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Throughout the country, approxi-

mately one-fifth of the Nation’s popu-
lation lives in rural communities. 
About 7.5 million of the rural popu-
lation is living in poverty, and 2.5 mil-
lion of them are children. Nearly 3.6 
million rural households pay more 
than 30 percent of their income in 
housing costs. While housing costs are 
generally lower in rural counties, 
wages are dramatically outpaced by 
the cost of housing. Additionally, the 
housing conditions are often sub-
standard, and there are many families 
doubled up due to lack of housing. 
Rural areas lack both affordable rental 
units and home ownership opportuni-
ties needed to serve the population. 

In Wisconsin, HAC has provided close 
to $5.2 million in grants and loans to 17 
nonprofit housing organizations and 
helped develop 820 units of housing. 
Specifically, since 1972 the South-
eastern Wisconsin Housing Corporation 
has partnered with the Housing Assist-
ance Council to develop 268 units of 
self-help housing. The presence of the 
council in Wisconsin has made a huge 
impact on rural housing development 
in Wisconsin and other rural commu-
nities across the country. 

I hope that my colleagues see the im-
portance of this amendment and in-
clude it in H.R. 2419. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I am dis-

appointed that we haven’t been able to 
accomplish more on the farm bill. We 
have asked for amendments Senators 
want to offer. There have been a num-
ber filed. I have asked that Republicans 
come up with a list of amendments 
they would like to have considered. It 
appears there is no effort made to work 
out arrangements on the farm bill 
passing. I state for the record that 
every farm bill we have handled in re-
cent decades has never had nonrelevant 
amendments. They have all been rel-
evant, with one exception. 

In 2002, the last one we did, we had 
one nonrelevant amendment. It was a 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution on the 
estate tax. That is it. So I don’t know, 
maybe the Republicans don’t want a 
farm bill. Maybe they have all cowered 
as a result of the President saying he 
was going to veto it. 

As you know, the President has de-
veloped a new word in his vocabulary, 
and that is ‘‘veto.’’ For 7 years he was 
not able to mouth that word, but in the 
last few months, the last year of his 
Presidency, he has decided to do that. 
Maybe the Republicans don’t want a 
farm bill. Maybe they want to join 
with the President and not have a farm 
bill. That certainly appears to be the 
case. 

We have basically wasted the whole 
week with my friends on the other side 
of the aisle pouting about procedure. 
The procedure on this bill is no dif-
ferent than any other farm bill we have 
done in recent decades. 

The State of Nevada would benefit a 
little bit from the farm bill but not 

much. I hope those constituencies who 
want a farm bill will start contacting 
Senators because the time is fast pass-
ing. 

f 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2008—CON-
FERENCE REPORT 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate now 
proceed to the conference report on 
H.R. 3222, the Defense appropriations 
conference report. I would note that 
this matter will be managed by Sen-
ators Inouye and Stevens. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The report 
will be stated by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
3222) making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Defense for fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2008, and for other purposes, hav-
ing met, have agreed that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate and agree to the same with an 
amendment, and the Senate agree to the 
same, signed by a majority of the conferees 
on the part of both Houses. 

(The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
today, November 8, 2007.) 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, Senator 
INOUYE was called away for a meeting 
with another Senator. Therefore, it is 
my understanding the distinguished 
Senator from Alabama wishes to speak. 
Does he have any idea how long he is 
going to talk? 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I be-
lieve 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama. 

FARM BILL 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I just 
have a comment to add to those of Sen-
ator BOND about the danger to farmers 
of making mistakes on energy policy. 
Energy prices are rising significantly. I 
saw some numbers recently that indi-
cated for an average family, where one 
person commuted 29 miles to work 
every day, $3-a-gallon gasoline could 
mean $60 to $80 a month more than 
they would pay for gasoline alone. 
That is after-tax money out of their 
pockets. That is a real cost. 

We absolutely need to strengthen the 
energy portion of this bill. We need to 
do more to have a domestic supply of 
energy. But we also need to be sure we 
are not driving up the cost of energy so 
it falls hard on people such as farmers 
who utilize a lot of energy and a lot of 
gasoline and diesel fuel. It could be a 
real problem for them. I agree with 
Senator BOND that we need to be care-
ful about this because we should not 
have as our goal driving up the cost of 
energy. 

A lot of the policies I am hearing 
about are going to have little impact 
on the environment but a lot of impact 
on our wallets. My thoughts about the 

Ag bill are that I hope we will be able 
to pass a bill we can be proud of. I hope 
to be able to support it. That is what I 
am looking to do. I will offer an 
amendment or file it a little later—I 
know we are not voting on them now— 
to deal with assisting farmers who suf-
fer losses from disasters in their re-
gion. It can be painful for them. I 
would like to share some thoughts on 
this. 

Our current crop insurance, as valu-
able as it is, has not proven to provide 
a fully adequate financial safety net 
for our farmers. The current system 
can be too expensive and not flexible 
enough. Farmers come to me all the 
time and say: I would like to plow 
under this crop and replant now, but 
the insurance people think if I let it go 
to full maturity, I might make enough 
money off of it that I wouldn’t have to 
claim any insurance. So you have to 
wait on the insurance people before 
making a decision. They come out 
there. They have to make judgments. 
This is a burden. It can eliminate quick 
decisionmaking and can be costly. 

According to the Congressional Re-
search Service, the Government-sub-
sidized Crop Insurance Program has ex-
panded significantly over the last 25 
years, and that is what we wanted to 
happen. We wanted more farmers to 
take out crop insurance. But yet CRS 
has found that despite this expansion, 
the ‘‘anticipated goal of crop insurance 
replacing disaster payments has not 
been achieved.’’ Indeed, CRS reports 
that since 2000, ‘‘the federal subsidy to 
the Crop Insurance Program has aver-
aged about $3.25 billion per year, up 
from an annual average of $1.1 billion 
in the 1990s and about $500 million in 
the 1980s. 

During this same time, from 1999 to 
2006, CRS reports that the average per 
year ad hoc periodic disaster payment 
to fund persons who need payments in 
addition to the crop insurance has to-
taled $1.3 billion a year. Since 2002, 
CRS reports that the cost to the Fed-
eral Government of Crop Insurance 
Programs combined with ad hoc sup-
plemental disaster payments has aver-
aged $4.5 billion per year. 

According to the Risk Management 
Agency, a group that supervises crop 
insurance, the average subsidy rate for 
this year—that is the average subsidy 
rate, the amount of money the tax-
payers provide to subsidize a farmer’s 
crop insurance—amounted to 58 per-
cent of a producer’s total crop insur-
ance premium. The average amount of 
the Government subsidy is $3,359. I am 
convinced for some farmers—I don’t 
know how many—more flexibility 
could result in more benefits for those 
farmers. That is, of course, what we are 
about, trying to make sure we get the 
maximum possible disaster risk protec-
tion we can for our farmers. 

Farmers do have a real need for a 
viable risk management strategy. Cer-
tainly, farmers need some form of pro-
tection when disasters strike. But 
these numbers do demonstrate the tra-
ditional crop insurance coverage on a 
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commodity-by-commodity basis alone 
often does not provide the kind of ade-
quate risk protection every farmer 
needs. 

In 1999, a committee formed by the 
Alabama Farmers Federation, our larg-
est farm group affiliated with the Farm 
Bureau and tasked with developing 
ways to improve traditional crop insur-
ance, proposed a solution to many of 
the problems farmers experienced with 
crop insurance. This is not an idea I 
came up with; it was an idea the farm-
ers themselves came up with. 

Ricky Wiggins from South Alabama 
has farmed all his life and was one of 
the people who really captured this 
idea and has pushed it. So this com-
mittee recommended that the farmers 
be given a choice between traditional 
crop insurance and opening a new ac-
count in which they could deposit some 
of their own money and then receive a 
modest contribution from the Govern-
ment. Money that would normally have 
gone to subsidize insurance would go 
into this farm security account. 

My amendment would simply direct 
that the Secretary of Agriculture im-
plement a pilot program creating these 
accounts. My pilot program would be 
limited to 1 percent of eligible farmers 
or approximately 20,000. 

These farm savings accounts would 
allow the farmers to create a whole- 
farm risk management plan based on 
the income of the entire farm. Because 
you have a lot of complications now. If 
one crop succeeds, and another one 
fails, or two of them are weak and two 
of them are the kind of crops for which 
there is no insurance available at all, 
then things do not work out fairly for 
the farmer. Farm savings accounts 
would serve as a possible alternative or 
supplement in these instances to tradi-
tional crop insurance. 

Under this proposal, participating 
producers would deposit money, pre-
viously utilized to buy crop insur-
ance—money they would normally be 
paying to a crop insurance company— 
into a farm savings account, a tax-de-
ferred, interest-bearing account. The 
Department of Agriculture would then 
contribute to the account rather than 
subsidizing a portion of the producer’s 
crop insurance premium, which is, on 
average, 58 percent. The producer 
would put the government contribution 
into the same account, subsidizing the 
account in that fashion. Then there 
would be no further liability on the De-
partment of Agriculture after this 
point. The farmer, the producer would 
be self-insured and would not be calling 
on the Government for additional dis-
aster relief. 

Under farm savings accounts, a min-
imum contribution by the producer of 
at least 2 percent of their 3-year aver-
age gross income would be required an-
nually, up to a maximum amount of 150 
percent. Interest and income to the ac-
count would not be taxed as earned in-
come, but withdrawals would be treat-
ed as regular income. Account funds 
would be invested in low-risk guaran-

teed securities such as CDs or Govern-
ment securities. 

Withdrawals from farm savings ac-
counts would be allowed if gross in-
come in any given year falls below 80 
percent of the farmer’s 3-year average 
gross income. The amount of the with-
drawal would be restricted to the dif-
ference between 80 percent of the 3- 
year average and the actual gross in-
come of that year. 

For example, if a producer, who typi-
cally earns $100,000 a year, makes 
$70,000, then they would be allowed to 
withdraw $10,000 from their farm sav-
ings account, their emergency insur-
ance account, to bring their annual in-
come up to $80,000. However, if the pro-
ducer made $90,000 that year, a with-
drawal would not be allowed at all. 

Catastrophic coverage would still be 
required to participate in this pilot 
program, because if you have a total 
loss, then an individual savings ac-
count would not be enough to cover it. 

The producer would be eligible to 
purchase any additional crop insur-
ance, but it would be completely un-
subsidized. In addition, farm savings 
accounts could be used as collateral in 
obtaining loans connected with the 
farming operation. These accounts 
would be closed if the producer ceased 
farming for nonfarm employment, re-
tirement or bankruptcy. The remain-
ing balance would be taxed as regular 
income. 

The USDA has reported that farm 
savings accounts may overcome some 
of the disadvantages of current crop in-
surance programs. These accounts 
would encourage farmers to manage 
risks unique to their operation by sav-
ing money in high-income years and 
using it during years in which income 
is low. 

While coverage would depend on the 
reserves in individual accounts, these 
accounts would be applied to a variety 
of farming situations. In addition, the 
USDA has found these accounts could 
encourage greater participation in the 
agriculture safety net by farmers than 
is currently experienced. Some pro-
ducers are not even offered the oppor-
tunity to purchase insurance for their 
crops—because of the nature of their 
crops and the nature of crop insurance, 
they cannot get insurance—making 
them more dependent on the ad hoc 
disaster payments we wrestle with on 
the floor of the Senate. 

For example, CRS reports that spe-
cialty crop and livestock producers are 
not afforded the same level of protec-
tion for their commodities as the 
major commodities. 

Recently, my amendment has been 
mischaracterized as undermining the 
level of risk protection provided for 
farmers. Yet simply taking Govern-
ment funding previously used as a sub-
sidy for insurance premiums and, in-
stead, using it as an incentive to en-
courage savings for disasters is not un-
dermining the level of risk protection 
for the farmers. This is an important 
distinction. Giving farmers a choice be-

tween traditional crop insurance and a 
new program based on producers saving 
their own money in a tax-deferred, in-
terest-bearing account actually in-
creases, I submit, the level of risk pro-
tection for farmers, particularly since 
we would require catastrophic coverage 
to participate in the Farm Savings Ac-
count pilot program. 

Allowing for more approaches to risk 
management actually gives farmers 
the opportunity to choose the plan 
they consider to be better suited for 
their particular operation. By pro-
viding a choice between different risk 
management strategies, our Govern-
ment can offer more protection to a 
greater number of farmers at less of a 
cost by decreasing the need for these 
ad hoc disaster payments we so often 
do. 

Purchasing crop insurance coverage 
commodity by commodity, as we do 
now, may make sense if you grow one 
or two crops on your farm, but tradi-
tional crop insurance may not be the 
best option if you grow four, five or six 
commodities in your area of the coun-
try. 

Instead of countless premium pay-
ments that are paid by producers each 
year but not necessarily used, the par-
ticipating producer can save that hard- 
earned money himself and receive a 
modest Government contribution to as-
sist in providing his own risk protec-
tion. 

Farm savings accounts can also pro-
vide producers much needed flexibility 
in managing their operation by over-
coming some of the constraints of tra-
ditional crop insurance. Under the cur-
rent system, producers who want to 
make decisions on how to manage their 
farm operation when a disaster strikes 
are often forced to jump through nu-
merous bureaucratic hoops before they 
are allowed to execute their own deci-
sion on their own farm about how they 
want to manage the crops that are 
being damaged by a disaster—a 
drought or flood or freeze. 

For example, under the current sys-
tem, producers who want to cut their 
corn for silage to feed their cattle in a 
drought year—because they realize the 
corn crop is not going to be sufficient 
to actually harvest in the fall—must 
first get permission from the crop in-
surance companies and the Federal 
Government. So you have to have peo-
ple come out and inspect the farm and 
argue over whether you should be able 
to cut the corn prematurely or let it 
stay in the field in the hope that there 
will be more rain and maybe a worth-
while crop at the end. 

Why not give that decisionmaking 
authority to the farmer? It would save 
a lot of overhead, I submit. And there 
is, as we know, some sizable amount of 
fraud in the crop insurance program. 
Farm Savings Accounts would greatly 
eliminate the risk of fraudulent behav-
ior by those participating in the pilot 
program. 

Farm Savings Accounts will allow 
the producers to make their own 
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choices on how to manage their farm 
operations. If their income drops, they 
will be able to draw into that account 
to bring it up to 80 percent of their 3- 
year average income. I think it has 
great potential. 

Simply put, this plan would offer an 
alternative to some producers who 
might choose it, and it could encourage 
broader participation in risk manage-
ment plans than we have today because 
a lot of farmers do not participate in 
any insurance or risk management 
plans. In combination with traditional 
crop insurance, farm savings accounts, 
I believe, will save the taxpayers 
money by reducing the need for con-
tinual bailouts in the form of ad hoc 
payments and will give farmers more 
flexibility. If things go well, the farmer 
may, indeed, create a savings account 
that can help take care of them in 
their retirement years. 

I ask my colleagues to consider this 
pilot project amendment. It in no way 
represents a major shift in what we are 
doing now. It represents a pilot project 
for 1 percent of farmers. The regula-
tions would be set forth by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. At the conclusion 
of the program several years from now, 
perhaps we will see it was not a very 
good program. But perhaps we will find 
it has great potential—and the farmers 
who are using it like it—and perhaps 
more farmers might like to partici-
pate. We should consider that in the 
years to come. 

I thank the Presiding Officer and 
yield the floor. 

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

VETERANS DAY 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, this Sun-

day, November 11, will be Veterans 
Day. On this Sunday, our Nation will 
honor all veterans of all wars. It will be 
a day, this Sunday, to thank every man 
and every woman who wears or who has 
ever worn the uniform of one of the 
U.S. Armed Forces. 

It will be a day to remember and to 
honor the dedication, the profes-
sionalism, and the courage of every in-
dividual who has been prepared to de-
fend our people, our Nation, and our 
Constitution by taking up arms 
against our enemies. 

On the 11th hour of the 11th day of 
the 11th month, 89 years ago, in the 
dark year of war that was 1918, the ar-
mistice began. Tired troops laid down 
their weapons against muddy trench 
walls, weary gunners lowered their 
sights, the thundering cannons fell si-
lent, and the fragile calm of peace was 
broken only by the crisis of celebration 
and the prayers of Thanksgiving. The 
United States had taken part in the 
largest war that history had ever wit-
nessed, and it was finally over. 

The carnage of World War I was of a 
scope and scale that shattered the soul. 
Battles took place across the globe and 
on the seas. It was the first war to take 
to the skies, the first war to see chem-
ical weapons used on a large scale, the 
first war to see tanks and other heavy 

armored weapons employed. Pandemics 
of influenza had swept the globe on the 
winds of war, extending the suffering 
to new areas and into civilian arenas, 
taking my mother to her grave. 

World War I caused the disintegra-
tion of four vast empires: the Austro- 
Hungarian Empire, the German Em-
pire, the Ottoman Empire, and the 
Russian Empire. In just over 4 short 
years, more than 20 million people were 
killed and more than 20 million people 
were casualties of that war. It was 
truly the cataclysmic end of the exist-
ing world order. But November 11, then 
called Armistice Day, became forever a 
day to be grateful for peace, thankful 
for democracy, and thankful for the 
men and the women who had done so 
much to preserve both. 

People called World War I the Great 
War. They called it the War to End All 
Wars. Many people believed that no 
war could have been worse. But, alas, 
World War I was neither the greatest 
war in terms of size and complexity, 
nor was it the war to end all wars. 
Since World War I, the United States 
has taken part in World War II, the Ko-
rean war, the Vietnam conflict, the 
first Persian Gulf conflict, and now the 
second Persian Gulf conflict in Iraq 
and Afghanistan. U.S. troops have also 
come under fire in Bosnia, Kosovo, and 
Somalia. Millions more American men 
and women in uniform have joined with 
their battle-hardened brethren from 
World War I to share in the honored 
title of ‘‘veteran.’’ In 1947, the Novem-
ber 11 Armistice Day celebrations were 
renamed ‘‘Veterans Day’’ to honor all 
veterans of all wars. 

This Veterans Day, with the Nation’s 
men and women in uniform again in 
harm’s way, the Nation will again 
mark with a moment of silence the 
11th hour of the 11th day of the 11th 
month. In that silence, during that 
peaceful moment, we shall send our 
love, our prayers, and our thoughts to 
the men and the women who will know 
no peace in the dust and heat of battle. 
We will send wishes of strength, of 
courage, and of luck. We will send our 
love, we will send our prayers, and we 
will send our thoughts to their families 
as well, and we will wish for them the 
strength to endure the long separation 
and the strain of worrying about their 
soldier. In that peaceful moment, we 
shall give thanks to all who serve and 
all who have served. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Hawaii is recognized. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, as a vet-

eran of World War II, I know I speak 
for other veterans in thanking my col-
league, the senior Senator from West 
Virginia, for his most profound re-
marks, and I thank him for his words. 

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. INOUYE. 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. INOUYE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to discuss the conference report 
on H.R. 3222, an act making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for 
fiscal year 2008. The conference report 
approves funding of $459.3 billion in 
new discretionary budget authority 
which is equal to the subcommittee’s 
302b allocation. This amount is $3.5 bil-
lion less than the funding requested by 
the administration, not including sup-
plemental spending for the cost of war. 
And, it is the same level as rec-
ommended by the House. The con-
ference recommendations represent a 
good faith compromise between the 
House and the Senate. 

I say to my colleagues this is a good 
bill, one that is critical for our Na-
tion’s defense. The bill fully funds a 3.5 
percent military pay raise, a half per-
cent more than requested. It rec-
ommends adding $918 million for the 
Defense Health Program to ensure that 
the health of our military families is 
protected. This includes $379 million 
more than requested to support our 
military hospitals which suffer from 
significant shortfalls and are stressed 
by our wounded heroes returning from 
war. 

The conference report includes $980 
million to purchase equipment for our 
National Guard and Reserves recog-
nizing the serious shortfalls that exist 
in our reserve components. It provides 
robust funding for the Army’s highest 
priority, the Future Combat System. It 
supports the purchase of 20 F-22s and 12 
joint strike fighters as requested. 

The bill includes $588 million to sup-
port a multiyear purchase of the Vir-
ginia Class submarine, and provides ad-
vance procurement for four more ships 
than requested by the administration. 

On the subject of earmarks, this 
measure includes nearly $3.4 billion 
less for earmarks than provided in fis-
cal year 2006. While many of the items 
that we call earmarks may not meet 
the strict definition under the new 
rules, we have included them in a list 
in the back of the Statement of the 
Managers along with the names of the 
Members of the Congress who re-
quested them in the interest of pro-
viding greater transparency. 

Today is November 8. Our Defense 
Department is operating on scaled 
back funding under a short-term con-
tinuing resolution. Each day that the 
Defense Department operates under a 
CR adds to cost and inefficiency. It is 
critical that we expedite the consider-
ation of this measure to allow for bet-
ter financial management, and more 
importantly, to ensure that our men 
and women in uniform and their fami-
lies have the funding they need for 
their pay, their hospitals, their hous-
ing, and their schools. We can best 
show our support to the military by 
completing action on this bill as quick-
ly as possible and sending it to the 
President. Our men and women in uni-
form deserve no less. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader is recognized. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, the distin-

guished Senator from Hawaii has man-
aged this bill for many years. He has 
done an outstanding job. It is an honor 
and a pleasure to work with the Sen-
ator from Hawaii. It doesn’t hurt once 
in a while to remind each of us what a 
great man he is. I am sure I will embar-
rass him, and I do this rarely, but for 
those of us who have the opportunity 
to serve in the Senate, one of the high-
lights in all our lives is having the 
ability to tell our children and our 
families that we served with DAN 
INOUYE. Here is a man who is a Medal 
of Honor winner for gallantry during 
World War II. 

This week, the President of France 
bestowed the highest civilian honor 
they can bestow on any non-French-
man—and that is the Legion of Honor— 
to Senator INOUYE. So not only is he a 
great manager of this piece of legisla-
tion before the Senate now, he is a 
great American. That is an understate-
ment. 

I hope we can do this bill as quickly 
as possible, and 6 o’clock is coming 
soon. This piece of legislation has at-
tached to it the continuing resolution, 
as was done last year when we were not 
in charge but the Republicans were in 
charge. That is not saying the Repub-
licans did anything wrong. We have a 
situation where we have to fund the 
Government, and funding runs out next 
Friday, a week from tomorrow. So this 
would fund the Government until the 
middle of next month. Attached to the 
continuing resolution—we want all the 
transparency we can have and should 
have. A number of items are extremely 
important. FEMA has run out of 
money all over the country because all 
these emergencies have occurred. 
There is money for wildfires, and it is 
pretty clear what that is about. There 
is $1.9 billion in the bill for veterans. 
This is what the President requested. 
It is not as much as we wanted. He re-
quested that. We put his money in the 
continuing resolution. There is $3 bil-
lion that was requested by the Sen-
ators from Louisiana, which is some-
thing that is an emergency. The people 
of Louisiana have suffered a great deal, 
as have other States in the gulf. This 
allows people to come back to their 
homes. If this money is not obtained by 
the first of the year, then all applica-
tions will have to be stopped. So it is 
important to do this. I hope we can 
complete this as quickly as possible. 

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. 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. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Senator 
from Minnesota wishes to speak for 10 
minutes as in morning business. I ask 

unanimous consent that he be allowed 
to do that and, when he completes his 
statement, that I be recognized. 

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

The Senator from Minnesota is rec-
ognized. 

(The remarks of Mr. COLEMAN per-
taining to the submission of S. Res. 371 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Submissions of Concurrent and Sen-
ate Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. COLEMAN. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, one point I 

failed to mention in talking about this 
bill which has been brought to the floor 
in the form of a conference report is 
the House of Representatives acted on 
this conference earlier today. The vote 
in the House of Representatives was 400 
to 15—400 to 15—and here we are in the 
Senate playing around with this bill 
today, a bill that gives $470 billion to 
our fighting men and women around 
the country for the next year, and it 
funds our Government until the middle 
of December, and we are having some 
kind of a procedural meltdown in the 
Senate. 

Does this mean the House of Rep-
resentatives, with their overwhelming 
vote of 400 to 15, didn’t know what they 
were doing? The House is evenly di-
vided, just as we are, with Democrats 
and Republicans. The difference is fair-
ly minimal. But Democrats and Repub-
licans, by an overwhelming margin, 
voted for this conference report. Why? 
Because it is the right thing to do. 

If we don’t adopt this conference re-
port today, here are the procedures, ev-
erybody. Listen to what we face. We 
don’t have to take it up. We can just 
drop it. We don’t have to have a vote 
on it today. The word is out that there 
are individuals who want to take the 
CR out of this conference report. So 
they do that, and we decide to move 
forward on the legislation. Then what 
would happen is we could pass the con-
ference report, as amended, take the 
CR out of it. It will go back to the 
House of Representatives. The House of 
Representatives could sit on it for the 
next 6 months or they could pass it 
during their session tomorrow. 

Why do we need to do that? We have 
to fund the Government. We are not 
going to shut down the Government. 
There may only be 51 one of us, but we 
will always vote to keep the Govern-
ment open. The Republicans tried shut-
ting down the Government 10, 12 years 
ago, and it didn’t work. We are not 
going to do that. We just thought it 
was appropriate—and I don’t know who 
could object. The Democrats didn’t do 
it in the House of Representatives; the 
Democrats and Republicans in the 
House of Representatives decided 
FEMA, the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency needed money. Why 
do they need money? There have been 
emergencies all over the country, and 
they don’t have the money to take care 
of what is needed. They are out of 
money. 

Have we had wildfires? We have had 
wildfires. They swept the West. Maybe 
they were on television a lot, as they 
were when the wildfires swept southern 
California, but they have been burning 
for months, and we are out of money. 
The Federal Government has obliga-
tions. The President has declared a 
number of emergencies because of 
these fires. That takes taxpayers’ 
money. So we put that in the bill. 

The House also decided in their wis-
dom, which I support, to take money 
from what the President asked for vet-
erans—$1.9 billion—and put it on the 
CR so he could get that money as early 
as tomorrow. And we put, as I have al-
ready indicated, $3 billion in for 
Katrina, which is humanitarian money. 
It is absolutely necessary. It is for peo-
ple’s homes. 

The House passed this outrageous 
legislation—I guess that is what people 
think. We have had this bill since 
about 2:30 this afternoon. It is now ap-
proaching 6 o’clock, and people are try-
ing to decide what they want to do 
with it when it passed the House of 
Representatives 400 to 15. I am really 
at a loss as to what the problem is. 

We have done nothing on the farm 
bill, not because we don’t want to do 
something on the farm bill but because 
we have treated the farm bill the way 
every farm bill has been treated for the 
last three decades. 

We say we want to vote on the Dor-
gan-Grassley amendment. No, you 
can’t do that. We are willing to set 
that aside and do the amendment we 
know has to be done; that is, the sub-
stitute by Senators LAUTENBERG and 
LUGAR. No, you can’t do that. We say: 
Why don’t you give us a list of amend-
ments you might be interested in 
doing? No, we can’t do that. 

It appears to me the minority doesn’t 
want a farm bill. Maybe they want to 
wait until the new year and extend the 
present farm bill. I personally think 
the farm bill is something we should 
do. It has a lot of very good provisions 
in it, not as far as some people wanted, 
not as far as I wanted, but it is a good 
bill, and we should pass it. 

I simply was told by my counter-
parts: We don’t like the bill; you are 
wasting your time; forget about it. 
Now we hear all these words: We don’t 
like the way you are handling the pro-
cedure. Why? Because it isn’t right the 
way you do it, even though it has been 
done this way for many years. 

Mr. President, 400 to 15, and we are 
spending hours and hours trying to de-
cide what to do. In the meantime, 
there is other work of the Senate not 
being done. I can sit in a quorum just 
as everyone else and waste everyone’s 
time, but I think we should get about 
the business of this country. It 
shouldn’t be that hard to decide what 
they want to do. Do they want to over-
ride what the House did by a vote of 400 
to 15—‘‘they’’ being the Republicans in 
the Senate. If they want to raise a 
point of order to take something out of 
the bill and sustained by the Parlia-
mentarian, we can vote on that. We 
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can waive it with 60 votes. I just think 
we should have a decision made by our 
friends on the other side of the aisle. 

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. BYRD. 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. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, every day 
that the Defense appropriations con-
ference report is delayed, it delays a 
$40 billion increase for the Department 
of Defense, delays $11.6 billion for 
mine-resistant vehicles for our troops 
in Iraq and a $2.9 billion increase for 
our veterans. 

The Defense appropriations con-
ference report passed the House of Rep-
resentatives 400 to 15. I urge all Sen-
ators to support the conference report 
and send the measure to the President 
of the United States today. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 

that my colleagues take note of the 
fact that the Defense appropriations 
legislation which is before us is criti-
cally important for our Nation and for 
close to 200,000 American servicemem-
bers fighting wars in two foreign coun-
tries. 

This bill includes salaries for our sol-
diers, a well-deserved pay raise for 
them. I am sure that is one of the rea-
sons it received such an overwhelming 
vote in the House of Representatives. 
Mr. President, 400 Members came for-
ward to vote for this bill. It is an indi-
cation of bipartisan support for our sol-
diers, our men and women in uniform. 

It includes money for training, for 
aircraft, ships, ammunition, humvees, 
and, yes, for a new generation of vehi-
cles that will save the lives of many of 
our soldiers. These so-called MRAPs 
are much more heavily armed and safer 
vehicles. There is no reason to delay. 
The Senator from West Virginia made 
the point that there is $11 billion in 
this bill to start sending those vehicles 
to our troops so they will be safe and 
come home safe. 

Our men and women in uniform 
across the world need this bill to pass. 
They do their duty without any hesi-
tation. Can we do anything less? 

There is a fundamental disagreement 
in this country about the war in Iraq, 
whether our troops should continue 
there, as the President would have, or 
whether we should start bringing them 
home. We have had many debates on 
that issue in this Chamber during the 
last year; there will be many more. But 
today this bill should not be a casualty 
of that disagreement in the Senate. 
This bill is about providing the vital 
resources our military needs to keep 
our country strong and safe. 

Let me tell you, there is a part of 
this bill I had at least a small part in 

crafting, and I am very proud of it. It 
is called the Wounded Warriors Act. 
There were so many involved in it. I 
don’t claim that it was my own exclu-
sively, but each of us tried to put a 
provision in that would help our war-
riors coming home from battle be 
treated better and recover from their 
wounds more quickly. 

This bill includes $70 million to fund 
the Wounded Warrior initiative that 
was included in the Defense authoriza-
tion bill. That is legislation on which I 
worked. Having visited veterans hos-
pitals and talked with so many dis-
abled vets, I realized that money was 
desperately needed to improve treat-
ment for traumatic brain injury and 
post-traumatic stress disorder and ac-
tively support our troops in transition 
between Active Duty and Veterans’ Ad-
ministration care. 

This bill also has $980 million for 
equipment for the National Guard. In 
my hometown of Springfield, IL, is 
Camp Abraham Lincoln. If you go out 
to Camp Lincoln, there is a big parking 
lot. It is empty. It used to be filled 
with vehicles until 80 percent of the 
National Guard units in Illinois were 
deployed. They took that equipment 
overseas to fight the war. It was de-
stroyed, run down, not worth return-
ing. It has never been replaced. Our Na-
tional Guard units in Illinois have 
about a third of the equipment they 
need. God forbid a crisis in our State or 
something that requires mobilization; 
they will be hard pressed because the 
equipment is not there. 

This bill has $980 million for equip-
ment for the National Guard. Most of 
our Guard units are lucky to have half 
the equipment they once had. This is a 
burden on them when it comes to 
training and responding when needed. 

I have looked at our Guard and 
talked with our leaders there. They 
have only half the authorized rifles 
they need and less than half the au-
thorized vehicles. Our States, every 
one of them, desperately need this 
equipment, and this bill provides al-
most $1 billion to meet that need. Why 
would we say no? Why would we wait? 

Also included in this bill is des-
perately needed funding for veterans, 
the victims of the catastrophic wildfire 
season, and people who lost their 
homes because of Katrina. 

This bill contains a continuing reso-
lution which keeps the business of Gov-
ernment continuing as we work our 
way through this appropriations de-
bate. Maybe there are some on the 
other side, people I have not met, who 
believe closing down our Government 
is a good thing. We certainly don’t. The 
Democrats in the majority believe our 
Government should continue to func-
tion. Was it 12, 13 years ago when then- 
Speaker Gingrich decided he would just 
close down the Government to see if we 
would miss it? People such as Rush 
Limbaugh were crowing on the radio 
that if the Federal Government went 
away, nobody would notice. They no-
ticed it in a hurry. There are vital 
functions that need to continue. 

This bill contains a continuing reso-
lution that keeps the lights on, keeps 
people working, keeps valuable serv-
ices there for people across America 
and around the world. We want to pass 
this along with this Defense appropria-
tions bill. This would fund our Govern-
ment until December 14, next month, 
which gives us time to work on agree-
ments on the rest of the appropriations 
bills. 

We are operating under the spectre of 
a President who has threatened to veto 
10 of the 12 appropriations bills, even 
though we put these bills together in a 
very bipartisan way, and they had 
overwhelming majority votes. Those 
appropriations bills aren’t likely to be-
come law in the near future, so the 
only responsible thing to do is to have 
this continuing resolution so Govern-
ment funding will continue. 

The President has said he will veto 
these bills because they are—all the 
bills, the appropriations bills—roughly 
$20 billion over his budget. The Presi-
dent has threatened to delay health 
care, money for No Child Left Behind, 
training for workers, even the National 
Institutes of Health, and even trans-
portation because Congress restored 
many cuts he has made over the 
years—$20 billion, $25 billion. Sure, it 
is a significant sum of money, but it 
represents about 2 percent to 21⁄2 per-
cent of the total Federal budget. 

A President who is arguing we can’t 
afford $20 billion or $25 billion for 
America has asked us for $196 billion 
for Iraq—$196 billion for Iraq but we 
can’t afford $20 billion for America? I 
don’t follow it. 

A strong America begins at home, in-
vesting in our people, our children, our 
communities, our neighborhoods, our 
towns, and our States—our economy— 
so businesses can grow and good jobs 
can be there. Why this President op-
poses these measures I can’t under-
stand. But we shouldn’t let the busi-
ness of Government grind to a halt 
while we work out that obvious dif-
ference. That is why the continuing 
resolution is so important. 

I guess 2007 was a banner year at the 
White House. After 6 years of search-
ing, after turning loose all of the agen-
cies of the executive branch of Govern-
ment, after bringing in the best inves-
tigators the President could find, after 
literally tearing the White House apart 
from one end to another, President 
George W. Bush, in the year 2007, dis-
covered his veto pen. He had been look-
ing for 6 years. He couldn’t find it. He 
never used it. But then he found it in 
2007, and I guess he decided this would 
be part of his relevancy campaign. 

You may recall, Mr. President, he 
gave a speech and said: I have to do 
some things around here to continue to 
be relevant. Reuters announced today 
that 24 percent of the American people 
approve of the President’s job in office. 
Someone in the White House, I am not 
sure who, has said to him: If you just 
start using this veto pen again, I think 
your numbers will go up. I think you 
will be relevant. 
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I think they are wrong because the 

President has used his veto pen for 
things that don’t help our country. 
When we tried to change course in pol-
icy and direction in Iraq, the President 
used his veto pen and stopped us. When 
we tried to promote stem cell research 
to find cures for diseases, such as dia-
betes and heart disease and cancer, 
Parkinson’s and Alzheimer’s, he found 
that veto pen and used it to stop the 
research. He has used that pen to stop 
Children’s Health Insurance, and he 
used it to try to stop an investment in 
America called the Water Resources 
Development Act. 

Today, there was a historic vote on 
the Senate floor. I believe some 79 
Members, if I am not mistaken, voted 
to override the President’s veto—many 
more than the 67 necessary. It was his-
toric because that is only the 107th 
time in history this has occurred. The 
Senate, Republicans and Democrats, 
rejected the President’s veto. 

So the President continues to take 
advice and threaten to use that veto 
pen again. It is a newfound power that 
he ignored for 6 years as President. Not 
once did he find a single bill generated 
by a Republican Congress that he 
would veto, not one time. Now he can’t 
find a bill generated by a Democratic 
Congress he wants to sign. 

Well, the bills we pass in the Senate 
take bipartisan support. We don’t have 
60 votes on the Democratic side. We 
have 51. We need the help of our Repub-
lican friends to pass anything, and we 
have gotten that help. I hope the Presi-
dent will consider that when he threat-
ens to veto appropriations bills with 
overwhelmingly positive, affirmative 
votes. 

The continuing resolution assumes 
an increase of $2.9 billion for Veterans 
Affairs. This would allow the VA to 
spend at a greater rate, and they need 
to. If you had asked the Department of 
Veterans Affairs 7 or 8 years ago what 
they would be doing in the year 2007, I 
am sure they would have said: Well, we 
will continue to meet our legal obliga-
tion for a lot of aging veterans who 
have come to us with the problems of 
aging men and women. But that is not 
their challenge today exclusively. They 
have a new challenge, with thousands 
of returning soldiers and sailors, ma-
rines and airmen, who come back bro-
ken in body and spirit and need the 
help of the Veterans’ Administration. 
We give them money for that. That is 
in this bill. 

Will Republicans stop this bill? Will 
they stop the $2.9 billion for the Vet-
erans’ Administration? How could they 
possibly justify that? 

It also has $500 million emergency 
funding for the Forest Service and Bu-
reau of Land Management for wildfires. 
You don’t have to tell our colleagues 
from California what that is about. It 
is about the biggest migration in our 
Nation since the Civil War—people 
forced out of their homes because of 
the fires, many of their homes de-
stroyed in the process. 

The bill has $3 billion in emergency 
funding for the HUD Road Home Pro-
gram for people whose homes were 
damaged and destroyed by Hurricanes 
Katrina and Rita. The Governor of 
Louisiana, Governor Blanco, came to 
see me, along with the mayor of New 
Orleans, Mr. Nagin, and they told me 
about this program, one that the Fed-
eral Government agreed to fund. It has 
been a program that has been widely 
subscribed and needs additional money 
to be completed. It is just for the peo-
ple who have legitimate claims, and it 
gives them a chance to come home. It 
is about time the people in New Orle-
ans had a chance to come home. 

Mr. President, our country faces 
threats on many fronts. Our duty in 
Congress is to provide the authority 
and the funding for our military to be 
equipped and trained to meet those 
threats. I support this funding bill 
which gives our soldiers the tools they 
need to safeguard our Nation. To my 
friends on the Republican side of the 
aisle, as they ponder whether to sup-
port this bill, I hope they will under-
stand funding our military at this mo-
ment in our history is critical; pro-
viding continuing resources for our 
Government to stay in business is the 
right thing to do. 

Saying no to veterans at this mo-
ment is a bad decision. Saying no as 
well to the victims of fires is not defen-
sible. And saying no to those people 
who have struggled and need a helping 
hand across America is not consistent 
with who we are and what we should 
be. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and 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. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
NELSON of Florida). Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Alaska is recog-
nized. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I want 
to state my support for the Depart-
ment of Defense conference agreement 
that is before the Senate today. As we 
have done for so many years, my good 
friend from Hawaii, Senator INOUYE, 
and I have worked in a bipartisan man-
ner with our counterparts in the House 
to draft an agreement that meets the 
needs of the military. This bill bal-
ances our priorities for funding, pay, 
and benefits to the military and civil-
ian personnel, maintaining force readi-
ness in the operating accounts, and 
providing significant investment for 
the modernization of weapons systems. 
I strongly support the defense side of 
this bill. 

I remain deeply disturbed by what is 
not included in the bill. What is miss-
ing from the conference agreement is 
what is known as the bridge fund or 
supplemental appropriations to support 

our troops in the field. For each of the 
last 3 years, and in the current CR, the 
bridge funding for the costs of oper-
ations in Iraq, Afghanistan, and around 
the world have been included, until a 
full supplemental bill could be consid-
ered has passed the Congress in the 
Spring. 

This has been a difficult matter for 
us to deal with. I was unsuccessful in 
the defense conference in adding $70 
billion as a bridge fund. As I under-
stand it, the House has indicated they 
will bring forth a stand-alone bridge 
fund bill to be considered by the Con-
gress as early as next week. As a mat-
ter of fact, it may be tomorrow that 
they take it up. I have not seen any ac-
tion yet to assure that we will get a 
clean bridge fund bill that can be 
signed by the President. This bothers 
me considerably. 

The continuing resolution attached 
to this bill does not contain a bridge 
fund. As I said, every defense bill since 
fiscal year 2005 has included a bridge 
fund that funded contingency oper-
ations. Unfortunately, the absence of 
this bridge fund leaves the Department 
will be forced to divert money from 
their regular accounts to fund overseas 
operations. They will also be forced to 
reprogram money from the Defense bill 
itself in order to cover the problems of 
the men and women in the field. 

I have said I would offer a motion to 
invoke rule XXVIII against this bill, 
but upon reflection and after talking to 
the people in the administration, the 
intention is to allow that this Defense 
bill to be passed because there are 
overwhelming problems in the Defense 
Department itself. 

So contrary to my own deep thoughts 
about the lack of the bridge fund, I 
think, considering the matter of all of 
those people who serve us, it is essen-
tial we get the Defense bill itself 
passed. It will give us the basic funds 
to continue the ongoing operations for 
a limited period of time. 

It bothers me that without the bridge 
fund—the Congress has failed to recog-
nize the overall process of supporting 
our deployed forces and replacing worn 
equipment. These effort are at risk for 
being delayed, when this bridge fund is 
not provided. The current CR, which 
contains funding for our deployed 
forces, runs out on the 16th of this 
month. 

I say to the Senate, it is a great risk 
we are taking, a great risk not to fund 
the people who are serving valiantly 
overseas. These people ought to be the 
first under consideration. Unfortu-
nately, we are presented with a dichot-
omy of protecting the whole of the De-
partment of Defense and getting the 
bill to the President to be signed, as 
opposed to having the additional mon-
eys necessary to continue to support 
those overseas. 

In the past 3 years, as I said, we have 
included a bridge fund. Without this 
funding, the Department of Defense 
will now have to divert money, repro-
gram money from this bill we are going 
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to pass, to fund overseas operations. 
Those operations cost about approxi-
mately $13 billion a month. That is 
money that is necessary to keep the 
people who are in the field now, sustain 
the rotation of those forces, and ensure 
that they have the equipment that 
they need. A significant portion of that 
money is dedicated to the troops and 
their families as they come home. It 
costs much more to bring a soldier or 
Marine back and put that person back 
into their unit and take care of all the 
medical problems associated with re-
turning personnel as it does to send 
someone over. 

The difficulty is without a bridge 
fund those people are going to be the 
first ones harmed. We still have time. 
This is the point just made to me—we 
still have time before November 16 to 
pass a clean bridge fund, one without 
bells and whistles, one without polit-
ical concepts in it, one without telling 
the President to end a war he can’t 
end. 

I do hope the Senate understands we 
should not have a political dispute bar 
us from supporting those people who 
have volunteered. This is a total volun-
teer military. They have depended 
upon us to support them. We have until 
November 16 to do what we should do, 
and that is pass a bridge bill. 

I do hope the House will keep its 
word to us and send us a bridge bill. No 
matter what happens between the 
White House and the Congress and the 
parties within the Congress, we should 
not lose sight of the fact that those 
people have volunteered to serve this 
country, they are there, some of them 
are coming back, and others are going 
over to take their place until this issue 
is settled. I, for one, hope it is settled 
as soon as possible, but I do not believe 
we can solve the problem by denying 
the Department the money it needs to 
support those in the field. 

We have men and women in uniform 
in 146 countries today. It is not just 
Iraq and Afghanistan. These service-
members are still chasing terrorists 
around the world. I think we send the 
wrong message to the deployed troops 
who have volunteered for duty if we ne-
glect them. This will be the first time 
we have done that. 

By not raising the point of order I am 
relying upon what I believe is a com-
mitment of the House to send us a 
bridge bill, a bridge bill that can be 
passed and signed by the President by 
the 16th, by the time the current CR 
expires. I do not believe we can ignore 
our commitments to our forces over-
seas, and I do hope the Senate will join 
us in agreeing to pass a bridge bill that 
is not political. 

I know my friend, and I disagreed on 
the basic concept of entering this war. 
But after the troops were there, we 
have set aside any political differences 
and decided our job was to make sure 
the volunteers who commit them-
selves, commit their lives and put 
them at stake, are going to get what 
they need so long as the Commander in 

Chief orders them to do what he has 
the power to do under the Constitu-
tion, and that is to represent this coun-
try in events taking place in Iraq, Af-
ghanistan, and throughout the world. 

These are very complicated times. 
We are reading what is going on in 
Pakistan, which impacts our oper-
ations in Afghanistan. When we were 
there the last time I was there, the one 
thing they wanted was support for heli-
copters and equipment to assist in the 
war on terrorism. 

I remind my colleagues there is more 
than $11 billion in this package for 
mine resistance, ambush protected, or 
MRAP vehicles. Senator INOUYE and I 
totally support that concept. But force 
protection for the troops goes far be-
yond the vehicles in which they ride. It 
includes everything from body armor 
to helmets, to ballistic eye protection, 
aircraft survivability equipment, to 
improved sensors, communications for 
better situational awareness—all of 
that should be in the bridge fund that 
is not here. 

I am disturbed with myself, as a mat-
ter of fact, to a certain extent, that I 
am not going to raise that point of 
order. But you have to weigh this, now, 
as to what is in the best interests of 
the people in uniform. 

We are not saying today there is not 
going to be a bridge fund. We are say-
ing we will pass this bill now, but we 
are committing ourselves—I am com-
mitting myself to do everything pos-
sible to get a bridge fund passed by No-
vember 16. 

We do not want to send the wrong 
message to our people deployed. The 
interesting thing about it—I have 
spent the last few evenings, quite late 
into the morning, watching this mar-
velous public television series called 
‘‘The War.’’ That was our war, Senator 
INOUYE’s war, and my war. As a matter 
of fact, Senator INOUYE has a dramatic 
presentation in that series, and I ap-
plaud him for that. But the difference 
between that war and this war, these 
conflicts in which we are involved now, 
is overwhelming. 

I remember leaving Miami and call-
ing my aunt and uncle, with whom I 
lived, then when I came back from 
China, calling them from Hawaii, al-
most 2 years later. There was no com-
munication—no phones, no e-mails, no 
messages. Once in a while, about twice 
a month maybe, a letter or a package. 

This is a different concept. These 
people overseas can hear us now. They 
are going to get e-mails today saying 
the Senate did not pass that bridge 
bill. They are watching us—and they 
should. They have every right to watch 
us, and their families do too. 

I think to do anything less than pass-
ing this bridge bill before we go home 
for Thanksgiving—to me, it would be 
irresponsible. We have to keep our 
commitment to these people. The $70 
billion that is available to the Depart-
ment of Defense under the current CR, 
it ought to remain available to them 
until we pass the main supplemental, 

which the Congress will take up some-
time in March or April. 

I do hope the Senate will understand 
what we are doing. We have a bill 
today, which includes the Continuing 
Resolution, that has a great many pro-
visions in it that we didn’t have much 
to do with here in the Senate. The Sen-
ate is on warning that it could well be-
come surplusage in the processes of the 
Congress if we let this happen again. 
These items were entered into the con-
ference report entirely separate from 
the defense bill that is before us to-
night. Rule XXVIII is supposed to bar 
that. The exigencies of the situation 
now are such that we must let the De-
fense bill go to the President in order 
to achieve our goal of supporting the 
activities of the Department of De-
fense. 

It is with reluctance I urge my col-
leagues to support this bill, send it to 
the President for his signature—which 
I am assured will happen. If we don’t 
stand up as a Senate and support our 
troops, we will be neglecting our duty. 

We have duties here too. We support 
the Constitution, and the Constitution 
gives the President of the United 
States power to send troops overseas 
whether we like it or not. As a matter 
of fact, we passed the resolution to 
make sure the President had that 
power and then asked him to do it. 

So under these circumstances, we 
should not neglect those people who 
are overseas, who are wearing our uni-
form and putting their lives at risk on 
a daily basis. I do hope the Senate will 
take notice that we cannot let this be-
come a common practice, we cannot 
neglect our job in terms of having the 
Congress consider the things we believe 
are absolutely necessary for our coun-
try. 

The only reason I do not do it now is 
this gap between now and a week from 
now on November 16. We have the time 
to pass a bridge bill. We have the time 
to authorize the money that is needed 
to support these people during our ab-
sence on what we call the Thanks-
giving recess. I hope and I pray to God 
we will do it. We must do it. It is on 
that basis that I do not raise a point of 
order. 

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

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, for the 
past 30 years, I have been privileged to 
serve on the Appropriations Defense 
Subcommittee with my illustrious 
partner, the senior Senator from Alas-
ka. We have always done this in a bi-
partisan fashion. It has been so bipar-
tisan that, notwithstanding the con-
troversies involved in the bill, as the 
Senate knows very well, we passed the 
bill in the subcommittee in less than 
half an hour and the full committee in 
less than an hour and a half. 

We should also keep in mind that 4 
days from now, we will be saying thank 
you to the veterans of World War I, II, 
and the others. 

This is a must bill. I think we should 
take the words of the senior Senator 
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from Alaska, his words of wisdom, with 
seriousness because it deserves serious 
consideration. 
∑Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, we are a 
country at war and yet it is business as 
usual in the Halls of the Congress. This 
conference report is chocked full of 
unrequested and unauthorized funding 
provisions while actually underfunding 
the budget requested by the President 
for the Department of Defense by $3.5 
billion. That is correct, Mr. President. 
We are underfunding one of the most 
critical agencies to the safety and se-
curity of the American public in order 
to spend extraordinary amounts on un-
necessary, wasteful earmarks and run 
of the mill porkbarrel projects. There 
are over 2,000 earmarks in this year’s 
Defense Appropriations conference re-
port and its accompanying Statement 
of Managers, with 24 earmarks added 
outside the scope of conference. 

Today, we are engaged in a struggle 
against Islamic fascism and yet it 
seems that many on both sides of the 
aisle are placing special interest and 
pet projects before the urgent funding 
needs of our troops and providing what 
they need to succeed in their mission. 
While this bill has $3 billion of Katrina 
relief for Louisiana homeowners, it 
does not have one dime allotted for 
bridge funds for the global war on ter-
ror. I support doing what we can do to 
aid in the Katrina recovery. But we 
must be equally committed to our 
brave men and women in uniform. 

Allow me to highlight some of the 
earmarks that are taking real money 
away from our fighting men and 
women: $25,000,000 for the Hawaii Fed-
eral Health Care Network; $23,000,000 
for the National Drug Intelligence Cen-
ter, NDIC; $20,000,000 for historically 
Black colleges and universities; 
$5,000,000 for the United States Olympic 
Committee, USOC Paralympic Military 
Program; $4,800,000 for the Jamaica 
Bay Unit of Gateway National Recre-
ation Area; $3,000,000 for ‘‘The First 
Tee,’’ a golf foundation in St. Augus-
tine, FL; $2,400,000 for the Vertical Lift 
Center of Excellence-Institute of Main-
tenance, Science and Technology; 
$2,000,000 for brown tree snake eradi-
cation; $1,600,000 for the New York 
Structural Biology Center; $1,200,000 
for the National Bureau for Asian Re-
search; $800,000 for extended shelf life 
produce for remotely deployed forces; 
and $500,000 for the Maine Institute for 
Human Genetics. 

I am not questioning the merits of 
some of these programs and initiatives 
but they do not belong on a Defense ap-
propriations bill. It is our responsi-
bility to be faithful stewards of the 
taxpayers’ hard-earned dollars. What-
ever position you have on the war in 
Iraq, the global war on terror or this 
administration, as long as our soldiers, 
sailors, airmen and marines are in 
harm’s way, it is our responsibility to 
provide them with whatever is nec-
essary for them to succeed in their 
missions around the world and come 
home safely. We can do better than 

this for our troops and for the Amer-
ican taxpayer.∑ 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I op-
pose the 2008 Department of Defense 
appropriations conference report be-
cause it provides money to continue 
the misguided war in Iraq but fails to 
require the redeployment of U.S. 
troops. The war in Iraq is the wrong 
war. It is overstretching our military 
and undermining our national security. 
It is long past time for this war to end. 

Some may pretend that this con-
ference report does not include any 
Iraq money. That claim is misleading, 
at best. This bill provides the regular 
DOD funding that keeps the war going. 
In fact, this bill will pay for a signifi-
cant part of our operations in Iraq. 
Moreover, there is nothing in this bill 
to prevent the Defense Department 
from shifting regular funds to pay for 
the full costs of the war in Iraq in the 
event that the Congress does not enact 
supplemental appropriations for the 
war. 

I strongly support our brave men and 
women in uniform. We do not do them 
any favors by giving the President 
money to keep this open-ended war 
going with no strings attached. For 
their sake, and for the sake of our na-
tional security, we should use our 
power of the purse to force the Presi-
dent to bring this war to a close. This 
bill represents another missed oppor-
tunity, and another example of Con-
gress failing to use its power to bring 
our troops out of Iraq. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I would 
like to urge my colleagues to support 
the conference report to accompany 
the fiscal year 2008 Department of De-
fense appropriations bill. I would also 
like to thank all of the House and Sen-
ate conferees for their hard work and 
dedication to ensure that our troops 
and their families have all the nec-
essary equipment and support they 
need. 

As both a senior member of the 
Armed Services Committee and chair-
man of the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs, I am particularly pleased to sup-
port $70 million in funding for pro-
grams authorized under the Dignified 
Treatment of Wounded Warriors Act, 
designed to assist members of our 
Armed Forces and their families in the 
often difficult transition from battle-
field to home. I am also glad to support 
the inclusion of $980 million in addi-
tional funds to ensure that National 
Guard and Reserve forces have the 
equipment they need to train for de-
ployments abroad and to respond to 
natural disasters at home. 

In addition, I applaud the conferees’ 
decision to retain a provision recog-
nizing the dedication and sacrifices 
made by members of our Armed Forces 
and their civilian counterparts, by pro-
viding a 3.5-percent increase in basic 
pay for all service members and civil-
ian personnel, 0.5 percent above the 
President’s request. Similarly, I am 
pleased to support the inclusion of $2.6 
billion to be used for the immediate 

needs of our military families. These 
funds which will be used to hire coun-
selors, teachers, and child care pro-
viders are critical for our military 
readiness and for sustaining our troops 
by ensuring the well-being of their 
families. 

Once again, let me urge my col-
leagues to set aside differences and 
reach the compromises necessary to 
provide our brave men and women in 
the armed services with the resources 
they need. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I certify 
that the information required by Sen-
ate rule XLIV, related to congression-
ally directed spending, has been identi-
fied in the conference report to accom-
pany H.R. 3222, Department of Defense 
appropriations bill, 2008, House Report 
110–434, filed on November 6, 2007, and 
that the required information has been 
available on a publicly accessible con-
gressional Web site at least 48 hours 
before a vote on the pending conference 
report. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I rise to ex-
press my opposition to the conference 
report to H.R. 3222, the Defense Appro-
priations Act for fiscal year 2008. This 
Defense bill, which I strongly support, 
unfortunately includes a so-called 
‘‘continuing resolution’’ which is full 
of earmarks. 

I am extremely disappointed that our 
troops must continue to pay the price 
for political posturing and the inclu-
sion of funding for pet programs in a 
must-pass military funding bill. Our 
troops are being used to carry pork 
projects and this is a text book exam-
ple of irresponsible legislating. 

Let’s be clear about what a con-
tinuing resolution is. This continuing 
resolution provides stopgap funding for 
existing Federal programs at current 
or reduced fiscal year levels because 
the majority couldn’t get its appropria-
tions bills completed by the beginning 
of a new fiscal year. 

What we should be considering is a 
straight CR: no earmarks, no plus ups, 
no new ‘‘emergency’’ spending. This 
bill has it all. It has a $3 million ear-
mark for a golf center—an expense 
clearly not linked to our national de-
fense. There is even $800,000 to study 
the effects of sound on marine mam-
mals. 

This is a dangerous way to operate. 
This Congress has already shown it 

has zero fiscal discipline. Business as 
usual is bad enough, but if we, the U.S. 
Senate, concede on the definition of a 
CR, this kind of unconscionable spend-
ing will be done forever. It will be 
standard operating procedure. That is 
not what the American people want. 

I want to make very clear my strong 
support for the members of our Armed 
Forces and the vital work they are 
doing around the world every day. I 
have the greatest admiration for all of 
them for their commitment to pre-
serving our freedoms and maintaining 
our national security. They are all true 
heroes and they are the ones who are 
doing the heavy lifting and making 
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great sacrifices in our country’s name 
so that we might continue to be the 
land of the free and the home of the 
brave. 

We are faced tonight with a vote on 
a bill that our troops need, but the 
troops are not the focus of this con-
ference report. This political tactic 
does our troops and all Americans who 
want good government, a disservice. 

I want to provide our troops with the 
funding and the resources they need to 
be successful in all their objectives. I 
want the Senate to consider the Fiscal 
Year 2008 Defense Appropriations Act 
on its merit. Legislating isn’t a barter 
system, or at least it shouldn’t be. The 
men and women of our armed services 
deserve better than having the funding 
they need to do their job being used in 
a horse-trading scheme so a Member of 
Congress can get funding for his or her 
own special cause. There is more than 
$50 million worth of projects being 
slipped in this so-called CR. We are 
moving quickly toward midnight. I 
guess that’s a fitting time to vote on a 
bill laden with pork slipped in under 
the cover of darkness. The people of 
the United States deserve better. 

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Mr. President, 
with great reluctance, I will vote today 
in opposition to passage of the 2008 De-
partment of Defense appropriations 
conference bill. This legislation con-
tains $459 billion in funding to provide 
the resources needed to run daily mili-
tary operations. 

I supported this legislation when it 
first came to the Senate floor in Octo-
ber. However, I can not vote in support 
for the final House-Senate conference 
report because it contained $59 million 
in earmarks that were added during 
the closed-door conference negotia-
tions. One of those earmarks was for $3 
million to fund a golf center that is in 
the name of the congressman who re-
quested it. What is a golf center doing 
on a DOD appropriations bill? 

This was a difficult decision because 
I strongly support most of the provi-
sions in this bill, and I have deep re-
spect for Chairman INOUYE and Rank-
ing Member STEVENS and their efforts 
to craft a good funding bill. 

However, I made a commitment dur-
ing my campaign and when I took my 
oath of office in January to reform the 
secretive earmarking process. I 
thought we had made real progress 
with the passage and enactment of S.1, 
the ethics reform bill, that requires far 
more transparency and disclosure on 
earmarks than there has ever been. Un-
fortunately, I have since discovered 
there are still some gaps in the ethics 
bill that need to be filled. 

One of which has to do with the dif-
ficulty of raising a 60-vote point of 
order on earmarks added during appro-
priations conference negotiations. S.1 
says that we can do that. But in re-
ality, we really can’t. Most of these 
added funding earmarks are contained 
in the Joint Explanatory Statement of 
Managers, which, technically, isn’t 
part of the conference report bill text. 

What that means is we can’t raise a 
point of order against those earmarks 
to strike them out of the bill. 

Let me give me you some perspective 
on what we are talking about. The De-
fense appropriations conference text 
was 133 pages long. The Joint Expla-
nation of Managers—470 pages long. 
The JES as they call it, contains all of 
the earmarks, all kinds of substantive 
direction and is three times as long as 
the official conference report, and it is 
not subject to a point of order? This is 
wrong. It’s not what I believe most of 
us thought would escape the oversight 
rules of S. 1 when we voted for it. At 
the very least, it seems disingenuous in 
how we sold this bill to the American 
public as a way to clean up our tax-
payer-funded shop and how we do busi-
ness around here. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
that the order for the quorum call be 
rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SANDERS). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

NOMINATION OF MICHAEL B. 
MUKASEY TO BE ATTORNEY 
GENERAL 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent the Senate now proceed 
to executive session to consider Execu-
tive Calendar No. 374, the nomination 
of Michael Mukasey to be Attorney 
General of the United States; that 
there be a time limitation of 5 hours of 
debate equally divided between the 
chairman and ranking member of the 
Judiciary Committee, with the Demo-
cratic time divided as follows: Senator 
LEAHY, 45 minutes; Senator DORGAN, 15 
minutes; Senator DURBIN, 20 minutes; 
Senator CARDIN, 10 minutes; Senator 
REED, 15 minutes; Senator KENNEDY, 10 
minutes; Senator HARKIN, 10 minutes; 
Senator BOXER, 15 minutes; Senator 
SALAZAR, 10 minutes; that upon the 
conclusion or yielding back of the 
time, the leaders be recognized for 10 
minutes each, with the majority leader 
going last; that the Senate then vote 
on confirmation of the nomination; the 
motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table; the President be immediately 
notified of the Senate’s action, and the 
Senate then resume legislative session; 
that the Senate then, without inter-
vening action or debate, vote adoption 
of the conference report on H.R. 3222. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I wish to 
put in the RECORD that this has been 
cleared with the leader on our side 
also. I have no objection. 

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

The majority leader. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I appreciate 

the cooperation of everyone. This has 
been a difficult day. These are very 
sensitive issues we are dealing with, 
with the troops and the financing of 
the country, in addition to the nomina-
tion of a Cabinet officer. It is a time 
when you need cooperation from both 
sides. That is what we have had. It has 
not been easy. I extend my apprecia-
tion to my colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle and the cooperation of my 
Members. I would finally say that for 
those of you who have had questions 
asked by Democrats and Republicans, 
we are going to finish the farm bill. 
There is some real movement on that 
with amendments. I feel comfortable 
we will be able to get that done in the 
near future. I appreciate everyone’s co-
operation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the nomination. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the nomination of Michael B. Mukasey, 
of New York, to be Attorney General. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The as-
sistant majority leader. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate is now taking up the nomination of 
Judge Michael Mukasey to be the next 
Attorney General of the United States. 
It is a nomination which has become 
controversial. Judge Mukasey has 
served his country in many different 
ways. He served as a Federal judge be-
fore he retired, then went into private 
practice and was summoned to serve as 
Attorney General by this President. I 
had a chance to meet with him person-
ally in my office. One cannot help but 
be impressed by the man’s intelligence 
and erudition. He clearly is a person of 
strongly held beliefs and it takes little 
time to appreciate that when you meet 
him. 

I left, after meeting him in my office, 
believing his nomination hearings 
would be interesting, and they were. 
On the first day, Judge Mukasey was a 
great witness, saying things that need-
ed to be said about his plans to change 
the Department of Justice from the 
days of Alberto Gonzales, about his 
feeling of responsibility to the country 
not to abide by any decisions made by 
the President that were inconsistent 
with the law or the Constitution. 

He went so far as to say he would re-
sign before he would allow that to 
occur. I can recall speaking to my col-
leagues, including Senator SCHUMER, 
who sat next to me in the Judiciary 
Committee, and saying: What a breath 
of fresh air, how refreshing that he 
would be so candid and forthright. 
After all the years of Alberto Gonzales 
dodging questions, refusing to answer, 
here was a man who answered the ques-
tions. That was the first day. 

Then came the second day of the 
hearing. When my turn came to ask 
questions, I proceeded to ask Judge 
Mukasey specific questions about tor-
ture. His answers to those questions 
led to a great deal of controversy and 
lead us to this moment in the Senate 
debate. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:24 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00043 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2007SENATE\S08NO7.REC S08NO7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-09-12T18:08:59-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




