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to offer his amendment, was prepared
to accept a short time agreement, so
we could have had a vote early in the
afternoon. But in that particular in-
stance, the problem was on the side of
my good friend, the majority leader.
We were unable to get a time agree-
ment on Senator DEMINT’s amendment
until almost the end of the afternoon
because there was someone on that side
of the aisle who wanted to offer a side-
by-side. This has been sort of a bipar-
tisan problem both the majority leader
and myself have in getting this legisla-
tion going and getting votes up and
handled. Yesterday, the dilemma was
basically on his side. On our side, our
hands are not entirely clean, either. We
are trying to get amendments up.

I happen to agree with the majority
leader, we ought to have a full day
with plenty of amendments. We are
working hard to get that done on our
side.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I repeat, I
have had a number of people come to
me and say: You have announced there
are going to be votes Friday afternoon.
We are not having votes Wednesday
afternoon; why worry about Friday
afternoon?

I say to everyone, if they have things
to do this weekend—and I am sure they
do—we are going to be out of here
around noon tomorrow as far as votes.
I leave the door open. If Members want
to offer amendments, they can still
come and do so. The managers will be
here, if necessary, until sundown to-
morrow night, when Chairman LIEBER-
MAN’s Sabbath begins.

We want to move forward. For the in-
formation of Members, today at 3 p.m.,
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, General Pace, will be in 407 to
brief Members who wish to be briefed.

—————

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

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

——————

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will proceed to a period of
morning business for up to 60 minutes,
with Senators permitted to speak
therein for up to 10 minutes each, with
the first 30 minutes under the control
of the Republicans and the second 30
minutes under the control of the ma-
jority.

The Senator from Wyoming.

———

TSA

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I want-
ed to make a few remarks relative to
the TSA legislation the Senate is con-
sidering. I do hope we can get it fin-
ished. I am a little confused about
what we are trying to achieve with the
measure that is before us. We have al-
ready been through this. We have
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passed a great many of the rec-
ommendations that were made by the
9/11 Commission—actually, most of
them, as a matter of fact. It is of con-
cern to me that we have a 300-page bill
here on what is left in the Commis-
sion’s report.

We are going through a number of
the bills that relate to portions of the
report that really have nothing to do
with enhancing homeland security. For
example, the 9/11 Commission didn’t
have anything to do with collective
bargaining rights for labor unions.
Here we probably had a good reason
not to do that. In fact, we had this ex-
tended debate back in 2002. We found
that it was not in the interest of na-
tional security to provide collective
bargaining rights in this instance. Here
we are dealing with it again.

I guess I am just a little impatient in
that we need to move on. I don’t think
homeland security ought to have the
approval of labor unions to move for-
ward. The policy would also greatly
hinder TSA’s flexibility to respond to
terrorist threats, fresh intelligence,
and other emergencies, if we did it that
way. We need to have the ability to
move screeners around as schedules are
necessary and threats change. Obvi-
ously, in a security bill of this kind,
there needs to be the kind of flexi-
bility, the kind of management that
can be there for the agencies that are
responsible. The real focus is on the ca-
pability to deal with homeland secu-
rity.

Another concern I have, frankly, is a
provision relative to the distribution of
funding. I understand that urban areas,
large areas—New York and so on—have
more concerns about security and
threats, perhaps, but rural areas do as
well. We have energy production and
those kinds of things. Wyoming origi-
nally had $20 million involved. It has
dropped to $9 million. We do have mili-
tary bases there. Large sums of money
have been unused, and we need to
evaluate that distribution somewhat.

As we debate the bill, I look forward
to supporting amendments that would
actually make America safer and that
we don’t get into areas that really are
not directly associated with security.
That is what this legislation is about.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Utah.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, we are
debating S. 4, dealing with the TSA
employees, the Transportation Secu-
rity Agency. The most controversial
aspect of that has to do with the union-
ization of those employees. We have
had this debate before. We had it when
the Department of Homeland Security
was created. It was a very vigorous de-
bate. Quite frankly, it held up the bill
for a considerable period of time.

Ultimately, the Senate and the
House decided, with the concurrence of
the President, that it would not be a
good idea to have these workers union-
ized. But they are Federal workers and
they should have the same rights as
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every other Federal worker was the ar-
gument in favor of unionization. The
argument against has to do with the
peculiar nature of their assignment.
They are not Federal workers in the
same sense that people working in the
Federal Highway Administration,
building highways, might be Federal
workers. They are not Federal workers
in the same sense that people dealing
with normal routines are Federal
workers.

They appear to be, as we see them
day to day—as all of us go through the
security procedures at airports and we
take off our shoes and our belts and we
forget our boarding pass because it is
in the bin with the computer and they
have to help us recover it and so on—
we all have the sense that these are
fairly routine operations they are
going through. Therefore, why not
allow them to form a union and engage
in collective bargaining, because this
is, in fact, fairly routine work—very
important work, to be sure, but fairly
routine. In fact, it is not fairly routine,
as we have seen during the time this
force has been in place.

Let me take my colleagues back to
the situation before the TSA was cre-
ated. Screening was done airport by
airport, contractor by contractor, be-
cause it was viewed as a routine kind
of thing. Like all Senators, I travel in
and out of enough airports to know
that each airport is different. In the
days before TSA, one never quite knew
what they were going to get. You
would go through one airport very rap-
idly, you would go to another and they
would be sticklers for detail.

These people were contracted by the
airlines, and they had a wide range of
skills and a wide range of training. One
of the reasons we decided after 9/11 we
would have a single Federal force to
deal with this was we wanted a single
level of training, accountability, and
competence to cover the entire Amer-
ican system anywhere in the country.

I have found that is now basically
true. If I go through the airport in
Philadelphia, I get treated pretty much
the same way as if I go through the air-
port in Salt Lake City. This, however,
has a security component that is over
and above the screening component.

We are in a war with an enemy un-
like any we have ever had before, and
the primary tool in protecting us in
this war is intelligence. This is an in-
telligence war rather than a war be-
tween tanks and aircraft carriers and
infantry battalions. So when the intel-
ligence turns up a key piece of infor-
mation in this war, the TSA must be
flexible and responsive to its leader-
ship.

If we had a series of organized
unions, one different in each of the 450
airports that operate in the United
States, we would not have the flexi-
bility nor the capacity to respond that
we currently have in this situation.

Let me give you a few case studies to
illustrate what I mean.

The most dramatic, of course, was
that which occurred when the British
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