitable dona-
tions and abuses of tax-exempt organi-
zations. We have reforms of two types
of charitable entities—donor advised
funds and supporting organizations.
Too often, people have been making do-
nations to these organizations but re-
taining control and seeing an inappro-
priate benefit going to themselves and
their family, rather than to the com-
munity and those in need.

Let my colleagues understand, the
issues of donor advised funds and sup-
porting organizations are not minor as
it relates to the tax gap. The IRS re-
cently released its ‘‘dirty dozen” tax
scams for 2006, and throughout the
thousands of pages of Tax Code and
regulations, abuse of donor advised
funds and supporting organizations was
targeted as one of the top dozen prob-
lems.

Two years ago, the Commissioner of
the IRS, in a letter to me, highlighted
the abuse of donor advised funds and
supporting organizations as the No. 1
problem IRS was seeing in tax-exempt
entities.

I think the public would view the Fi-
nance Committee as neglecting its
work if it didn’t seek to shut down
such abuses. The Finance Committee
didn’t turn a blind eye; we worked on
addressing these problems and drafting
reforms. These reforms of donor ad-
vised funds and supporting organiza-
tions have been drafted on a bipartisan
basis and with significant comment
and input from the charity sector, par-
ticularly the Nonprofit Panel. I am
pleased that these measures are now in
tax reconciliation and conference. I
think it is important that we take
steps in addressing these problems here
and now.

But my point is that here is some-
thing—problems of donor advised funds
and supporting organizations—Ilabeled
as one of the most dirty abuses in the
entire Code, and yet I still have a few
colleagues who come to me with this
complaint, this change, this concern
about what we are doing to stop the
abuses. If the road is so full of potholes
on dealing with these areas of clear
abuse and relatively small dollars, I
think we need to recognize the real
problems ahead in dealing with the big
issues in the tax gap. Unfortunately,
all too often I find that the tax gap is
an issue in which everyone shouts for
solving in the abstract, while many of
those same voices are stilled when it
comes to the particulars.

In closing, I want to re-emphasize the
importance of this debate. Today, I
have just scratched the surface on this
topic. I praise the Treasury and IRS for
taking some initial steps. I applaud the
chairman and ranking member of the
Budget Committee for their interest in
closing the tax gap, and I welcome
input from other Senators as well. 1
will eagerly entertain any specific
ideas to close the tax gap as long as
they go beyond ‘‘more money for IRS
enforcement,” and as long as they do
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not place an undue burden on honest
taxpayers. The solution to this prob-
lem needs to be bipartisan, and it needs
to be legislative. Let’s sit down at the
table, separate the facts from the fic-
tion, and work together to solve this
tax gap problem.

But, the bottom line for the discus-
sion today is that the minority’s point
that closing the tax gap can be done
just through enforcement just doesn’t
have merit. And, the $35 billion—and
that is stretching it—that may be got-
ten through enforcement doesn’t come
close to paying for the over $100 billion
in new spending that the Democrat
leadership is pushing.

Mr. President, virtually all Demo-
cratic Members have had a common
theme in their purported offsets for
their amendments to this resolution—
they would close tax loopholes to pay
for whatever popular spending program
is proposed. Closing corporate tax loop-
holes is the common refrain to pay for
spending. Several Members have re-
ferred to the raisers in Senator
CONRAD’s substitute amendment to the
tax relief reconciliation bill—and they
keep trying to spend that same money
over and over again.

Of the raisers in Senator CONRAD’S
substitute amendment, $30 billion of
those are included in the Senate tax re-
lief reconciliation bill that is now in
conference between the House and Sen-
ate. Many of the proponents of these
amendments that have been offered on
the other side of the aisle, using tax
loophole closers, were among the small
minority of Members who opposed the
tax relief reconciliation bill that con-
tained offsets.

This brings me then to the amend-
ments that have been proposed. The
sponsors say they have offset the costs
of the amendments by closing tax loop-
holes. Senator CONRAD’s amendment
contains the known universe of rev-
enue raisers supported by those on the
other side. If we assume that the rais-
ers in Senator CONRAD’s amendment
would have raised approximately $89
billion over 10 years that is still a far
cry from the cumulative demands of
the amendments that have already
been offered from the other side. The
amendments that have been offered
that propose to use those tax loophole
closers as offsets total $319 in new
spending. That total is as of 3:30 p.m.
this afternoon. We don’t have a tally
for all of the additional amendments
that have been proposed since then.
That new spending, by the way occurs
over the budget period—b5 years. That
means we will have to find $319 more in
revenue raisers just to cover those new
spending items.

Now, if you use a loophole closer that
is already called for in the tax relief
package that is in conference, we will
also need to find another $30 billion in
raisers to cover the tax reconciliation
bill unless my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle have decided that they
are no longer interested in the tuition
deduction and the low income savers
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credit and the work opportunity tax
credit and the deduction for teacher ex-
penses and small business expensing
and, oh yes, AMT relief for nearly 20
million Americans. The Finance Com-
mittee staff hopes to use the full $30
billion that is already in conference in
the Senate tax relief reconciliation bill
for those important tax relief provi-
sions.

So, if we leave the $30 billion in rais-
ers that are in tax reconciliation out of
it, we will have $59 billion in net new
revenue raisers available that are sup-
ported by those on the other side. Keep
in mind, I'm giving the other side a
break here because I'm using 10 year
numbers for the offsets. The 5 year
numbers are probably less than half of
the net $59 billion they could claim
they are raising. If you subtract the $59
billion from the $319 billion in new
spending proposed, it means the other
side’s amendments were short by $260
billion. That’s $260 billion, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Now, that $260 billion needs to come
from some place. It wipes out all the
tax relief in the package. That means
no extension of the child tax credit,
marginal rate relief, marriage penalty
relief, retirement security relief, or
education tax relief when those provi-
sions expire in 2011.

It also means no extension of the Al-
ternative Minimum Tax relief ‘‘patch”
and other extenders like the research
and development tax credit.

You can’t have it both ways,
President.

Either the other side, if they had pre-
vailed, would have added $260 billion in
deficit spending or they would’ve gut-
ted the tax relief they claim to sup-
port.

Budgets are about choices. In this
case, the choices are clear. If the
Democratic leadership were in control
of the Senate, we would have no tax re-
lief left in this budget or we would
have added $269 billion in deficit spend-
ing. That deficit spending would be $269
billion higher than the deficits in the
budget that the other side criticizes.
Neither choice would be the right
choice for the American people.

I yield the floor.

Mr. CRAIG. The President’s budget
proposal fiscal year 2007 includes a plan
to change, through issuance of a new
administrative ruling, the way Bonne-
ville Power Administration, BPA, re-
tires its debt to the Federal Treasury.
The plan would require BPA to use ex-
cess revenues to retire long-term debt
more quickly. Because the change
would be made through the rulemaking
process, congressional approval would
not be needed for the rule to go into ef-
fect. Analysts believe the proposed rule
would result in 10-percent rate increase
that BPA would be forced to pass on to
ratepayers.

This rate proposal is not acceptable.
The Northwest is a region that is grow-
ing very rapidly, and our economy is
built on hydropower. That means each
year is different, depending on what

Mr.
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kind of water year we have had. This
proposal would limit BPA’s flexibility
to deal with the bad water years by
taking advantage of the good ones.

According to a February 8, 2006, anal-
ysis by the Northwest Power and Con-
servation Council, the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, OMB, proposal
will result in a retail rate increase of
at least 6.6 percent, raising power rates
$145 million a year, costing retail cus-
tomers an additional $26.13 a year, de-
creasing personal income in the North-
west by $109 million, and resulting in
the loss of 1,120 jobs. The Pacific
Northwest economy is only beginning
to rebound from the recent recession,
and increasing energy costs will only
serve to slow that recovery. Surely, it
is preferable to foster longer-term eco-
nomic growth in the region rather than
focus on a short-term revenue stream
for the U.S. Treasury.

Some assert that this proposal is
good business practice because it pre-
pays BPA’s Federal debt. I disagree be-
cause the full story is not being told.
While it is not unusual to prepay debt,
it is certainly unusual for the Govern-
ment to require this. In fact, this pro-
posal is one-sided. It takes excess reve-
nues away from BPA during good water
years but does not assist BPA in bad
water years.

BPA has been prepaying debt for
more than 20 years, even when our
Northwest States had the second and
third highest unemployment in the
country. Power rates were not raised to
do this. So why is the Government re-
quiring prepayment of debt and an in-
crease in power rates when the North-
west has been successful in prepaying
debt without impacting rates? This
does not make sense unless there is an-
other reason for the proposal.

According to the Department of En-
ergy, DOE, the main purposes of the
proposal are to allow more financial
flexibility for BPA and to help build
more transmission infrastructure. We
agree with these goals but think the
individuals in the region can better de-
cide how to accomplish them.

Unfortunately, it seems this proposal
would result in the establishment of
BPA as a revenue raiser for the Treas-
ury—a questionable precedent and one
BPA will not always be able to achieve.
This proposal must be stopped.

Senators CRAPO, WYDEN, and MURRAY
have successfully inserted section 312
into S. Con. Res. 83, which relates to
requiring BPA to use excess revenues
to prepay long-term debt. I commend
my colleagues for their effort and sup-
port their provision, but this is just the
first step in making sure that this pro-
posal does not go forward. Our work is
far from over.

I will continue to work with my col-
leagues to put this issue to rest.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the Levin-
DeWine amendment would provide $140
million to the Advanced Technology
Program to support cost-shared indus-
try-led research and development of
cutting-edge high-risk technology with
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broad commercial potential and soci-
etal benefits. The amendment is fully
offset with reductions in function 920.

The Senate has voted twice recently
in support of this program. Last year
the Senate voted to adopt a Levin-
DeWine budget amendment to provide
for the Advanced Technology Program,
ATP. The Senate defeated an amend-
ment that would have eliminated the
ATP Program during consideration of
the fiscal year 2006 Commerce-Justice-
Science appropriations bill.

We have lost nearly 2.8 million manu-
facturing jobs since January 2001. We
should be doing all we can to promote
programs that help create jobs and
strengthen the technological innova-
tion of American companies and
produce the systems that are defending
our national security. This budget res-
olution includes $28 billion for agri-
culture but includes very Ilittle for
manufacturing.

In fiscal year 2006 the Senate funded
ATP at $140 million, but because the
House zeroed out the program, ATP
ended up with only $80 million in con-
ference. The Senate needs to again pro-
vide $140 million for ATP to help en-
sure this program has at least last
year’s level of funding.

The ATP is a very modest program
which, according to the Department of
Commerce, has had a result eight times
more in technologies developed than
the amount of money we have put into
the program. This is an eight-time re-
turn on investment in advanced tech-
nologies which is achieved when the
Department of Commerce partners
with industry through the ATP. I urge
adoption of the amendment.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, as a state-
ment of priorities and a vision of where
we want our nation to be in the years
to come, this budget fails the test of
responsible leadership. Instead of cor-
recting the mistakes of the past few
years, this budget repeats and com-
pounds those mistakes. It adds to
record levels of national debt. It favors
the fortunate few over everyone else
who is working hard and playing by the
rules. It does far too little for the most
vulnerable and needy Americans—our
children, our seniors, our veterans. Un-
like China, India, and other countries,
it invests only a minute fraction of our
resources in research and development.
We’ve seen where this agenda has led
us—it represents a stunning failure to
address any of the major challenges of
our era, like globalization, security,
stagnant incomes, and rising income
inequality.

America has always been blessed
with great natural resources. But in
spite of these physical resources, our
greatest strength has always been our
human ones—the American spirit of in-
genuity, creativity, and old fashioned
hard work. Regrettably, the budget be-
fore this body fails to make the nec-
essary investments to build and main-
tain the strength of our human capital,
America’s greatest asset. This may not
be intentional; I presume that Presi-
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dent Bush and my colleagues across
the aisle believe just as strongly in
boosting our nation’s economic com-
petitiveness. But regardless of their in-
tentions, the fact is that mismanage-
ment, misplaced priorities, and mis-
guided faith in outdated economic
ideologies continue to set us back.

On Friday of last week, an article ap-
peared on an international news wire
that is rather stunning in its implica-
tions for the budget resolution now
pending before the Senate. The head-
line of this article, Mr. President,
reads, ‘‘China to Boost Science, Tech
Spending by Nearly 20 Percent.”” The
story continues:

‘““China will increase its spending on
science and technology by nearly 20 percent
this year in a move to remain competitive in
the face of international challenges, the gov-
ernment said . . . The State Council, or cabi-
net, last month said 2.5 percent of China’s
gross domestic product (GDP) would be allo-
cated to spending on research and develop-
ment over the next 15 years, up from 1.23 per-
cent in 2002.”

“The government,” the article goes
on to say, ‘“‘will not only allocate more
money but also encourage all segments
of society, including companies, to put
emphasis on research and development
through measures including tax incen-
tives.”

Finally, it quotes the Minister of
Science and Technology as telling the
National People’s Congress, ‘‘Without
progress on science and technology, it
would be very hard to reach our target
of becoming a well-off society.”

On one level, we as Americans should
welcome the decision by virtually any
country to invest more in science and
technology. In fact, if more nations
were to make a similar decision, the
world as a whole would greatly benefit
by peaceful advances in commerce and
in finding solutions to some of the
planet’s most intractable problems.

But this news from China should also
serve as a reminder to Americans, as
we consider our budget priorities for
the upcoming year and our vision for
the future, of the commitment it takes
to remain a leader in the global econ-
omy. Even with the passage of the
amendment to increase Labor, Health,
and Human Services funds offered by
Senators SPECTOR and HARKIN, of
which I was a cosponsor, this budget
regrettably falls short.

The average American family over
the last few years has been working
harder and harder just to tread water.
A household earning the median in-
come made $1,600 less in 2004 than they
did 4 years earlier. Meanwhile, during
the same period, the average family’s
health insurance premiums have risen
by $3,600, or 57 percent. Their energy
costs continue to rise—even though
many parts of the country had warmer
than usual weather this winter, fami-
lies can still expect to pay more than
$250 extra this year to heat their
homes. If they have a child attending a
public 4-year college, that bill has gone
up by 57 percent since 2000, as well.

My colleagues on the other side of
the aisle claim that this budget sets us
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on a path to fiscal responsibility. But
as the Senator from North Dakota, the
ranking member of the Budget Com-
mittee, has pointed out time and again
before this body, that is anything but
the case. Instead of saving for the re-
tirement of the baby boomers—which
is already beginning—we’re borrowing
like there’s no tomorrow.

In 2000, we had a budget surplus of
$128 billion; in 2006, largely as a con-
sequence of the fiscal recklessness of
this administration and the majority
party in the Congress, the Federal Gov-
ernment is expected to run a deficit of
$371 billion. Under this administration,
the president and his allies will have
added $3 trillion to our national debt
by the end of this fiscal year. That
would put America’s public debt at
more than $8.6 trillion, or around
$28,000 for every man, woman, and child
in America. Further, under the current
administration, the share of that debt
held by foreign creditors has more than
doubled.

And it’s not just the Federal Govern-
ment that’s borrowing, but the econ-
omy as a whole. Our personal savings
rate in January was negative 0.7 per-
cent, the 10th consecutive month for
which it was effectively zero or below.
Our current account deficit continues
to set new records; it was an unprece-
dented $805 billion in 2005.

This dramatic run-up in the debt has
real costs for America’s families—both
today and for future generations. It
puts upward pressure on interest rates
for things like student loans, home
mortgages, and automobile loans. It
raises the cost of capital for business
investment. Rising interest rates,
caused by America’s growing indebted-
ness, represent a de facto tax increase
on American families and businesses.

This administration’s fiscal reckless-
ness has also hurt our ability to ad-
dress our nation’s most important pri-
orities, like education and health care,
that strengthen our economic competi-
tiveness and allow more Americans to
share in greater prosperity. This budg-
et provides a clear illustration of this
failure, with the drastic cuts it would
make in these areas.

The budget proposed by the Bush ad-
ministration and my colleagues across
the aisle would make the largest cut in
our Nation’s commitment to education
in the 26-year history of the Education
Department. These cuts will adversely
affect students at all levels of learning.
Investment and competitiveness begin
with our children. As I have said many
times before, education may be expen-
sive, but ignorance costs more.

As I noted earlier, college tuition and
fees have increased 57 percent for a
public 4-year college. They have risen
32 percent for a private 4-year college
since 2000. Yet instead of helping mid-
dle class families meet these sky-
rocketing college costs, this budget
proposes to once again freeze the max-
imum Pell grant award at $4,050. In
1975, a Pell grant covered 80 percent of
the cost of a public, 4-year college edu-
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cation; today, it covers only 40 percent.
Surely we can do better than this for
America’s families. A college education
should be a gateway to a better life for
anyone willing to work for it, not just
a privilege for those who can afford it.

This budget also continues to
underfund K-12 education. The presi-
dent and my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle tout their commitment
to education in the No Child Left Be-
hind law. But this law is underfunded
by $15.4 billion this year. The budget
also cuts Head Start, afterschool pro-
grams, and child care, all of which pre-
pare our children to learn better and
help parents keep their kids in school
and off the streets.

While countries like China are in-
creasing their investments in science
and technology, this budget would
make a commitment in these areas
that is little more than cosmetic.
President Bush has talked a great deal
about his so-called ‘‘American Com-
petitiveness Initiative,”” but under the
budget he sent to the Congress, he
would actually cut overall R&D fund-
ing in real terms for the first time
since 1996. As a share of the economy,
total Federal R&D funding would fall
below 1 percent for the first time since
fiscal year 2003.

One of the casualties would be bio-
medical and cancer research through
the National Institutes of Health. Just
two months ago, President Bush signed
into law the first cut to NIH funding
since 1970. Now, he has proposed fur-
ther cutting funding for 18 of the 19 in-
stitutes in Fiscal 2007, including the
ones conducting research on two of
America’s leading causes of death: can-
cer and heart disease.

The administration’s proposals are
reflected in the budget before this body
today, which carries the same low level
of overall discretionary spending. So
while countries like China are setting
goals like boosting R&D funding to 2.5
percent of Gross Domestic Product by
2020, we have nothing but a catchy slo-
gan and cuts in the kinds of invest-
ments we need to stay strong.

This budget increases costs for entre-
preneurs and small businesses. Presi-
dent Bush likes to say that his high-
income tax breaks have benefited small
business owners, but in reality, the dis-
tribution of benefits to small business
owners has followed the same pattern
as it has for everyone else—those with
the highest incomes have received the
most, and everyone else has been stuck
with the bill. Among Americans with
small business income, more than half
of the benefits of the 2001 and 2003 tax
breaks have been spent on those mak-
ing more than $200,000 a year, or less
than 8 percent of all small business
owners, according to the nonpartisan
Urban-Brookings Tax Policy Center. So
while few small businesses have gained
anything meaningful from the tax
breaks, the administration this year is
proposing to increase their cost of cap-
ital by charging a new fee for Small
Business Administration loans. This
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would be a direct tax increase on one of
our most important engines of growth.
For an administration that claims to
value small business, the record fails to
live up to the rhetoric.

This budget fails the test of economic
leadership not only by cutting invest-
ments in American competitiveness,
but by abandoning our most basic
American values. As Americans, we
proudly look out for the least fortu-
nate among us. Unfortunately, this
budget fails to do this. It asks strug-
gling parents to work more hours, but
cuts the child care that helps them do
it. It cuts funding for children’s hos-
pitals, like Hartford’s Connecticut
Children’s Medical Center in my home
state. Children’s hospitals like CCMC
train 30 percent of the Nation’s pedia-
tricians and more than 50 percent of
the nation’s pediatric specialists. This
budget cuts food aid for senior citizens,
pregnant women, and children. It cuts
housing assistance and freezes funding
that helps homeless veterans find
work.

By adopting this budget, the presi-
dent and his allies in the Congress
would continue to walk away from one
of America’s bedrock principles: that
everyone in our nation should have an
equal opportunity to live a free and
meaningful life.

While some of the amendments con-
sidered by this body appear on the sur-
face to rectify some of the cuts this
budget would make to vital priorities,
they in reality fail to live up to their
billing. The amendment offered by Sen-
ator MCCONNELL, for example, claimed
to support port security, which should
be one of our nation’s highest prior-
ities. It would have done so, however,
through a budgetary gimmick that
would result in an across-the-board cut
to other areas, including, ironically,
homeland security and national de-
fense. It also would have provided no
new funds beyond the already specified
discretionary spending cap. Instead, it
would have offered nothing more than
non-binding instructions to the Appro-
priations Committee about how to allo-
cate the funds under its jurisdiction.
For this reason, I supported the port
security amendment offered by Senator
MENENDEZ instead of the McConnell
amendment. The Menendez amendment
would have provided the funds we need
for this critical priority without mak-
ing other cuts, and done so in a fiscally
responsible manner by shutting down
tax shelters and closing corporate tax
loopholes, measures that have already
passed this body on a bipartisan basis
but which have not become law.

In the last few years, the American
economy has weathered the storm of
terrorist attacks, a downturn in the
business cycle, natural disasters, and
war. This is a testament to the
strength and resiliency of the Amer-
ican people. But I wonder how much
more our Nation can take of mis-
managed economic policies and wrong
priorities; of underinvestment in peo-
ple, ideas, and innovation; and of an
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agenda that increases the burden on
the most vulnerable members of our so-
ciety rather than lightening it, before
we do irreparable harm.

If we want to continue to increase
living standards and expand the capa-
bilities of our society so that all may
benefit, we must continue to invest in
people, ideas, and innovation. We need
a budget that will make our Nation
stronger and more vibrant. We need
more than just cosmetic solutions to
the major challenges of our era. Above
all, we need our government’s prior-
ities to reflect the values of the Amer-
ican people, like opportunity and re-
sponsibility, and the American vision
of shared prosperity, expanding free-
doms, and a just society. Regrettably,
the budget offered by the President and
by my colleagues across the aisle fails
to accomplish these goals and fails to
make the changes necessary to put our
Nation back on the right course.

Mr. President, I have filed an amend-
ment that will restore crucial invest-
ments to support our children and fam-
ilies in the fiscal year 2007 budget. I am
joined on the amendment by Senators
KENNEDY, CLINTON, HARKIN, MIKULSKI,
MURRAY, DURBIN, LIEBERMAN, CANT-
WELL, KERRY, SALAZAR, BAUCUS, SCHU-
MER, LAUTENBERG, KOHL, and LINCOLN.
It is important that we shift priorities
and resources toward young children
and families, to create an environment
for healthy development and to help
parents give their children the best
possible start in life. Children rep-
resent one-quarter of our population
but 100 percent of our future. We must
nurture their growth and education as
they provide the human capital that
will determine our Nation’s success in
the global economy.

Today our families are working hard-
er to pay for basic needs such as hous-
ing, fuel, health care, and childcare. At
the same time, real income has de-
creased over the past 4 years. As a re-
sult, many hard-working families are
finding it more difficult to make ends
meet.

If our Nation is going to compete
with the rest of the world, we must pre-
pare our children for this challenge. It
is essential that we cultivate the po-
tential of each and every child. How
can we know who may be a Nobel lau-
reate, who may take us further into
space, or who may be our future Presi-
dent, if we do not give them all an
equal chance to thrive?

We all agree that we should not bur-
den our children and grand children
with great debt. Nor should our Nation
abandon their need for health care,
education, and other necessities.

As I said earlier, the amendment fo-
cuses on crucial assistance to children
and families. The amendment is very
simple. It takes several initiatives
which have bipartisan support and re-
stores the investments to a level that
the Congress has already agreed to—in
previous authorization or spending
measures.

This amendment would increase re-
sources by $3.3 billion in the fiscal year
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2007 budget resolution for five pro-
grams: the childcare and development
block grant by $540 million; Head Start
by $520 million; 21st Century Commu-
nity Learning Centers by $1.5 billion;
Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment
Act programs by $105 million; and the
community services block grant by
$650 million. In addition, it reduces the
Federal deficit by $3.3 billion and pays
for itself by closing corporate tax loop-
holes that were passed by the Senate in
the tax reconciliation bill in February.

This amendment attempts to renew
investments that have failed to keep
pace with our Nation’s needs. This pro-
posal will restore the community serv-
ices block grant to $650 million, the
level Congress appropriated in fiscal
year 2002; the Child Abuse Prevention
and Treatment Act initiatives to $200
million for the level authorized for fis-
cal year 2004; and restore funding to
the level of $7.2 billion for Head Start
to keep pace with inflation and recent
across-the-board cuts.

In addition, the amendment brings
the investment in afterschool up to $2.5
million, the level authorized for 21st
century community learning centers in
the No Child Left Behind Act. The
childcare and development block grant
investment will reach a level of $2.66
billion from its previous level-funding
of $2.06 billion, if the amendment
passes.

We must invest in our children and
improve their lives. Each day, 12 mil-
lion children ages 0 to 4 spend much of
their day in out-of-home child care
while their parents work. In a majority
of cases, having both parents work is a
necessity, not a choice.

Currently, about one in seven chil-
dren who are eligible for childcare and
development block grant—CCDBG—
subsidies are receiving assistance. With
childcare costing between $4,000 and
$10,000 a year, many families simply
can not afford to pay for the care they
need. Average child care fees for a year
exceed 10 percent of the median house-
hold income in most States. Not only
is childcare an essential support for
hard-working families, it is an impor-
tant early education opportunity for
children.

With respect to Head Start, only 50
percent of eligible children are enrolled
in Head Start classes. Costs are rising
for transportation, heating, and cool-
ing, health insurance, and supplies.
Some centers have cut back hours and
days of service to children and let
teachers go. Our children deserve a
high-quality opportunity to learn and
thrive through Head Start, and we
should give more children that chance.

As they struggle to reach their own
potential and achieve financial sta-
bility, working families require sup-
port. Community services block grant
initiatives serve 15 million individuals,
6 million families and 3.7 million chil-
dren. Forty-four percent of those re-
ceiving funds are gainfully employed,
but they may still have trouble afford-
ing the cost of heating their home, put-
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ting food on the table, or sending their
children to a quality childcare pro-
gram. While each Federal dollar spent
leverages more than $5 in State, local
and private funding, the Federal in-
vestment is still essential to helping
hard-working people get ahead.

At the very least, we must keep chil-
dren from harm. Each year, nearly 3
million cases of child abuse and neglect
are reported, and nearly 1 million of
these cases are substantiated. States
lack the resources necessary to inves-
tigate suspected cases, to protect chil-
dren, and to prevent abuse and neglect
from occurring. The Child Abuse Pre-
vention and Treatment Act—CAPTA—
helps communities maintain and ex-
pand efforts to improve children’s
lives. The amendment seeks to in-
crease this important investment.

All of our children and families de-
serve a fair start. We know that invest-
ments in children pay dividends later
in life. But it takes financial commit-
ment and an understanding that we
cannot waste a day of a child’s life,
leaving that child to play catchup
later.

Families are asking for our help. I
ask my colleagues to join me in heed-
ing their call and supporting this
amendment.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, every
year the Senate considers a budget res-
olution that sets forth the blueprint
for the Government’s spending and rev-
enues. Unfortunately, the budget we
are considering this year continues the
administration’s policies that have led
to the deepest deficits and debt in
American history. It also reflects the
wrong priorities by cutting important
programs like education and Medicare
to fund large tax cuts which mostly
benefit the richest among us.

The result of these irresponsible fis-
cal policies is that we are passing on a
huge burden to our children and grand-
children and threatening our economic
security. Our Nation is currently $8.2
trillion in debt—that’s over $27,000 per
person—and this astounding number is
only getting worse. Earlier today the
Senate voted to raise the Federal debt
limit for the fourth time in 5 years,
meaning we’ve increased our debt by $3
trillion since 2002. A sensible budget
resolution would try to curb this
unsustainable trend; unfortunately,
this budget moves in the wrong direc-
tion. Under this budget, the national
debt would grow to $11.8 trillion in the
next 5 years.

Continued deficits will mean rising
long-term interest rates and slower
economic growth. Continued deficits
will make it more expensive to buy a
house, pay for college, or pay off credit
card debt. Alan Greenspan recently
warned that, if left unchecked, deficits
“would cause the economy to stagnate
or worse.”” Continued deficits will also
mean the continued use of the Social
Security Trust Fund to cover the fund-
ing shortfalls.

Instead of changing course, however,
this budget proposes to make the ad-
ministration’s tax cuts permanent.
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Over 10 years, the cost of making tax
cuts permanent would be approxi-
mately $2.8 trillion, or $3.3 trillion
when the added interest payments on
the debt are included. Although the
cost of the President’s tax breaks are
as large as the entire budgets of the
Departments of Agriculture, Labor,
Education, Veterans Affairs, Transpor-
tation, Justice, Interior, Energy,
State, HUD, and EPA combined, his
budget cuts critical programs which
are a small percentage of the deficit
problems his tax breaks create.

On a positive note, I was able to get
an amendment included in this budget
to provide $140 million to the Advanced
Technology Program to support cost-
shared industry-led research and devel-
opment of cutting-edge high risk tech-
nology with broad commercial poten-
tial and societal benefits. America has
lost nearly 2.8 million manufacturing
jobs since January 2001. We should be
doing all we can to promote programs
that help create jobs and strengthen
the technological innovation of Amer-
ican companies and produce the sys-
tems that are defending our national
security.

I am also pleased that the Senate
agreed to my amendment to add $6 mil-
lion to the budget for the establish-
ment of new Northern Border Air Wing
sites. Northern Border Air Wings have
been operational in New York and
Washington since 2004 and I look for-
ward to the opening of additional sites
in Michigan, North Dakota, and Mon-
tana in the coming years. These sites
will help improve critical air and ma-
rine interdiction capabilities along our
Northern Border.

I am also pleased that the budget in-
cludes an important amendment that
Senator STABENOW and I offered that
will improve inspections of trash
trucks entering the U.S. from Canada.
These trucks pose a threat to our secu-
rity and the environment, and this
amendment is a critical step towards
reducing these risks.

I am also pleased that the Senate
adopted an amendment to the budget
resolution to fund the Low Income
Home Energy Assistance Program,
LIHEAP, at its full authorized level of
$56.1 billion. This amendment would in-
crease the LIHEAP funding for 2007 by
$3.318 billion and offset the increased
spending by closing corporate tax loop-
holes. The Senate has voted on five
previous occasions to support full fund-
ing for the LIHEAP program, and I
hope that this time the conferees on
the budget resolution will retain this
amendment. Full funding for LIHEAP
will ensure that States are able to
serve more people in need of assistance
during both the cold winter months.

While there are certainly some posi-
tive inclusions in this budget package,
it is entirely too fiscally irresponsible
and short-changes too many important
programs for me to vote to support it.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I have seri-
ous reservations about this budget and
will vote against it.
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At their best, budgets ought to em-
body discipline, vision, and accuracy.
Not so for this budget. While it claims
fiscal discipline, that claim is belied in
the budget’s bloated bottom line. While
it claims strategic vision, that vision is
a Dblurred blend of wasted dollars,
missed opportunities, and neglected
priorities. While it claims financial ac-
curacy, that accuracy is of the quality
found in an Enron balance sheet.

The tax portion of the budget resolu-
tion is remarkable, not for what it con-
tains, but for what it omits. It fails to
account for the expiration of alter-
native minimum tax relief at the end
of 2006. The AMT currently captures
approximately 4 million, mostly mid-
dle-class, families and individuals in
its high tax trap—a trap meant to
catch only high-income taxpayers who
take advantage of complicated loop-
holes to avoid paying their fair share.
That number would swell to more than
34 million people in 2011 under this
budget.

Instead of AMT reform, this budget
contains $228 million to accommodate
tax cuts that were included in the
House and Senate passed reconciliation
bills currently in conference. I voted
against the Senate tax reconciliation
bill because I could not support unnec-
essary tax cut extensions at a time of
burgeoning deficits. The deficits are
still burgeoning, and I still oppose
those unneeded and unjustified tax
breaks for our highest income tax-
payers.

The budget’s generosity to high-in-
come taxpayers is offset by its miserly
treatment of our Nation’s educational
system. The budget proposes the larg-
est cut to federal education funding in
the 26-year history of the Education
Department. Students, educators, par-
ents, and administrators all lose out.
Under this budget, funding for No Child
Left Behind and special education will
still fall far short of their authorized
levels. The same holds for Career and
Technical Education, Safe and Drug
Free Schools, and TRIO programs. I
commend Senators SPECTER and HAR-
KIN for their successful amendment to
restore some of these deeps cuts, and
hope their provision will survive con-
ference with the House.

As ranking member of the Senate
Special Committee on Aging, I am also
troubled that some of the most painful
cuts in this budget would fall on impor-
tant programs at the Administration
on Aging. The meager funding levels in
this budget would put Meals on Wheels
and Family Caregiver Support Services
on the chopping block. That means
that, while Wisconsin’s senior popu-
lation continues to grow from 705,000
senior citizens in 2000 to 730,000 seniors
this year, and is projected to grow to
1.2 million seniors by 2025, this budget
will not keep pace with needed services
in Wisconsin or any other State.

Funding for geriatric health profes-
sions is also likely to suffer. Title VII
funding for geriatrics training is the
only Federal program that specifically
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develops academic geriatricians at a
time when more are needed. In prior
years, Congress has demonstrated its
strong support for the program through
continued and increased appropriations
over the past five years, including $31.5
million in fiscal year 2005. I was dis-
appointed that the fiscal year 2006
Labor, HHS bill eliminated this pro-
gram, and I am even more concerned
that the budget before us makes it dif-
ficult, if not impossible to restore it in
fiscal year 2007. Delegates to the recent
White House Conference on Aging
ranked increased training in geriatrics
among their top ten resolutions at the
once in a decade meeting in December
of 2005. Clearly, this budget does not
adequately prepare for our aging popu-
lation.

Nowhere is that more clear than in
the budget resolution’s treatment—or
lack thereof—of the Medicare prescrip-
tion drug benefit. During consideration
of this budget, many of us worked to
improve that benefit. The launch of the
drug benefit has been confusing and
complicated for too many seniors and
people with disabilities. Medicare bene-
ficiaries who do not choose a plan by
the May 15 deadline and enroll at a
later date will face a substantial and
permanent penalty. I cosponsored an
amendment to extend the enrollment
period through all of 2006 to give people
additional time to make the best plan
choice for them. This amendment
would have also allowed a one-time
change in plan enrollment at any point
in 2006.

Enrolling in drug plans has been
challenging and confusing for too many
beneficiaries, and it makes sense to
give them a chance to correct an ini-
tial mistake made during this difficult
first year of implementation. Unfortu-
nately, our amendment failed by one
vote and the Senate instead gave Medi-
care managers discretionary authority
to decide to extend the enrollment
deadline for the drug benefit. While I
voted for that amendment because I be-
lieve it is important to send a strong
signal, I am concerned by recent com-
ments made by the President and Medi-
care officials. Those comments clearly
show their resistance to giving seniors
more time to make a careful decision
about what drug plan they will be
locked into for the remainder of the
year.

In addition, under current law, pre-
scription drug plans can change the
drugs they cover as many times as
they want—while seniors are prohib-
ited from changing drug plans except
during the annual open enrollment pe-
riod. This means that after seniors
complete their research and choose the
drug plan they believe is the best plan
for their needs, they have no guarantee
that their drugs will continue to be
covered all year. That is why I cospon-
sored an amendment that would pro-
hibit Medicare prescription drug plans
from removing a drug from their ap-
proved list until the beginning of each
plan year. This would ensure that sen-
iors will not lose coverage of the drugs
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they take without being allowed to
also change their plan.

Finally, one of the most troublesome
features of the new law is that it pro-
hibits the Government from utilizing
the tremendous purchasing power of
the Medicare program to reduce prices.
I cosponsored an amendment to repeal
this provision and allow the Federal
Government to negotiate directly with
drug companies for lower drug prices
for seniors. I am pleased the amend-
ment passed and I hope this provision
will remain in the final resolution.

The budget was also improved by an
amendment, of which I was an original
sponsor, on the Manufacturing Exten-
sion Partnership program, MEP. The
amendment, which was unanimously
accepted, would fund the MEP at $106
million for fiscal year 2007. I am a long-
time supporter of the MEP program
and believe manufacturing is crucial to
the U.S. economy. By offering re-
sources, including organized workshops
and consulting projects, to manufac-
turers, MEP allows them to streamline
operations, integrate new technologies,
shorten production times, and lower
costs. At a time when we want to in-
crease economic activity and strength-
en the manufacturing base of our na-
tion, the MEP is a fiscally sound in-
vestment.

I am similarly pleased that this
budget was amended to include ade-
quate funding for the Low-Income
Home Energy Assistance Program. I
voted to include $5.1 billion in order to
fund this valuable program at its fully
authorized level. Just a few months
ago the Congress passed an energy bill,
which I supported, which funded
LIHEAP at $5.1 billion. This was a
sorely needed update to a program
where the funding has been frozen at
an inadequate amount for years. There
was bipartisan support for the Energy
Bill, and I am pleased the Congress met
the commitment we made in that bill.

But even those improvements—im-
portant as they are to me—fail to
make up for one of the central and
most disturbing inadequacies of this
budget. This budget simply fails to pro-
vide adequate resources to take care of
our returning troops. Once again the
President’s budget requires the Vet-
erans Administration to charge vet-
erans an enrollment fee and increases
the co-payments for veterans receiving
medical care through the VA system.
These charges add insult to injury
when veterans are also being forced to
wait for months before they are able to
see a doctor at the local VA hospital.
Senator AKAKA’s amendment tried to
remedy this situation by adding an ad-
ditional $1.5 billion to the budget, but
his responsible approach was rejected.

We face unprecedented challenges in
our Nation today. War and terrorism
demand our resources and attention.
An aging population struggles to find
the money to educate the next genera-
tion while battling sky high health
care costs. Our powerful economy
fights to create high quality jobs in a

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

world market of constant technological
innovation and fierce international
competition.

We need a budget that that sees and
meets these challenges clearly—vision.
We need a budget that faces the dif-
ficult realities of our world today with
honest proposals and precise numbers—
accuracy. And we need a budget that
does what we should and must and no
more—discipline. We have a budget
that does none of that, and so I will
vote ‘‘no.”

AMENDMENT NO. 3116

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi-
dent, some of my colleagues may be
surprised to learn—like I was—that
some agencies are skimming off the
top a portion of some of the congres-
sional appropriations and keeping that
money in that agency.

My amendment is simple. It says: If
it has been determined that a constitu-
ency warrants a direct appropriation—
one that has gone through the scruti-
nizing process and is supported by the
House, Senate and then signed into
law—then that constituency should re-
ceive the full amount.

Bureaucrats at the agencies should
not be unilaterally determining that
some sort of ‘“‘surcharge’ should be as-
sessed to these projects. It amounts to
a tax on our constituents. And it
usurps the authority of Congress by
circumventing the legislative process
and giving nameless faceless bureau-
crats the authority to alter legislation
after it is signed into law.

And in the case where our constitu-
ents determine that the full amount of
the earmark is not needed and turns
back some of the funding to the gov-
ernment—this amendment says that
instead of going to bureaucrats in the
agencies to spend as they wish—it
should instead go towards deficit re-
duction.

I offer this amendment because long
before some started discussing con-
cerns about the appropriations process,
I identified—with the assistance of the
Congressional Research Service—and
have made an effort to investigate this
practice of skimming from Congres-
sional appropriations. Let’s just say
our efforts thus far have been less than
successful: almost half of the agencies
that have been contacted for informa-
tion have not bothered to respond.

Each year, I invite Nebraskans—in-
cluding community officials and non-
profit groups—to propose investments
that help ensure some of their tax dol-
lars are returned to the state. I am
often approached by Nebraskans seek-
ing help with a project that has been
identified as a priority by local offi-
cials or others in the community. I
support these direct investments only
after they have been proposed by Ne-
braskans and been subjected to reviews
to ensure they are both necessary and
responsible.

In the absence of a full accounting of
how the agencies handle this practice,
I am working with the information
that has thus far been shared with me.
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I plan to continue my efforts to seek
out information on this practice by the
agencies. I can assure this body that as
the budget process moves forward this
year, I will continue in my efforts to
crack down on this practice by agen-
cies to skim some off some of these
funds.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
oppose this budget. This administra-
tion has chosen to continue down an
unsustainable economic path. They
have put forth an irresponsible budget
that does not take constructive steps
toward righting our Nation’s fiscal
course. I strongly urge my Senate col-
leagues not to follow suit.

Our Nation is going in the wrong di-
rection. The signals grow more evident
each day.

Deficits are at record levels. The debt
is reaching astronomic heights. And we
have fewer resources available for im-
portant domestic programs.

Under President Clinton, we had 4
years of budget surplus. And, when he
left office, we had a projected 10-year
surplus of $5.6 trillion.

But the economic policies of the past
5 years have produced a catastrophic
turnaround. Record budget surpluses
have given way to record deficits—pro-
jected at $1.6 trillion over the next dec-
ade. And the debt is projected to exceed
$11 trillion.

This budget resolution assumes that
the deficit will decline from $359 billion
in FY 2007 to $177 billion in FY 2011.
Unfortunately, these numbers don’t
tell the whole story.

This is a 5-year budget. This clouds
the full impact of the administration’s
policies. The debt and deficit are set to
explode in the out years—the end of
the 10-year window. And, this does not
even include the costs of ongoing mili-
tary operations in Iraq and Afghani-
stan beyond 2007 and reforming the al-
ternative minimum tax beyond 2006.

When all costs are included, this
budget proposal will contribute $1.14
trillion to the Federal budget deficit
over the next 5 years.

In this year alone, our national debt
is slated to increase by $654 billion.
This is a far cry from the President’s
goals for deficit reduction, and deeply
troubling to those who value fiscal re-
sponsibility.

As a result, we are now again con-
fronted with raising the nation’s debt
limit. The increase—from $8.2 trillion
to roughly $9 trillion—will be the
fourth major hike in the last 5 years.

In 2000, our national debt was at $5.8
trillion. Today, this figure stands at
$8.27 trillion. And, at this rate, with all
costs included, debt will more than
double to $12 trillion in 2011.

Additionally, more and more of our
debt is being held in foreign hands. We
now owe Japan $685 billion and China
over $250 billion. It took 42 Presidents
224 years to run up $1 trillion of foreign
held debt. In only 5 years, President
Bush has more than doubled that
amount.

Contrast this with the last 3 years of
the Clinton administration, where we
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paid off more than $200 billion in debt
to foreign countries.

These staggering figures represent a
great burden for future generations
who will have to pay the bill. They also
keep interest rates high, limit eco-
nomic growth, and slow job creation.

This President has the worst record
of private sector job growth since Her-
bert Hoover. And the jobs that are cre-
ated are largely minimum wage and
temporary work. Americans are work-
ing harder, for less money. Average
household income for working families
decreased by $1,669 between 2000 and
2005, when adjusted for inflation.

By almost every indicator, American
families are facing tough times: Hous-
ing affordability, a big problem in Cali-
fornia, is at a 14-year low; Health care
costs are up 50 percent since 2000; Gas
prices are up 60 percent; College costs
at public universities are up 57 percent;
45 million people are going without
health care, including 6.6 million in
California; and 37 million Americans
are living in poverty, a number that
has increased each year under this ad-
ministration, U.S. Census Bureau.

You’d think that this budget would
attempt to provide relief for most
Americans. Instead middle-class fami-
lies are asked to do more with less.

At the same time, the President is
proposing to make tax breaks perma-
nent for the wealthiest Americans—at
a cost of $1.3 trillion over the next dec-
ade. And, when you combine the cost of
the tax cuts with costs of war in Iraq—
currently totaling $370 billion—the in-
evitable result is that critical domestic
programs are squeezed.

The budget before the Senate today
reflects these constraints by: Cutting
food stamps, by $272 million; Cutting
food assistance for seniors and chil-
dren, by $111 million; Reducing the ef-
fectiveness of our police officers in cut-
ting COPS by more than $407 million,
15,000 officers nationwide; Cutting $244
million from firefighter grants; Failing
to reimburse state and local govern-
ments for the Federal responsibilities
in paying for the incarceration of ille-
gal immigrants; Cutting funding for 18
of the 19 National Institutes of Health,
including those conducting research on
cancer and heart disease; And, No Child
Left Behind, the President’s signature
education program, would be under-
funded this year by more than $15 bil-
lion and $55.78 billion since it was en-
acted.

These are vital priorities that must
be funded.

Because of record federal deficits and
debt, money that could have been
available for education, healthcare, de-
fense, infrastructure, job development,
and homeland security, must now go to
interest payments.

In 2006, interest costs alone on the
national debt will total nearly $400 bil-
lion. And, this figure will grow to near-
ly $600 billion over the next b years.
Total non-defense discretionary spend-
ing—3$416 billion in this budget—is only
modestly larger than this interest pay-
ment.
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This could have been prevented.

The Congressional Budget Office esti-
mated that last year, economic prob-
lems caused only about 8 percent of the
deficit. The rest resulted from policy
choices by Congress and this adminis-
tration—largely tax cuts for the
wealthiest among us.

The time has come to chart a dif-
ferent course, and make the tough
choices that the President and this res-
olution avoid.

We must adopt a balanced approach
to both taxes and spending and return
to a program of fiscal sanity.

When I first came to the Senate, over
a decade ago, a small, bipartisan group
decided to get our fiscal house in order.
Democrats worked to bring spending
under control. And Republicans
pledged not to push for additional tax
cuts.

I have no problem holding the line on
spending, but believe that it must be
done in the context of a more respon-
sible approach to tax policy.

We must consider rolling back the
tax cut for the wealthiest Americans,
to bring the income tax rate from its
current 35 percent back to 38.6 percent.

This will affect those earning more
than $312,000 per year—less than one
percent of taxpayers—but will save
nearly $130 billion over the next dec-
ade.

Finally, we need to work together to
begin addressing some of the deeper
structural problems with Social Secu-
rity and Medicare—before these pro-
grams fall into crisis.

These are not easy answers. But, we
must change the direction in which
this nation is moving. We cannot afford
to continue down this path of fiscal ir-
responsibility. Americans work hard to
balance their checkbooks and live
within their budgets. They deserve a
Government willing to do the same.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I cannot
support this budget resolution. It
closely mirrors the President’s budget
which projects the largest deficit in
history for 2006 $423 billion. We are on
an unsustainable path. We cannot con-
tinue year after year to pass budget
resolutions that increase the deficit,
rather than put us on a course of fiscal
responsibility.

Not only should we be concerned
about growing deficits, we should be
concerned about the debt. Under this
budget, the deficit will increase to $371
billion for 2006, and the debt will in-
crease by $654 billion a year. The Sen-
ate has just passed a $781 billion in-
crease in the debt ceiling, the fourth
largest debt limit increase in our Na-
tion’s history. This is the fourth time
that the Bush administration has re-
quested an increase in the debt. These
increases now total $3 trillion.

The service on the debt alone for this
year is $220 billion. This money could
be put to better use. With the ap-
proaching retirement of the baby
boomers, we should not be increasing
the debt.

The budget being debated today is
not based in reality. It leaves out the
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full 10 year numbers. Without these
numbers, the budget hides the full cost
of making the 2001 and 2003 tax cuts
permanent. The budget does not in-
clude funding for the ongoing war costs
beyond 2007. Relief from the individual
alternative minimum tax, AMT, is only
addressed for 2006. It does not include
the President’s Social Security privat-
ization proposal.

This budget is incomplete. If the
missing items were added back, the
debt would increase every year by more
than $600 billion. The deficit and debt
will continue to explode because the
budget will continue a course of spend-
ing more than the amount of revenue
raised.

It is not right to vote on budget that
is incomplete. In his budget, the Presi-
dent only chose to address the AMT for
1 year—2006—and chose not to address
it for the current budget year. The ad-
ministration’s budget  deliberately
leaves out a more permanent solution
for the AMT for two reasons: first, the
AMT would add additional costs to the
budget; and second, the AMT masks
the true costs of the 2001 and 2003 tax
cuts.

This budget resolution follows the
administration’s lead. It chooses to
only address the AMT for 2006 and to
extend tax provisions that do not ex-
pire until the end of 2010. The budget
does not address the 23 million families
that will be impacted by the AMT in
2007, but the budget makes sure that
the tax cuts that are skewed to those
making more than $1 million are ex-
tended through 2011.

This budget continues the repeated
pattern of choosing tax cuts for the
wealthy rather than investing in our
future. The tax cuts going to those who
on average earn over $1 million a year
cost $41 billion for a single year. In
contrast, the President’s budget cuts
education by $2.2 billion—the biggest
cut ever for education. This budget
shortchanges veterans. There are re-
ductions in law enforcement, fire-
fighter grants, and essential air serv-
ices. These are just a few of the many
examples how the budget’s priorities
are misguided.

The budget does not adequately ad-
dress healthcare. Access to quality, af-
fordable health care continues to be a
challenge for most Americans and the
Bush budget only exacerbates the prob-
lems. And what about the uninsured?
There is nothing in this budget to help
them. Sure, there are some recycled,
stale proposals the administration has
been trying to advance for 5 years now
but nothing really new. Nothing that
will help any families gain access to
coverage that is quality, affordable,
comprehensive care. It’s high time we
have a real debate and discussion in
the Congress on real reforms necessary
to address the health needs of our na-
tion.

The budget resolution assumes the
deep cuts and unprecedented fees for
the Small Business Administration,
SBA. The administration’s request of
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$624 million is insufficient to meet the
needs of small businesses in this coun-
try that need access to capital, coun-
seling and Federal contracts. By the
SBA’s own calculation, the request is
$18 million less than what was avail-
able to the Agency last year when con-
gressional initiatives and disaster sup-
plemental appropriations are excluded.

I proposed an amendment to increase
the funding shortfall by $151 million
and it was offset by closing abusive
corporate tax loopholes. Unfortu-
nately, this amendment did not garner
bipartisan support. However, we were
able to reach a bipartisan agreement
that would increase SBA funding by
$130 million.

This budget is another example of
how the Republican controlled Con-
gress continues to misuse the reconcili-
ation process. The reconciliation proc-
ess was designed to make it easier to
pass difficult legislation that would
provide fiscal discipline. It is now
being used to ram through tax cuts and
pet priorities that do not have the sup-
port of 60 Senators.

I am vigorously opposed to the inclu-
sion in the budget of assumed revenues
and a reconciliation instruction for the
Energy and Natural Resources Com-
mittee linked to opening the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge to oil and gas
leasing and development. I object to
the inclusion of drilling in the refuge
for two primary reasons. First, it is ir-
responsible to base our budget on the
highly speculative projection of lease
revenues from the Coastal Plain. Sec-
ond, I oppose using the reconciliation
process to open the Arctic Refuge to
drilling because it would limit consid-
eration of this highly controversial
issue.

The reconciliation process is being
used to address only one Senate com-
mittee’s jurisdiction, and is clearly in-
tended to authorize oil and gas leasing
in the Arctic Refuge. This underscores
that the real objective of the process is
not deficit reduction, but rather to cir-
cumvent normal Senate process and
procedure with respect to this con-
troversial subject.

On the whole this budget reflects no
new ideas and recycles bad policies.
This budget fails to address reality,
and I therefore cannot support it.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, today,
I filed an amendment that would in-
crease funding for basic research at the
National Institutes of Health, and re-
store cuts made under the President’s
budget to critical R&D programs. It
would have been fully offset by closing
tax loopholes. But I faced opposition
from my Republican colleagues and it
was not accepted.

This budget and the President’s
American Competitiveness Initiative
make no new serious commitments to
invest in R&D. The President would
have you believe that he is increasing
our investment in R&D when it barely
keeps pace with projected inflation. To
fund the increases at the National
Science Foundation and other in-
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creases, every other R&D agency will
see real cuts for the next 5 years. It
just creates winners and losers.

In fact, this budget keeps our R&D
investment stagnant—it has already
flat-lined at 1.1 percent of our GDP.

If America is going to compete and
win in the global economy, we must in-
novate and support basic research in
all areas. We want the new inventions
and new technologies and new cures to
be made in the U.S.A. And that means
supporting the basic research that is
the foundation of new discoveries that
will create the good jobs of the future.

But this budget cuts funding for
basic research. The National Academy
of Sciences, the Council on Competi-
tiveness, and Nobel prize winners like
American physicist Steven Chu say
that is wrong for America’s future.

When Dr. Chu testified before the
Senate last year, he said ‘‘There are
growing signs that all is not well . . .
We call for an increased federal invest-
ment in long-term, basic research.”

The Internet, the laser, MRIs, and
the mapping of the human genome all
came about from basic research at
DOD, NIH, and other Federal agencies.
Think of the millions of jobs that these
innovations have created.

I intend to continue my efforts in the
Senate to ensure that American inno-
vation will continue. It is critical to
our growth and our future
competitiveness.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise
today to discuss my amendment to the
fiscal year 2007 budget resolution,
which would have provided imme-
diately for a $4,500 Pell grant for needy
students. My amendment would have
redirected the savings generated by the
HELP Committee as part of reconcili-
ation back to student aid, as originally
intended and passed by the committee
and the full Senate.

Last year, through Chairman ENZI’s
leadership, the HELP Committee draft-
ed a bipartisan Higher Education Act
reauthorization and reconciliation in-
structions. The committee was in-
structed to find savings of $13.7 bil-
lion—$7 billion of which was to be gen-
erated from education programs. The
committee developed reconciliation in-
structions that included savings of
over $20 billion. As a member of the
HELP Committee, I can say that we
purposely generated additional savings
with the intent that a portion of the
savings would be returned to students
in the form of grant aid.

Accordingly, the committee created
two programs for Pell-eligible stu-
dents. We allocated $2.25 billion for
SMART grants to target aid to stu-
dents who study math, science or a
critical foreign language. We also allo-
cated $6 billion to the Provisional
Grant Assistance Program, or ProGAP.
These increases in the Pell grant pro-
gram are critical, given that tuition
has increased rapidly.

This year alone, tuition rose by 7.1
percent at public colleges and 5.9 per-
cent at private universities. Yet stu-
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dents and families have seen no growth
in the Pell grant program in the past 4
years; the maximum Pell award has
been stagnant at $4,050 since fiscal year
2003. ProGAP would have immediately
provided current Pell recipients with a
$4,500 maximum grant.

However, when the Deficit Reduction
Act returned to the Senate from con-
ference with the House, ProGAP had
been eliminated and was replaced by
Academic Competitiveness grants. The
majority will claim to have increased
grant aid for needy students through
Academic Competitiveness and SMART
grants.

However, the Congressional Budget
Office has estimated that less than 10
percent of Pell-eligible students will be
able to take advantage of the Aca-
demic Competitiveness and SMART
grants in 2006. The percent of eligible
students rises slowly, from 10.3 percent
in 2007 to a paltry 13.5 percent in 2010.
Given the existence of both Academic
Competitiveness and SMART grants in
the conference bill, adopting my
amendment would have allowed us to
help both needy Pell students and tar-
get math and science programs.

The intention of the committee was
for the savings generated from changes
to the student loan programs go to-
wards deficit reduction and student
aid. Not only did the final bill signifi-
cantly reduce the aid going to stu-
dents, the savings are clearly going for
tax cuts that will not help the families
we sought to help in the bill we passed
in the Senate. In fact, even with the
savings generated through the Deficit
Reduction Act, the tax cuts cost more
than the savings we generated. The
newest tax cuts yet again result in an
increase to the deficit.

Currently only one-third of the U.S.
workforce has a postsecondary edu-
cation, but it is estimated that 60 per-
cent of new jobs in the 21st century
will require a college education. Work-
ers who have attended college on aver-
age have higher incomes and lower
rates of unemployment than those who
don’t. And those with a college edu-
cation also are more likely to have jobs
with benefits like health care, retire-
ment and pensions plans.

My amendment would have restored
our original intent of the Senate by re-
directing the savings generated by the
HELP Committee into the pockets of
needy students, not the pockets of the
wealthy benefiting from the tax cuts.

Mr. President, I withdrew my amend-
ment after we had a huge victory for
education—the overwhelming passage
of the Specter-Harkin amendment
which would provide $7 billion in in-
creased funding to health and edu-
cation programs. As an appropriator, I
know first hand how critical that fund-
ing will be for education programs in
fiscal year 2007. But we must all fight
to retain that funding when the budget
resolution is conferenced with the
House. We should not accept a final
budget resolution that does not con-
tain the funding provided through the
Specter-Harkin amendment.
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While I withdrew my amendment
today, I will continue to fight for in-
creasing Pell grants and student aid.
We can do better than level funding for
our nation’s needy college students.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, as
many of you know, I am co-chair of the
Senate Rural Health Caucus and have
worked on rural hospital and provider
equity issues for a long time. Of course,
the Senate does not always agree on
every issue especially when it comes to
health care. Over the years, however,
the Rural Health Caucus has proved to
be a bipartisan forum for Members on
both sides of the aisle to come together
and work on real solutions to help
rural Americans have access to the
same affordable, quality health care
services as folks living in urban areas.

There are now over 80 members of the
Rural Health Caucus, and together we
remain committed to making sure the
unique health care needs of rural and
frontier areas are met. We all shared
the success of passing landmark rural
Medicare equity provisions in the
Medicare Modernization Act of 2003.
This legislation included the most
comprehensive attempt to put rural
providers on a level playing field with
their urban counterparts. Clearly, this
was a significant victory, but there is
much more still to do.

As most of you know, the President’s
fiscal year 2007 budget eliminated or
severely reduced several effective and
efficient rural health programs. Now, I
have long believed that we need to hold
Federal agencies and programs ac-
countable for the taxpayer dollars they
spend. I also believe the Federal Gov-
ernment cannot be all things to all
people. Congress must take the nec-
essary, and often difficult, steps to en-
sure we put this country on a solid
path toward reducing the deficit. Of
course, we all have different ideas on
how to achieve that goal. I agree with
Chairman GREGG that we can start by
slowing—and in some cases—elimi-
nating wasteful spending. The budget
before us focuses, primarily, on cutting
spending and encouraging growth. If
programs are not meeting their in-
tended purpose, or are not performing
well, then it is fair to look at elimi-
nating the program. Many of the pro-
grams Congress funds are duplicative
in nature. We have a responsibility to
identify reasonable ways to root out
waste, streamline program creating
and spending, and manage our limited
resources so that we can serve folks
better.

While it is important to identify and
eliminate wasteful and inefficient pro-
grams, I also believe that we must sup-
port government policies that work.
Rural health care programs operate on
a shoestring budget. Current spending
for all rural health discretionary pro-
grams is relatively small, but it plays
a critical role in solidifying the fragile
health care infrastructure common in
rural communities. There are several
important rural health programs such
as: rural hospital flexibility grants,
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rural outreach program, trauma care,
small hospital improvement program,
health professions training, and rural
access to emergency devices which all
play a key role in delivering services to
our medically underserved rural areas.
The importance of these programs
should not be undervalued. They meet
our unique rural health needs by im-
proving emergency medical service
networks, developing chronic disease
management programs, implementing
quality improvement initiatives, and
helping small rural hospitals unable to
keep their doors open convert to Crit-
ical Access Hospital, CAH, status.

In Wyoming, rural health programs
have made a real difference in the qual-
ity, access, and affordability of care
available in our frontier communities.
That is why I am extremely pleased to
see the budget before us today assumes
a $235 million increase for the Health
Resources and Services Administra-
tion, HRSA, over the President’s re-
quest. Chairman GREGG’s mark clearly
states this $235 million increase is pri-
marily intended to support rural
health programs. I want to take this
opportunity to thank Chairman GREGG
for his hard work and support of this
important issue. These increases will
go a long way toward helping rural
hospitals and providers deliver essen-
tial health care services to many re-
mote and medically underserved areas.

I also want to especially thank my
colleague from North Dakota, Senator
CONRAD, for consistently partnering
with me to ensure fair and equitable
rural health treatment in the budget
process.

I now look forward to working with
all members of the Senate Rural
Health Caucus as we fight to ensure
adequate funding for rural health pro-
grams during the fiscal year 2007 appro-
priations process.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise
today with my colleague, the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon, to speak
out against the administration’s pro-
posal to fund the Secure Rural Schools
Program with a fire sale of our public
land. It is vital to rural Montana and
rural America that we reauthorize and
fully fund the Secure Rural Schools
Program, but we should not do it by
putting a ‘‘for sale’ sign on our prime
hunting and fishing lands.

The administration’s padlock pro-
posal to sell public lands to reauthorize
the Secure Rural Schools Program
sells rural America short. Montana and
Oregon like many other States are out-
doors States. We hunt. We fish. We
take our kids hiking and camping. Our
public lands are part of our rec-
reational heritage as Americans. We
should be increasing access for hunters
and anglers, not putting more padlocks
on more gates.

The administration’s land grab pro-
posal is bad for sportsmen, an it is bad
for our schools. Back in 2000, I was
proud to be a cosponsor of Senator
WYDEN and Senator CRAIG’s secure
rural schools bill. The Secure Rural
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Schools Act has given counties more
money, more certainty, and more flexi-
bility. I would call that a pretty good
solution. We should not be abandoning
6 years of success. It is vital to our
rural communities that we reauthorize
the Secure Rural Schools Act, and I
will fight tooth and nail with Senator
WYDEN to protect our public lands, re-
authorize the Secure Rural Schools
Act, and stop the administration’s mis-
guided land grab.

Mr. WYDEN, Mr. President, I am in
full agreement with my friend and col-
league from Montana. The idea to sell
public lands to fund the secure rural
schools reauthorization is a fundamen-
tally flawed one. It pushes the debate
over public lands and forestry back
into the political briar patch despite
the power of the legislation to bring
traditional enemies together all across
rural America in over 40 States and
over 700 counties. It is because of the
good work by my friend from Montana
that this faulty idea is not assumed as
part of this budget we debate today.

As Senator BAUCUS and I continue
our exhaustive search in the next
weeks for offsets to pay for the reau-
thorization of the county payments
legislation, he and I will continue our
work to defeat the ill-conceived and di-
visive idea of selling off public lands to
pay for the continuation of such a col-
laborative and locally successful pro-
gram. From his position as the ranking
member of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, on which I am privileged to
serve with him, I feel sure that he will
come up with the winning solution to
offset the costs of reauthorizing this
vital national program.

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, last year
when the Senate was considering the
national intelligence reform bill, we
adopted several recommendations of
the 9/11 Commission.

One of those recommendations was to
hire an additional 2,000 new Custom
and border protection agents each year
for the next 5 years. This body agreed
with the recommendation. We agreed
that our national security depended on
such an investment, and we enacted
that recommendation into law.

We are now considering a budget res-
olution that will determine whether
Congress will keep the promise we
made to the American people to pro-
tect our Nation’s borders. There are
many provisions in this budget that
demonstrate a commitment to border
security. I thank and congratulate
Chairman Gregg for those provisions.
But the budget that was reported out
of committee includes funding for only
1,600 new agents in the coming year.

My amendment would provide $153
million to ensure that we hire 2,000 new
agents next year. This amendment is
fully offset. Let’s face it—the threat of
illegal border crossing by people who
wish to kill us is very real. In order to
prevent another terrorist attack on
American soil, we must improve every
aspect of our Nation’s security. Our se-
curity is truly only as strong as our
weakest link.
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For too long, the lack of funding for
border agents has been a weak link. By
funding additional agents, we protect
both our southern and our often ne-
glected northern border. This will
make it harder for terrorists to enter
the United States and attack us.

There have been several news reports
recently that I want to bring to my
colleagues’ attention.

Last year, intelligence officials con-
firmed that the terrorist, Zarqawi,
plans to infiltrate America through our
borders. He plans to attack targets
such as movie theaters, restaurants,
and schools. My amendment commits
the resources to make sure that this
does not happen.

Just last summer, in Detroit, a Leba-
nese national named Mahmoud Youssef
Kourani, who was in the United States
illegally, pled guilty in Federal court
to conspiring to raise money for a rec-
ognized terrorist group. He was in the
United States raising money to fund
terrorists. That is outrageous. But
what is equally outrageous is how he
came into the United States in the
first place.

Kourani took advantage of our po-
rous border. Kourani paid a Mexican
consular official in Beirut $3,000 for a
visa to enter Mexico. Once in Mexico,
he snuck across the U.S.-Mexican bor-
der in 2001 and settled in Michigan.

According to Federal prosecutors,
Kourani and another member of his
family are heavily involved with the
same group that killed 214 marines in
Beirut in 1983 and which is also respon-
sible for bombing two U.S. Embassies.

While in the United States, Kourani
also helped harbor other illegal immi-
grants. Thankfully, he was prosecuted
before he could inflict any direct harm
on any American.

Given how easy it is for people like
Kourani to enter the United States, I
believe that my amendment is impera-
tive to our national security.

My amendment does not require any
additional spending. It is completely
offset. This amendment is paid for.

Homeland Security spending must be
based on priorities. The fact that ter-
rorists would use our borders to gain
access to the United States to attack
us is a real threat. So we must provide
funds for Customs and border protec-
tion.

Four and a half years ago it only
took 19 to change the course of this
country. We must do everything that
we can to prevent another terrorist at-
tack on American soil.

The world has changed dramatically
since 9/11 when the terrorists used our
open and trusting society against us.
We can not allow a repeat of that trag-
edy.

This amendment will help those who
guard our frontiers by providing the
necessary, and I stress necessary, tools
to ensure the safety of our citizens.

I urge my colleagues to adopt my
amendment.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, as we
continue to debate the budget resolu-
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tion, I wanted to raise an important
issue with my colleagues. The budget
for fiscal year 2007 that was proposed
by the administration would dis-
continue all activities of the National
Children’s Study or NCS.

This important study which was au-
thorized as part of the Children’s
Health Act of 2000, provides for the de-
velopment and implementation of the
largest longitudinal study of children
ever conducted in the United States.
The goal of the study is to improve the
health and well-being of children. The
information from this study will be
used to determine and affect the major
causes of childhood illness such as pre-
mature birth, asthma, obesity, pre-
ventable injury, autism, developmental
delay, mental illness, and learning dis-
orders.

These disorders, among many other
high-frequency diseases that afflict
children, result from the interaction of
multiple biologic, genetic, chemical,
social and behavioral factors that com-
bine to determine health. Researchers
will analyze how these elements inter-
act with each other and what helpful
and/or harmful effects they might have
on children’s health. By studying chil-
dren through their different phases of
growth and development, researchers
will be better able to understand the
role of these factors on health and dis-
ease.

The National Children’s Study will
follow a representative sample of
America’s children in order to identify
causes and develop treatments of spe-
cific diseases, and develop population-
based intervention strategies to pre-
vent illness and ameliorate the im-
pacts of poverty and substandard envi-
ronments on children’s growth, devel-
opment, and mental health. This will
include approximately 100,000 children
from over 100 locations throughout the
United States.

Since 2000, over 50 million has been
spent planning the study. Over 2,500
scientists and community members
from across the country have developed
a study plan that defines research
question, hypotheses, and critical expo-
sure and outcome measures beginning
before pregnancy and continuing
throughout the life cycle of children.
In 2005, the Study designated seven
Vanguard pilot centers throughout the
United States, including sites in Cali-
fornia, New York, North Carolina,
Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Utah,
and Wisconsin to begin the study with
over 100 additional sites planned across
the Nation.

It is unfortunate that funding for the
study was zeroed out the President’s
budget and would be extremely short-
sighted to put off this study. While
there are upfront costs to conduct a
study of this size, they are dwarfed by
the cost of treating the diseases and
conditions it can be expected to ad-
dress. The National Institute of Child
Health and Human Development,
NICHD estimates that the major
chronic diseases the study will address
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directly cost American $269 billion per
year. If the study were to result in only
a 1 percent reduction in those costs,
the expense of the entire 20-plus year
study could be recouped in a single
year.

The environment in which our chil-
dren grow up has changed significantly
over the past 50 years, resulting in in-
creases in rates of diseases such as
asthma, obesity, and learning and
other developmental disabilities. In
order to overcome these challenges, we
need to invest in the National Chil-
dren’s Study, in addition to other re-
search efforts to improve our under-
standing of how to prevent disease and
improve the environments in which our
children live.

As a parent of three children, and
now a grandparent of three, I know
how important it is to provide a
healthy environment for our youth. I
hope the future will be brighter for fu-
ture generations, and one way we can
make that happen is by finding the an-
swers to many health questions that
plague us today. The National Chil-
dren’s Study will be one of the richest
information resources available to
children’s health and development and
will form the basis of child health guid-
ance, interventions, and policy for gen-
erations to come.

It is my hope that this body will do
all it can to restore the cuts to the
NCS and keep this critical work mov-
ing forward, and I will work with my
colleagues through the Appropriations
Committee to make that happen.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, my
amendment No. 3154 to the budget reso-
lution would restore much-needed
funding to the Bulletproof Vest Part-
nership Program. The administration’s
budget slashes this program by $20 mil-
lion, which amounts to a 63-percent cut
to a program that helps save the lives
of law enforcement officers nationwide
by providing State and local law en-
forcement agencies with the resources
to help buy body armor for their offi-
cers.

My amendment supports the alloca-
tion of $41 million in funding for bullet-
proof vest partnership grants to fully
fund it at the authorized level of $50
million in fiscal year 2007. The increase
in funds is offset by discretionary
spending reductions.

Our former colleague Senator Camp-
bell and I authored the Bulletproof
Vest Grant Partnership Act of 1998 in
response to the tragic Carl Drega
shootout in 1997 on the Vermont-New
Hampshire border, in which two State
troopers who lacked bulletproof vests
were Killed. The federal officers who
responded to the scenes of the shooting
spree were equipped with life-saving
body armor, but the State and local
law enforcement officers lacked protec-
tive vests because of the cost.

We have successfully reauthorized
this program three more times: in the
Bulletproof Vest Partnership Grant
Act of 2000, in the State Justice Insti-
tute Reauthorization Act of 2004, and



March 16, 2006

most recently as part of the Violence
Against Women and Department of
Justice Reauthorization Act of 2005. It
is now authorized at $50 million per
year through fiscal year 2009.

Year after year, the Bulletproof Vest
Partnership Program saves the lives
and spares injuries of law enforcement
officers nationwide by providing more
help to State and local law enforce-
ment agencies to purchase body armor.
Since its inception in 1999, this highly
successful DOJ program has provided
law enforcement officers in 16,000 juris-
dictions nationwide with nearly 350,000
new bulletproof vests. In Vermont,
more than 150 municipalities have used
this partnership help to purchase 1,400
vests. Without the assistance this pro-
gram offers, I daresay there would be
close to that number of police officers
without vests in Vermont today.

Compounding the ongoing funding
needs to help purchase vests, concerns
from the law enforcement community
over the effectiveness of body armor
surfaced nearly 2 years ago when a
Pennsylvania police officer was shot
and critically wounded through his rel-
atively new Zylon-based body armor
vest. In August 2005, the Justice De-
partment announced that test results
indicated that used Zylon-based vests
may not provide the intended level of
ballistic resistance. Unfortunately, an
estimated 200,000 of these faulty vests
have been purchased—many with vest
partnership funds—and now need to be
replaced.

We know that body armor saves
lives, but the cost has put these vests
out of the reach of many of the officers
who need them. This program makes it
more affordable for police departments
of all sizes. Few things mean more to
me than when I meet Vermont police
officers and they tell me that the pro-
tective vests they wear were made pos-
sible because of this program. This is
the least we should do for the officers
on the front lines who put themselves
in danger for us every day.

I want to make sure that every police
officer who needs a bulletproof vest
gets one. If the Senate approves this
amendment to fully fund this program
at $560 million, then we will be on our
way to helping ease the burden faced
by officers and their families and to
further our mission to provide every
police officer who needs a safe vest
with the means to purchase one.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, as a
member of the Budget Committee, I
am deeply disappointed that the budget
we are considering and the one pro-
posed by the President last month will
make finding adequate funding for so
many of our Nation’s domestic prior-
ities exceedingly hard to achieve.

Budgets are about priorities—hard-
working South Dakota families know
that because they have to make prior-
ities in their family budget every day.
Unfortunately, the President and the
Republican leadership in Congress fail
to make investments in key programs
that assist average, hard-working
Americans.
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Federal education mandates are woe-
fully underfunded. Yet the President’s
budget proposed the largest cut to Fed-
eral education funding in the Depart-
ment of Education’s 26-year history.
Further, for the second year in a row,
the administration proposed a 5-per-
cent across-the-board cut to crop and
dairy payments for producers. As well,
the President’s budget included $16.9
billion in cuts to Medicaid and about
$35 billion in cuts to Medicare over 5
years. While I am pleased the Senate
budget resolution does not contain all
of the President’s budget cuts, we can-
not continue to try to balance the
budget on the backs of students, farm-
ers and ranchers, and seniors.

While the administration is advo-
cating cuts to important domestic pro-
grams, it is estimated that the cost of
the Bush tax cuts for those making
over $1 million annually will be more
than $41 billion in fiscal year 2007
alone.

Despite what the leadership likes to
say about their budget, this is not a
fiscally responsible budget. I think it is
time we put our Nation’s finances back
in order. This budget assumes that the
deficit for fiscal year 2007 will be $359
billion, and decline to $177 billion in
fiscal year 2011. However, these as-
sumptions omit items like the cost of
extending expiring tax cuts, fixing the
alternative minimum tax, AMT, the
ongoing war costs, and the spending of
the Social Security and other trust
funds. When these costs are included,
the Nation’s debt will increase by more
than $600 billion every year over the
next 5 years.

To put this in perspective, consider
how much U.S. debt is held by for-
eigners. It took 224 years and 42 Presi-
dents—all of our Presidents from Wash-
ington to Clinton—to have $1 trillion
in debt held outside our country. In
just b years, that foreign debt level has
more than doubled.

I believe one of the best ways we can
restore fiscal responsibility is to rein-
state the pay-as-you-go rules that were
in effect from 1991 to 2000. The pay-go
rule simply means that if you want ad-
ditional mandatory spending or tax
cuts, you have to pay for them by off-
sets or obtain a supermajority vote to
pass them. Unfortunately, the Senate
failed to adopt a pay-go rule to the
budget resolution yesterday on a tie
vote of 50-50.

Instead, we are being asked to sup-
port a budget that I don’t think re-
flects the values and priorities of a ma-
jority of South Dakota families, and
does not restore fiscal responsibility. I
will continue working in a bipartisan
manner to make improvements in the
fiscal year 2007 budget and restoring
our Nation’s fiscal strength.

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, as we
debate the Senate budget resolution for
fiscal year 2007 and the bill before us
now to raise the debt ceiling, I want to
talk for a moment about the broader
issue of fiscal responsibility and hon-
esty.
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We are about to significantly raise
the limit on our national debt for the
fourth time in the past 5 years, this
time to nearly $9 trillion. With deficits
as far as the eye can see, we are on an
unsustainable budgetary path that
threatens not only to severely restrict
our Government’s ability to provide
critical services but to cause irrep-
arable damage both to our economy
and our influence in the world commu-
nity.

Alan Greenspan articulated our situ-
ation clearly in his last months as
Chairman of the Federal Reserve
Board. Mr. Greenspan said, ‘‘our budget
position will substantially worsen in
the coming years unless major deficit-
reducing actions are taken
crafting a budget strategy that meets
the nation’s longer-run needs will be-
come more difficult the more we
delay.”

Even more troubling, our deficits are
worse than they seem. While the Con-
gressional Budget Office has estimated
the size of this year’s deficit at $371 bil-
lion, that figure does not account for
the tens of billions of dollars of emer-
gency supplemental spending that we
can all anticipate to address needs in
Iraq and Afghanistan. It also does not
include the $180 billion we are raiding
from the Social Security trust fund,
nor does it take into account the inter-
est we will need to pay on the addi-
tional debt. As Senator CONRAD has
pointed out, we anticipate the national
debt will increase by $654 billion this
year.

Six years ago, we were running a
budget surplus. While the national debt
was $5 trillion, for the first time in al-
most 20 years, we found ourselves in a
position where we could start to pay
off some of that debt. We knew we
would soon face the demographic pres-
sures associated with the retirement of
the baby boom generation, but we had
the resources at our disposal to begin
preparing for those pressures.

Now, just 6 years later, the cir-
cumstances that gave us a reason to be
optimistic have all but dissolved in a
sea of irresponsible fiscal policies, dis-
honest accounting, and partisan oppor-
tunism.

To be sure, not everything that
brought us to this point was within our
control. The terrorist attacks of Sep-
tember 11, 2001, shook our economy,
gave rise to new and unexpected costs,
and rightly caused us to shift our na-
tional focus to the threat of inter-
national terrorism—sometimes, un-
avoidably, to the detriment of our abil-
ity to sufficiently focus on our looming
fiscal challenges.

Having said that, much of what led
to our current crisis was within our
control. The fairness of the multiple
tax cuts that Congress passed in the
last 5 years was certainly within our
control.

Whether or not those tax cuts were
paid for was certainly within our con-
trol.
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And whether or not we are honest
about including the costs of the ongo-
ing military efforts in Iraq and Afghan-
istan, the need to provide continuing
relief for middle-class families from
the alternative minimum tax, and the
inevitable costs associated with any
proposal to address the problems faced
by our entitlement programs is cer-
tainly within our control.

We must be more responsible and
more realistic.

First, we must begin working today
to prepare for the retirement of the
baby boomers. While the situation is
not as dire as some would have us be-
lieve, the Social Security system can-
not support itself in its current form
forever. We need to make tough deci-
sions in order to restore that program
to a path of solvency.

In addition, with health care costs
skyrocketing, we need to take a hard
look at Medicare and Medicaid in order
to ensure they can continue to provide
high-quality care for the elderly and
the poor. Again, the problems associ-
ated with these programs will only
grow with the retirement of the baby
boom generation, and we need to act
now to avert a full-fledged fiscal dis-
aster.

Second, we must be more realistic
about aligning our tax policies with
our spending policies. American fami-
lies understand the simple fact that
you cannot spend more than you take
in. Yet this fact seems to escape this
administration and the current con-
gressional leadership. Year after year,
we see massive spending reductions in
vital programs followed up by even big-
ger tax cuts.

Contrary to what some seem to be-
lieve, the tax cuts of the past 5 years
are not going to pay for themselves.
While I support many of those tax
cuts— particularly those that benefit
middle-class families—it is undeniable
that they have resulted in lower rev-
enue for the Federal Government and
will continue to do so in the long run.
This is especially in light of the fact
that they were not paid for and will
therefore add to the national debt and
increase the associated interest costs.

Third, we cannot afford to be dis-
honest about costs we know we will
face. The President’s budget contained
no funding for the military operations
in Iraq and Afghanistan beyond next
year. Yet the Congressional Budget Of-
fice has said we should expect to pay
$312 billion in war-related costs for the
period between 2007 and 2016.

Furthermore, we know we will need
to provide relief from the alternative
minimum tax for middle-class families.
The Senate recently passed legislation
that would contain a 1-year fix of the
AMT at the price tag of $30 billion. The
cost of providing AMT relief for the
next decade is estimated at $1 trillion.
Yet neither the President’s budget re-
quest nor the proposal before the Sen-
ate includes the cost of providing any
AMT relief beyond this year.

And this is to say nothing of how
costly it would be to make permanent
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the President’s 2001 tax cuts, which is
something we all know he will try to
do. A recent estimate by the Center on
Budget and Policy Priorities indicated
that the cost of extending the Presi-
dent’s tax cuts through 2016 would be
nearly $2 trillion.

This debate is as much about honesty
as it is about crunching numbers. How
can we expect to be adequately pre-
pared for the looming influx of Ameri-
cans into the Social Security, Medi-
care, and Medicaid programs if we are
not honest about costs we know we will
have to deal with—and not just over
the long term but this year?

Yet another troubling symptom of
our current misguided policies is the
growing percentage of our debt that is
being purchased by foreign investors.
As Senator CONRAD has repeatedly
pointed out in recent weeks, the level
of debt purchased by foreign investors
under President Bush is more than
twice the amount purchased by foreign
investors under the previous 42 Presi-
dents combined. Foreign investors—
whether it be the central banks of for-
eign countries or private investors—
now own nearly half of all publicly
issued U.S. debt.

I was astounded by the following sta-
tistics. According to the Economic Pol-
icy Institute, if foreign lenders keep
buying U.S. debt at their current rate,
the Federal Government will owe $3.8
trillion to foreign lenders by 2011, an
amount equivalent to 23 percent of ex-
pected gross domestic product for that
year. We will owe those lenders $181
billion in interest alone.

To provide some context, that
amount is 2% times the size of the en-
tire fiscal year 2007 budget for the De-
partment of Veterans’ Affairs.

I realize that we cannot fix all of
these problems this week, or even this
year. But we can start to bring some
sense to our Nation’s fiscal priorities
by going on record in support of our
most critical programs and by embrac-
ing fiscal responsibility.

It is why I have consistently cospon-
sored classic pay-go proposals, which
aim to ensure that both spending in-
creases and tax cuts are fully paid for.

There is much more that is wrong
with the Government’s fiscal practices
and priorities than what I have dis-
cussed today. Among other things, I do
not believe that our budget goes far
enough in supporting rural America; I
do not believe it does enough to pro-
vide resources to State and local law
enforcement; and I do not believe it
does enough to promote community de-
velopment.

More than anything, however, the de-
bate on the Senate floor this week is
about our broader priorities as a na-
tion. It is about whether we value can-
dor and responsibility over partisan op-
portunism. If we do not act soon to re-
verse our direction, we will have made
our decision, and it will have been the
wrong one.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, the Hum-
phrey Hawkins Act of 1978 specifies
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that time should be set aside in the
consideration of the budget resolution
for debate on economic goals and poli-
cies. As the ranking member of the
Joint Economic Committee, I rise
today to talk about how the budget
submitted by President Bush and the
version of that budget which we are de-
bating this week in the Senate embody
the wrong goals and policies to address
the challenges facing the American
economy.

If you listen to the President and my
colleagues on the other side of the
aisle, you would get the impression
that the economy is in good shape and
that their policies have been success-
ful. But if you listen to the American
people you know that there is consider-
able anxiety about the economy and
considerable disapproval about how the
other side has managed economic pol-
icy.

The American people are right. All is
not well with the Bush economy and
the President’s economic policies.
President Bush likes to cite statistics
on how fast the economy is growing
and how much productivity—the out-
put a worker produces in an hour—has
increased. What he doesn’t mention is
that on his watch the economy went
through the most protracted jobs
slump in decades; that there is still
considerable evidence of lagging labor
force participation and hidden unem-
ployment; and that the benefits of pro-
ductivity growth have been showing up
in the bottom lines of companies rath-
er than in the paychecks of workers.

The President doesn’t mention that
disparities in wages and incomes are
growing wider. Those who are already
well-to-do are continuing to do very
well. But the typical American family
is struggling to make ends meet in the
face of rising costs for energy, health
care, and a college education for their
children.

The administration and its sup-
porters will not take responsibility for
the failure of their policies. They say
that their tax cuts are working and
that all the American economy needs
is more tax cuts. But the Bush tax cuts
have not created an economy that
works for ordinary Americans and they
have mortgaged our future. Respon-
sible analysts have shown that the
President’s tax cuts for the rich were
poorly designed for generating jobs and
putting people back to work in the
wake of the 2001 recession. They had
very low ‘‘bang-for-the-buck’ in terms
of job stimulus in the short run, but
they were so massive that they created
a legacy of large budget deficits and
mounting debt that will be a drag on
the economy in the long run.

President Bush has squandered the
hard-won fiscal discipline achieved in
the 1990s. He inherited a 10-year budget
surplus of $5.6 trillion and turned it
into a stream of deficits.

This year’s budget gives the illusion
that we will be making substantial
progress in reducing the deficit over
the next few years. But that is not
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what responsible analysts say. They
point out that a realistic budget as-
sessment shows continuing structural
deficits over the next several years and
a potential explosion of the deficit
once the costs of the baby-boom gen-
eration’s retirement kick in fully.

With a $5.6 trillion 10-year budget
surplus now a deficit of at least $2.7
trillion, this administration has turned
us into a nation of debtors, relying on
the rest of the world to finance our
budget deficits and the rest of our ex-
cessive spending. Yesterday we learned
that the current account deficit—the
broadest measure of our international
payments imbalance—was $805 billion
last year, an amount equal to 6.4 per-
cent of GDP. That is a record both in
dollar terms and as a share of GDP.

The ballooning international trade
and budget deficits dramatize the mis-
placed fiscal priorities of the President
and the Republican Congress. The ad-
ministration’s large Federal budget
deficits and mounting Federal debt are
putting enormous pressure on the trade
deficit and the dollar. We are mort-
gaging our future to foreign investors
and foreign governments instead of
getting our fiscal house in order and
boosting our own national saving.

And we are not investing in people
here at home the way we should be. A
new analysis of the President’s budget
by the Democratic staff of the Joint
Economic Committee shows that the
President’s policies would add to the
deficit and reduce investments that aid
moderate- and lower-income families
in order to pay part of the cost of tax
cuts going disproportionately to those
with very high incomes.

The JEC Democratic staff analysis
shows that the burden of cuts in those
programs that provide benefits to indi-
viduals would be borne disproportion-
ately by families in the bottom 40 per-
cent of the income distribution. The
share of spending cuts borne by those
families would be disproportionate to
their share of aggregate family income
and to the share of any benefits they
could expect to receive from the Presi-
dent’s proposed tax cuts.

Families in the bottom 20 percent of
the income distribution would absorb
32 percent of the cuts in payments for
individuals, even though their share of
aggregate family income is only 3 per-
cent. Families in the next lowest fifth
of the income distribution, with 8 per-
cent of aggregate family income, would
bear 23 percent of the budget cuts in
payments for individuals.

Disparities in the impact of the
President’s budget proposals on fami-
lies in different parts of the income
distribution are even more pronounced
when the tax cuts are taken into ac-
count. Families in the bottom 40 per-
cent of the income distribution would
receive only 6 percent of the benefits
from tax cuts while bearing over half
the burden of the spending cuts. In con-
trast, families in the top 20 percent of
the income distribution would receive
over 70 percent of the benefits of the
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tax cuts while bearing only 14 percent
of the burden of the spending cuts.

The net impact of those cuts would
leave families at the bottom of the in-
come distribution shouldering nearly
all of the pain while families at the top
of the income distribution would reap
nearly all of the net benefits.

A budget resolution that echoes the
President’s budget neither meets the
pressing needs of the American people
nor addresses the long-term challenges
that lie ahead. Clearly, we’re in for an-
other year of policies that do little to
help the average family or bring down
the deficit.

A long-term budget and economic
disaster looms if we don’t restore fiscal
discipline. The President’s large and
growing Federal budget deficits leave
us increasingly hampered in our ability
to deal with the host of challenges we
face. We need policies that address the
problems facing the country’s most dis-
advantaged citizens and help ordinary
working families deal with job and re-
tirement insecurity and the rising
costs of energy, health care, and edu-
cation for their children.

We can and should do better.

Mr. OBAMA. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak about the budget reso-
lution.

A budget is about choices. It is about
tradeoffs. It is about weighing com-
peting priorities and conflicting objec-
tives and figuring out what matters
most for Americans.

Unfortunately, the budget we have
before us makes the wrong choices. In-
stead of tackling Federal deficits and
rising debt, this budget worsens them.
Instead of strengthening our schools so
America can be competitive in a global
economy, this budget weakens them.
Instead of taking bold action against
poverty as the President promised
after Katrina, this budget cuts impor-
tant services that Americans depend
on.

Budgets matter because the tradeoffs
we make matter, and this budget
makes the wrong tradeoffs. It extends
tax breaks aimed at millionaires while
doing nothing to expand opportunity
for working Americans. It claims to be
fiscally responsible while ignoring bil-
lions of dollars of Government spend-
ing for ongoing military operations
overseas.

At a time when we have maxed out
our borrowing, this budget has us bor-
rowing more. At a time when we have
already cut certain programs beyond
the level of efficiency, this budget cuts
them some more. At a time when we
have already lavished tax breaks on
the wealthiest people and corporations,
this budget lavishes even more.

As I talk to families in Illinois—
farmers and small businesspeople,
teachers and veterans, salespeople and
service workers, doctors and senior
citizens, people prospering and those
struggling at the margins—I see people
dealing with real issues and real prob-
lems. I see people concerned about our
national security and our domestic se-
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curity. I see people worried about what
they see and what they don’t see hap-
pening here in Washington.

Unfortunately, this budget that we
are debating today gives Americans lit-
tle reason to have confidence in their
Government. This budget gives them
little reason to think that their elected
leaders are paying attention.

Many of my Democratic colleagues
and I have been offering amendments
over the last few days. Together we are
troubled by this budget and doing our
best to ensure that it reflects at least
some of America’s cherished values. A
few of my Republican colleagues have
also joined us in trying to improve this
bill.

I was disappointed on Tuesday by the
failure of the Senate to pass the Pay-go
amendment to restore discipline to our
budgeting process. That vote was bi-
partisan and very close, and I hold out
hope that this body will soon restore
budget rules that work to reduce defi-
cits and restrain debt. But there are
still opportunities to make this resolu-
tion more responsive to the needs and
concerns of the people in Illinois.

For example, I appreciate the will-
ingness of Senator GREGG and Senator
CONRAD, as the managers of this bill, to
accept an important amendment of
mine that addresses the problem of
homeless veterans.

BEach and every night, more than
200,000 of our Nation’s veterans are
homeless. More than 400,000 will experi-
ence homelessness over the course of a
year. In my hometown of Chicago, as
many as 38,000 veterans spend a night
homeless over the course of a year.

It is one the great tragedies of this
Nation that brave men and women who
risked their lives for us have no place
to turn to and no place to call home.

There is no single cause for homeless-
ness among veterans. Homeless vets
are men and women, single and mar-
ried. They have served in every conflict
since World War II. Many suffer from
posttraumatic stress disorder or were
physically and mentally battered in
combat. A large number left the mili-
tary without job skills that could be
easily transferred to the private sector.
Regardless of the cause, we know that
there are ways to combat this crisis.

My amendment devotes a small
amount to begin addressing this prob-
lem by building on existing proven pro-
grams. For nearly 20 years, the Home-
less Veterans Reintegration Program
has helped get veterans off the streets
with intensive services that are un-
available elsewhere and really get to
the heart of the causes of homeless-
ness.

HVRP grant recipients provide cloth-
ing and food to help stabilize veterans,
they provide mental health and sub-
stance abuse counseling, and they pro-
vide employment services and housing
assistance to allow them to reenter so-
ciety. Some HVRP programs even em-
ploy formerly homeless veterans to
serve as counselors and role models to
other veterans. HVRP offers specialized
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support for veterans who are turned
away from other programs. In short,
HVRP is a cost-effective and proven
way to help veterans who have no place
else to turn.

The budget currently flatlines spend-
ing for the HVRP at $22 million, which
is only 44 percent of the authorized
level. At this amount, we will only be
able to serve 16,250 veterans next year.

My amendment increases HVRP to
its full authorized amount, an increase
of $28 million. This will help us reach
approximately 36,820 homeless vet-
erans. This is still less than 10 percent
of the total need, but it is an impor-
tant start. My amendment will also de-
vote an additional $12 million to the
Department of Labor to improve jobs
services for hard-to-place veterans.
This is a modest increase of 6 percent
over last year.

Every day, we walk past men and
women on street corners with hand-
written signs like ‘“‘Homeless Veteran—
Need Food.” Sometimes we give a dol-
lar, sometimes we just keep walking.
These are soldiers who fought in World
War II, Vietnam, and Iraq.

We cannot allow the proud shoulders
that have carried the weight of liberty
to be broken by the terrible burden of
homelessness and hopelessness. We owe
our veterans more than an emergency
shelter cot or a cardboard box beneath
an overpass. We owe them a chance to
enjoy the dignity and respect they
earned fighting for our freedom.

These men and women served us
without fail when we needed them, and
now we must do the same for them.

I thank Senators GREGG and CONRAD
for accepting this amendment.

Mr. President, I hope we can con-
tinue to improve this budget. But,
until we have a fiscally responsible
budget that makes the right choices
for America, I owe it to the people of
Illinois to reject it.

I hope it won’t be too long before this
body can get serious about solving the
real problems we face as a country and
preparing for the new challenges and
opportunities we will face in the years
ahead.

VOTE EXPLANATION

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I regret
that I was unable to vote in support of
Senator LIEBERMAN’s amendment 3034
to the fiscal year 2007 congressional
budget resolution. It is critically im-
portant to protect the American people
from terrorist attacks. This amend-
ment would have done so by providing
$8 billion in additional funds for home-
land security. These funds would have
come from restoring cuts to vital first
responder programs in the Depart-
ments of Homeland Security and Jus-
tice. It also would have provided an ad-
ditional $1.2 billion for first responders,
$1.7 billion for the Coast Guard and
port security, $150 million for chemical
security, $1 billion for rail and transit
security, $456 million for FEMA, $1 bil-
lion for health preparedness programs,
and $752 million for aviation security.

At the time of this vote I was meet-
ing with a group of Montana’s high
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school students from Project Close-Up.
This program introduces young people
to Washington, DC and to the U.S. Gov-
ernment. I believe it is very important
to give these students the unique op-
portunity to meet with their State’s
Senators in person—it is a tradition I
have maintained for years. It is unfor-
tunate that this vote to support home-
land security occurred at the same
time as the visit. For this reason, I
must make it clear that I firmly be-
lieve in properly funding homeland se-
curity. I was one of the first Senators
to visit New Orleans and the gulf coast
after Hurricane Katrina and I recognize
that FEMA needs more funding to im-
prove their mission and ability to prop-
erly respond to disasters.

Most importantly, our first respond-
ers in Montana are the backbone of
emergency services in our State. We
are a rural State, and our police and
fire departments and hospitals call
upon them to react across many miles
to keep Montana’s citizens safe. I have
always voted in favor of these efforts in
the past and I pledge to do so in the fu-
ture.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, Senator
CONRAD and I are fortunate to have an
outstanding staff serving the members
of the Senate Budget Committee.
These professionals work long hours
and take great pride in the work of the
committee and the institution of the
U.S. Senate.

I would like to take just a few min-
utes today to single out two of these
talented individuals who work on the
majority side or Republican committee
staff.

David Fisher serves as our health
policy director on the committee. As
Willie Sutton said, ‘“You rob banks be-
cause that’s where the money is,” and
with respect to the Federal budget, the
money is in health care. Medicare,
Medicaid, and Social Security are
three programs that David handles for
our team, and these three programs are
on a glidepath to consume over 20 per-
cent of this Nation’s gross domestic
product in about 30 years. If we do not
find a way to control the growth of
spending for these programs, there sim-
ply will not be resources available for
all other priorities, from national de-
fense to homeland security to science
and research.

David came over to the Budget Com-
mittee from the Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions Committee in 2005.
David holds a master’s in public policy
degree from Georgetown University. He
has held a number of key positions in
both the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives having served as both a
chief of staff and legislative director.

David is one of those rare individuals
who can drill into specific pro-
grammatic detail and simultaneously
understand the broader policy and po-
litical context in which programs oper-
ate. He is a perfectionist. David has a
complete top-to-bottom understanding
of medical and health care programs
and has staffed me with distinction
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with such issues as bioterrorism, med-
ical liability reform, and FDA drug ap-
proval. Most recently, he has been
working tirelessly on Avian flu pre-
paredness.

David Fisher has earned a reputation
around town, here in Congress, and
down at the White House as an expert
on health issues. Few people who have
worked with David have not been im-
pressed with intellect and dedication. I
am proud to have him on my team.

For many people, the budget resolu-
tion is just a compilation of accounts
and dollar levels. But the budget is
much more. The budget is a frame-
work, a blueprint for the Federal Gov-
ernment and fiscal policy. Maybe good
public policy states that policy drives
budgets, but it is no secret that in
Washington budgets often drive policy.
The budget and our resolution have a
real impact on the financial markets
and economy.

When I took over the committee, a
number of people advised me to make
sure that we employed a talented econ-
omist. We are fortunate in Dan Brandt
to have just that.

Dan Brandt serves as our Committee
chief economist, and he also serves as
analyst for a number of budget func-
tions, such as what we call function 370
or commerce and housing credit. Dan is
our expert who keeps on top of what
the economy is doing, what is hap-
pening at the Federal Reserve, at the
Securities and Exchange Commission,
at the stock exchanges, and inter-
national finance. Dan is our ‘‘go to
guy”’ for understanding the latest GDP
and employment statistics, inflation,
and other economic data. He is our ex-
pert on tax policy and works closely
with the Finance Committee in ensur-
ing that we are advocating progrowth
tax policies. He works closely with the
Banking Committee on a number of
issues affecting financial institutions
and the lending industry.

Dan’s academic background is in
business administration and economics
at the Johns Hopkins University, the
American University, and the Frei
Universitat in Berlin, Germany. Prior
to joining the committee, Dan worked
in the House of Representatives, at
Solomon Smith Barney, and at the
International Trade Administration in
the U.S. Department of Commerce.
During 2004, Dan Brandt worked on
President George W. Bush’s reelection
campaign where he handled tax and
economic issues.

Dan is a workhorse for the com-
mittee. Few people could serve as a
guide through the intricacies of eco-
nomic forecasts and the budget rules—
Dan can do both. The technical accu-
racy and effectiveness of his work prod-
ucts is a matter of personal pride. I
have learned that he is a professional
staff member in every sense of the
word. I will conclude by just saying
that Dan Brandt is a real credit to the
Senate, and we are fortunate to have
him here on our Budget Committee and
as part of my team.
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Mr. President, we are now able to go
to final passage. Before we go to final
passage, I wish to begin by thanking
Senator CONRAD and his extraordinary
staff.

AMENDMENT NO. 3081 WITHDRAWN

Before I do that, I ask unanimous
consent to withdraw the pending
amendment No. 3081 at the desk.

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

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, we are
now able to go to final passage. Before
we go to final passage, I wish to begin
by thanking Senator CONRAD and his
extraordinary staff, led by Mary
Naylor. They have been incredibly co-
operative. They are always extraor-
dinarily professional. There is no ques-
tion but we would not have been able
to complete this—in what may not
seem timely to most folks because we
have been here all day but is—quite
honestly we could have been here into
tomorrow or Saturday without the ex-
traordinary cooperation of the Senator
from North Dakota and his team. I
thank him for his professionalism and
their team.

I also thank my Committee on the
Budget staff. They have worked tire-
lessly and continuously on this budget
for the last 6 weeks. They literally
have gotten very little sleep, espe-
cially, of course, Scott Gudes, my
budget leader, and Denzel McGuire, his
top assistant. They did a great job of
organizing, especially today, the
amendments.

Jeff Turcotte, Dave Myers, and Sam
Donoghue of our communications
team, who has tried to compete with
the chart machine on the other side of
the aisle, they have come close. They
have done a great job. Jim Hearn and
Cheri Reidy, David Pappone and Gail
Millar, are the specialists who make
this place work. The cornerstone of the
great team, John Mashburn, and Vas
Chrisopoulos, my AA who keeps every-
thing humming along and does an in-
credible job on my personal staff, and I
thank the leadership staff. There are
an awful lot of good people working for
the leadership around here. They
should be acknowledged for their tre-
mendous work.

Let me thank the clerks and all the
Senate staff. They have worked all day
with virtually no break, along with the
Reporters of Debates. I thank everyone
for an extraordinary amount of com-
mitment to making this place work
correctly.

This budget is now on the verge of
being passed. It is the first step in the
process. As I have said before, it is the
responsibility of governance to pass a
budget. That is our responsibility as
Senators. This is a responsible budget.
It is not everything I wanted, obvi-
ously, but it is a step in the right di-
rection. It is a step on the road, and it
is a positive step on the road.

Rather than prolong the discussion,
because we have had a lot of discussion
on it, I will now yield the floor to the
Senator from North Dakota.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, first, I
want to indicate that we may have one
matter to conclude before we end.

AMENDMENT NO. 3023, AS MODIFIED

Mr. President, I send to the desk
amendment No. 3023, as modified, and
ask unanimous consent that it be
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 3023), as modi-
fied, was agreed to, as follows:

(Purpose: To strengthen homeland security
by adding $10 million to National Defense
for an interoperable and survivable mobile
wireless communications network enabling
clear, reliable communications among DoD
and first responders for the military home-
land defense command)

On page 9, line 20, increase the amount by
$10,000,000.

On page 9, line 21, increase the amount by
$10,000,000.

On page 27, line 23, decrease the amount by
$10,000,000.

On page 27, line 24, decrease the amount by
$10,000,000.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will please call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we are
prepared to go to final passage. We can-
not do that without first thanking peo-
ple. This has been a marathon, and peo-
ple—many people—have worked around
the clock to get us to this position.

Let me thank a colleague because we
would not be finishing at 7:15 without
the extraordinary work of Senator
PATTY MURRAY.

Thank you, PATTY.

She convinced literally dozens of our
colleagues to drop amendments to-
night; otherwise, we would have been
here until 2 o’clock in the morning. So
special thanks to her.

And thanks to my staff director,
Mary Naylor; and John Righter, my
deputy staff director; Lisa Konwinski,
my counsel; and, most of all, my chart
master, Kobye Noel.

And thanks to the staff of Senator
GREGG: Scott Gudes and Denzel
McGuire, outstanding professionals.

Of course, my personal thanks to the
chairman of the committee, who has
been so decent to deal with, and so
honorable to deal with.

On our side, Mr. Chairman, we thank
you for your courtesies.

With that, let me conclude on the
budget itself.

Mr. GREGG. No.

Mr. CONRAD. Oh, yes.

Borrow and spend—that is what this
budget represents.

Mr. President and colleagues, as
shown on this chart, this is what is

The
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going to happen to the debt under this
budget. It is up, up, and away. A vote
for this budget is a vote for more debt,
higher interest rates, a weaker econ-
omy, the export of American jobs, the
selling off of America, piece by piece.

Colleagues, we could do a whole lot
better than this. I urge my colleagues
to vote no.

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

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I have
been asked to remind Senators that
there will be two more votes, after the
final vote on the budget, on judges.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is on the adoption of
the concurrent resolution.

The clerk will please call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 51,
nays 49, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 74 Leg.]

YEAS—51
Alexander Domenici McConnell
Allard Enzi Murkowski
Allen Frist Roberts
Bennett Graham Santorum
Bond Grassley Sessions
Brownback Gregg Shelby
Bunning Hagel Smith
Burns Hatch Snowe
Burr Hutchison Specter
Chambliss Inhofe Stevens
Coburn Isakson Sununu
Cochran Kyl Talent
Cornyn Landrieu Thomas
Craig Lott Thune
Crapo Lugar Vitter
DeMint Martinez Voinovich
Dole McCain Warner

NAYS—49
Akaka Dorgan Menendez
Baucus Durbin Mikulski
Bayh Ensign Murray
Biden Feingold Nelson (FL)
Bingaman Feinstein Nelson (NE)
Boxer Harkin Obama
Byrd Inouye Pryor
Cantwell Jeffords Reed
Carper Johnson Rei

eid

Chafee Kennedy Rockefeller
Clinton Kerry ~
Coleman Kohl Salazar
Collins Lautenberg Sarbanes
Conrad Leahy Schumer
Dayton Levin Stabenow
DeWine Lieberman Wyden
Dodd Lincoln

The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 83), as amended, was agreed to.

(The resolution will be printed in a
future edition of the RECORD.)

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote and to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I would
be remiss if I did not make at least a
short statement on the budget we just
passed. I agree with those who believe
that government is simply out of con-
trol. We just passed a budget that
promises a budget deficit in the vicin-
ity of $400 billion, a truly staggering
amount of money. Our Federal Govern-
ment is borrowing in excess of a billion
dollars a day to fund the awesome
amount of obligations that we have au-
thorized. While I would have preferred
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a vastly smaller budget today, I know
it is simply not politically feasible to
do so at this time. I pledge to work to-
ward creating an environment where
we can achieve responsible spending
and fiscal sanity while meeting our ob-
ligations. The budget we have just
passed does represent a step, albeit a
small one, toward fiscal responsibility.
Getting our entitlement spending
under control, reining in earmarks and
other wasteful discretionary spending,
and maintaining the conditions nec-
essary for strong, stable economic
growth are all necessary to achieve a
balanced budget, and it will take the
concerted efforts of each and every one
of us to achieve this in the future.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President,
today, the Senate allowed its budget
process to be hijacked by those seeking
to move a policy issue that has been
rightly rejected so many times. I op-
posed the manipulation of process in
the Budget Committee and I opposed
final passage this evening. Using the
reconciliation process to advance a sin-
gle controversial policy—a policy that
should be considered through the ap-
propriate legislative channels—is
shameless.

We debated drilling in the Arctic last
spring. We debated it again last fall,
and at that time, a number of House
Republicans shot the idea down. Then,
in December, we wasted more time on
the issue. This year, nine members of
the Budget Committee reached out
ahead of time to Chairman GREGG and
Ranking Member CONRAD asking that
the budget process not be used to re-
visit drilling in the Arctic Refuge, and
yet, it was. I ask unanimous consent
that a copy of the letter 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,

Washington, DC, March 6, 2006.
Hon. JUDD GREGG,
Chairman, Budget Committee,
Washington, DC.
Hon. KENT CONRAD,
Ranking Member, Budget Committee
Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN GREGG AND RANKING MEM-
BER CONRAD: As members of the Budget Com-
mittee, we write to express our opposition to
the inclusion of any language or mechanism
in the fiscal year 2007 budget resolution that
assumes revenues from drilling in the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge or allows for the in-
sertion of any provision that opens the
Coastal Plain of the Refuge to oil and gas
drilling and exploration. We also strongly
oppose the inclusion of any Arctic Refuge
reconciliation instructions for the Energy
Committee in the budget resolution.

It is irresponsible to base the country’s
budget on highly speculative and dubious
projections of lease revenues for the coastal
plain of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.
The reality is that leasing portions of the
Arctic Refuge would likely not bring in the
assumed levels of revenue to the federal
treasury, and yet, the Congressional Budget
Office (CBO) assumes $6 billion in revenue
from leasing of the Arctic Refuge, and the
President’s fiscal year 2007 budget proposal
presupposes $7 billion in revenue from a 2008
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Refuge lease sale. Previous drilling proposals
called for leasing between 400,000 and 600,000
acres of the Arctic Refuge. The Administra-
tion proposal would therefore require that
industry bid at least $11,667 per leased acre.
The facts of oil and gas leasing on Alaska’s
North Slope and elsewhere in the country
show that such a proposal is far out of touch
with reality:

Since 1991, 38 leases on the North Slope and
in near-shore waters have brought in an av-
erage of only $64.38 per leased acre. The Ad-
ministration’s projection is 181 times this
historic average.

Last year, the oil industry bid $161.55 per
acre for areas offshore of the Arctic Refuge—
an amount that is nearly an order of mag-
nitude lower than the Administration’s pro-
jections.

The CBO acknowledged in December 2005
that higher oil prices do not necessarily re-
sult in higher lease bids when it wrote that
other factors, such as operating and capital
costs and the attractiveness of competing
projects elsewhere, influence bid amounts.

The North Slope leasing history dem-
onstrates CBO’s point. In the last five years,
when North Slope crude averaged $33.60 a
barrel, the average price per acre was $48.15.
In the five years prior to that, when North
Slope crude averaged $19.60, the average
price per acre was $93.58. Additionally, pre-
liminary analysis of two lease sales held on
March 1, 2006 reveals an average per acre
price of less than $40 on a day when North
Slope crude was selling for $59.11.

This kind of budget charade will simply
not help reduce our huge and growing federal
deficit.

As we all know, the President acknowl-
edged our addiction to oil during his State of
the Union address. As with any addiction,
recognition of the problem is the first step
toward change. Thus, now more than ever,
instead of looking to drill to the past in
areas such as the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge, we should truly dedicate ourselves to
a cleaner energy future. The American peo-
ple expect Congress and the Administration
to stop wasting their time on dead-end drill-
ing schemes and to instead chart an energy
vision reflective of the 21st century.

Again, we encourage you to reject any re-
quests that are intended to misuse the budg-
et process to open the Refuge to oil and gas
drilling and exploration and we thank you
for your consideration of this matter.

Russ Feingold, Patty Murray, Tim John-
son, Bill Nelson, Robert Menendez,
Paul S. Sarbanes, Ron Wyden, Robert
C. Byrd, Debbie Stabenow.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I op-
pose drilling in the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge, but if we are going to
debate this policy, we should do so
openly—not through a backdoor budget
maneuver. My colleagues who want to
open the Arctic Refuge to drilling
should go through the regular legisla-
tive process that the rest of us use to
advance policy initiatives. After all,
what message do you send when you
manipulate a process simply because
the normal procedure does not give you
the outcome you want? That is not a
message this body should endorse.

Proponents will say that using the
budget process is the only way they
can get an up-or-down vote. My re-
sponse is simple. I know how hard it is
to be very close to having the votes to
pass legislation, but not quite being
there. Senator MCCAIN and I worked
very hard on our campaign finance re-
form legislation to get the votes need-
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ed to move forward—it took years—but
we stuck with it until we could get the
legislation passed. We fought hard but
we fought fair. We did not—and we
would not have—tried to advance our
legislation by manipulating the budget
process. This single reconciliation in-
struction opening up the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge is simply out of
bounds.

My concerns, however, go beyond the
obvious abuse of process. The bottom
line is that the revenue assumptions
are highly speculative and in no way
reflect reality. For a second, let’s ig-
nore the fact that last year a Bush ad-
viser was quoted as saying that ‘‘even
if you gave the oil companies the ref-
uge for free, they wouldn’t want to
drill there’ and let’s look at the num-
bers.

The Congressional Budget Office as-
sumes $6 billion in revenues while the
President’s budget puts the number at
$7 billion. Based on past proposals,
400,000 to 600,000 acres in the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge would be on the
leasing block. Therefore, to achieve the
administration’s estimate, companies
would have to pay between $17,500 and
$11,667 per acre to make it to the $7 bil-
lion level. To get to CBO’s estimate,
they would have to pay between $15,000
and $10,000 per acre to get to a total of
$6 Dbillion. Now let’s consider these
numbers a bit more closely to see how
they line up with reality:

Since 1991, 40 lease sales on the North
Slope and in near-shore waters have
brought in an average of only $60.47 per
leased acre in real 2006 dollars. CBO’s
projections are 165 times greater than
the inflation-adjusted average during
the last 16 years.

Think that higher gas prices will
mean higher lease bids? Think again.
In December of 2005, CBO said that
higher gas prices at the pump don’t di-
rectly translate into higher lease bids
by oil companies, and cited other fac-
tors—such as operating and capital
costs and the attractiveness of com-
peting projects elsewhere—that influ-
ence bid amounts.

Additionally, the reconciliation in-
struction assumes $3 billion in Federal
revenues, based on a 50/50 split between
the State of Alaska and the U.S. Treas-
ury. Given public statements by mem-
bers of the Alaska delegation, as re-
cently as last December, this 50/50 split
is, at best, speculative.

Some may argue that oil company
activities in the Arctic Refuge could be
done in an environmentally safe man-
ner. I would point out to them that
earlier this month the largest crude oil
spill in the history of oil and gas oper-
ations was discovered on Alaska’s
North Slope. To quote an employee of
the Alaska Department of Environ-
mental Conservation, ‘‘Hopefully, the
tundra will recover. It’s never going to
be perfect.” I don’t think anyone wants
to contemplate the possibility of such
an accident occurring within the Arc-
tic National Wildlife Refuge.

During his State of the Union Ad-
dress, the President acknowledged our
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addiction to oil. I hoped that this
would mean we could move forward to
discuss real energy solutions, solutions
that protect our national security, our
citizens, and our environment, as I con-
tinue to believe that we can do all
three. In fact, there are bipartisan bills
out there to move our transportation
sector to renewable sources of energy
and sadly we spend our time talking
about this issue, an issue that divides
us. When are we going to move past
this divisive debate to discuss real en-
ergy solutions for the 21st century?

If we do not stand against misuse of
the legislative process, then every
member of this esteemed body is at
risk. Today, I cast a vote against abuse
and in favor of the integrity of the Sen-
ate.

———

EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF JACK ZOUHARY
TO BE UNITED STATES DISTRICT
JUDGE FOR THE NORTHERN DIS-
TRICT OF OHIO

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will go
into executive session and proceed to
consider the mnomination of Jack
Zouhary to be U.S. District Judge for
the Northern District of Ohio, which
the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Jack Zouhary, of Ohio, to be
United States District Judge for the
Northern District of Ohio.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from
Vermont.

———

JUDICIAL NOMINATIONS

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today the
Senate considers two more lifetime ap-
pointments to U.S. courts. These con-
firmations will bring the total number
of judicial appointments since January
2001 to 234, including the confirmations
of two Supreme Court Justices and 43
circuit court judges. Of course, 100
judges were confirmed during the 17
months when there was a Democratic
majority in the Senate. In the other 45
months, 134 judges have been con-
firmed. Ironically, under Democratic
leadership, the Senate was almost
twice as productive as under Repub-
lican leadership.

It is most regrettable that this Presi-
dent has not fulfilled his promise to
the American people to be a uniter.
Nor has he fulfilled his pledge to com-
plete his work in advance of vacancies
and to make nominations promptly.
Judicial vacancies have grown to more
than 50 and the White House has failed
to send nominees for more than half of
those. Some of those vacancies have
been sitting empty for more than a
year. Over and over the White House
has missed the deadline the President
established for himself, and today,
more than half of the judicial vacan-
cies, 27, are without nominations. One-
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third of those vacancies are already
more than 180 days old, and one-third
of the judicial emergency vacancies are
without nominees.

If the White House would eliminate
its partisan, political, and ideological
litmus tests from the judicial nomina-
tions process and its emphasis on re-
warding cronies and focus only on
qualifications and consensus, the job of
selecting nominees and our job of con-
sidering them for confirmation would
be much easier.

Jack Zouhary, the nominee from
Ohio, has the support of his Republican
home State Senators, and Stephen G.
Larson, the nominee from California,
has the support of his Democratic
home State Senators. They are the
kind of qualified consensus nominees
who are confirmed relatively easily.

Recently we have seen the President
withdraw a circuit nomination after in-
formation became public about that
nominee’s rulings in a number of cases
in which he appears to have had a con-
flict of interest. Those conflicts were
pointed out not by the administra-
tion’s screening process or by the ABA
but by online journalists.

At a minimum that case and other
recent revelations reinforce a point
about this White House’s poor vetting
process for important nominations. A
number of nominations by this Presi-
dent have had to be withdrawn. Among
the more well known are Bernard
Kerik to head Homeland Security, Har-
riet Miers to the Supreme Court, and
Claude Allen to be a Fourth Circuit
judge. It was, as I recall, reporting in a
national magazine that doomed the
Kerik nomination. It was opposition
within the President’s own party that
doomed the Miers nomination. Demo-
cratic Senators resisted the nomina-
tion of Allen, a Virginian, because the
President was seeking to appoint some-
one from another State to a Maryland
seat on the Fourth Circuit. When we
are considering lifetime appointments
of judicial officers who are entrusted
with protecting the rights of Ameri-
cans, it is important to be thorough.
Unfortunately, all too often this White
House seems more interested in re-
warding cronies.

The Senate now considers two more
lifetime appointments to U.S. courts.
These confirmations will bring the
total number of judicial appointments,
since January 2001, to 234, including
the confirmations of two Supreme
Court Justices and 43 circuit court
judges. Of course, 100 judges were con-
firmed during the 17 months when
there was a Democratic majority in the
Senate. In the other 45 months, 134
judges have been confirmed. Ironically,
under Democratic leadership, the Sen-
ate was almost twice as productive as
under Republican leadership.

It is most regrettable that this Presi-
dent has not fulfilled his promise to
the American people to be a uniter.
Nor has he fulfilled his pledge to com-
plete his work in advance of vacancies
and to make nominations promptly.
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Judicial vacancies have grown to more
than 50 and the White House has failed
to send nominees for more than half of
those. Some of those vacancies have
been sitting empty for more than a
year. Over and over the White House
has missed the deadline the President
established for himself, and today,
more than half of the judicial vacan-
cies, 27, are without nominations. One-
third of those vacancies are already
more than 180 days old and one-third of
the judicial emergency vacancies are
without nominees.

If the White House would eliminate
its partisan political and ideological
litmus tests from the judicial nomina-
tions process and its emphasis on re-
warding cronies and focus only on
qualifications and consensus, the job of
selecting nominees and our job of con-
sidering them for confirmation would
be much easier.

Jack Zouhary, the nominee from
Ohio, has the support of his Republican
home-State Senators and Stephen G.
Larson, the nominee from California,
has the support of his Democratic
home-State Senators. They are the
kind of qualified consensus nominees
who are confirmed relatively easily.

Recently we have seen the President
withdraw a circuit nomination after in-
formation became public about that
nominee’s rulings in a number of cases
in which he appears to have had a con-
flict of interest. Those conflicts were
pointed out not by the administra-
tion’s screening process or by the ABA,
but by online journalists.

At a minimum that case and other
recent revelations reinforce a point
about this White House’s poor vetting
process for important nominations. A
number of nominations by this Presi-
dent have had to be withdrawn. Among
the more well known are Bernard
Kerik to head Homeland Security, Har-
riet Miers to the Supreme Court, and
Claude Allen to be a Fourth Circuit
judge. It was, as I recall, reporting in a
national magazine that doomed the
Kerik nomination. It was opposition
within the President’s own party that
doomed the Miers nomination. Demo-
cratic Senators resisted the nomina-
tion of Allen, a Virginian, because the
President was seeking to appoint some-
one from another State to a Maryland
seat on the Fourth Circuit. When we
are considering lifetime appointments
of judicial officers who are entrusted
with protecting the rights of Ameri-
cans, it is important to be thorough.
Unfortunately, all too often this White
House seems more interested in re-
warding cronies.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak in strong support of the
nomination of Judge Jack Zouhary,
whom the President has nominated to
be United States District Court Judge
for the Northern District of Ohio.
Judge Zouhary currently is serving on
the Lucas County Common Pleas
Court. His service there has been out-
standing and is an excellent indication
of the type of judge he will be on the
Federal bench.
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I'd like to share with my Senate col-
leagues just a few of the numerous ad-
mirable qualities that make Judge
Zouhary such an outstanding nominee.
Both as a professional and as a person,
he is exactly the sort of individual we
want to be serving on the Federal
bench.

Judge Zouhary grew up in Toledo. He
is a first-generation American, whose
parents immigrated from Lebanon to
the United States and instilled in their
son a respect for the values of edu-
cation, religion, and community serv-
ice. After graduating as the valedic-
torian of his high school, he attended
Dartmouth College, where he received
his undergraduate degree before re-
turning to his hometown to earn his
law degree from the University of To-
ledo College of Law. Judge Zouhary
then embarked on what would become
a long and accomplished legal career—
a career with 30 years of legal experi-
ence that has given him the back-
ground and understanding of our legal
system to successfully take on the role
of a Federal judge.

He began his legal career with the
law firm of Robison, Curphey &
O’Connell, where he worked as an asso-
ciate and then as a partner. During his
23 years there, he had a varied practice,
representing individuals and businesses
on a range of legal issues, with an em-
phasis on civil trial practice and cor-
porate matters. In 2000, Judge Zouhary
became the Senior Vice President and
General Counsel for S.E. Johnson Com-
panies, Inc., a large highway con-
tractor and asphalt producer.

In 2004, Judge Zouhary accepted a po-
sition as “‘Of Counsel” with the law
firm of Fuller & Henry. He remained
with Fuller & Henry until 2005, when
Ohio Governor Bob Taft appointed him
to the Lucas County Common Pleas
Court. In Ohio, the Common Pleas
Court is the highest state trial bench
and hears all major civil and criminal
cases.

During his time as an attorney in
private practice, Judge Zouhary distin-
guished himself as an excellent liti-
gator and was honored by being se-
lected as a member of the prestigious
American College of Trial Lawyers.
Membership in the American College of
Trial Lawyers is by invitation only and
is limited to the best of the trial bar.
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Judge Zouhary has long been com-
mitted to the ideals of civility and pro-
fessionalism in the legal field. Friends
and colleagues often describe him as ‘‘a
gentleman.” I agree with that assess-
ment. He is well regarded for his hon-
esty, his integrity, and his intelligence,
and those who have known and worked
with him through the years speak
warmly of his even-temper and cordial
demeanor.

Not surprisingly, given his interest
in preserving a less combative ap-
proach to the law, Judge Zouhary fre-
quently has presented lectures focusing
on legal ethics and civility in the prac-
tice of law for Continuing Legal Edu-
cation Seminars. His commitment to
serving the community as a profes-
sional also is exemplified by his mem-
bership in the Toledo Rotary Club, as
well as his participation in a broad
array of other charitable activities,
ranging from pro bono work for a local
church to service at a community soup
kitchen.

Although he has been a Common
Pleas judge for only a relatively short
time, Judge Zouhary already has dis-
tinguished himself on the bench. He
has worked diligently to clear a very
large backlog of cases from his crowded
docket and has made a good deal of
headway in that effort. Most impor-
tant, attorneys who have appeared be-
fore him—criminal and civil, prosecu-
tion and defense—speak in glowing
terms of his talent, fairness, and excel-
lent judicial temperament.

With Judge Zouhary’s impressive
record as a legal professional and com-
munity leader, it should come as no
surprise that the American Bar Asso-
ciation was unanimous in giving him
its highest rating of ‘‘well-qualified.”
Judge Zouhary is in every way an out-
standing nominee, who will serve the
people of Ohio and of this country well.

I strongly support the nomination of
Judge Jack Zouhary as a Federal Dis-
trict Court Judge for the Northern Dis-
trict of Ohio.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the yeas and
nays be vitiated on the nomination of
Judge Stephen Larson so that it can be
done by voice vote. I see the distin-
guished leaders on the Senate floor. I
don’t think there is any objection.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEAHY. That is my St. Patrick’s
Day gift to the body.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back.

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the nomination of
Jack Zouhary, of Ohio, to be U.S. Dis-
trict Judge for the Northern District of
Ohio? The yeas and nays have been or-
dered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. MCCONNELL. The following Sen-
ators were necessarily absent: the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma, (Mr. COBURN), the
Senator from Mississippi, (Mr. COCH-
RAN), the Senator from Nevada, (Mr.
ENSIGN), and the Senator from OKkla-
homa, (Mr. INHOFE).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THUNE). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 96,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 75 Ex.]

YEAS—96

Akaka Domenici McConnell
Alexander Dorgan Menendez
Allard Durbin Mikulski
Allen Enzi Murkowski
Baucus Feingold Murray
Bayh Feinstein Nelson (FL)
Bennett Frist Nelson (NE)
Biden Graham Obama
Bingaman Grassley Pryor
Bond Gregg Reed
Boxer Hagel Reid
Brownback Harkin Roberts
Bunning Hatch Rockefeller
Burns Hutchison Salazar
Burr Inouye Santorum
Byrd Isakson Sarbanes
Cantwell Jeffords Schumer
Carper Johnson Sessions
Chafee Kennedy Shelby
Chambliss Kerry Smith
Clinton Kohl Snowe
Coleman Kyl Specter
Collins Landrieu Stabenow
Conrad Lautenberg Stevens
Cornyn Leahy Sununu
Craig Levin Talent
Crapo Lieberman Thomas
Dayton Lincoln Thune
DeMint Lott Vitter
DeWine Lugar Voinovich
Dodd Martinez Warner
Dole McCain Wyden

NOT VOTING—4
Coburn Ensign
Cochran Inhofe

The nomination was confirmed.

NOTICE

Incomplete record of Senate proceedings.
Today’s Senate proceedings will be continued in Book II.
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