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subsection (g)(1)(A)) within such agency, ex-
cept that the authority to pay a bonus under 
this subsection shall be available only if— 

ø‘‘(A) the unusually high or unique quali-
fications of an employee or a special need of 
the agency for the services of an employee 
makes the retention of such employee essen-
tial; and 

ø‘‘(B) the agency determines that, in the 
absence of such a bonus, it is likely that the 
employee would leave— 

ø‘‘(i) the Federal service; or 
ø‘‘(ii) for a different position in the Federal 

service under conditions described in regula-
tions of the Office. 

ø‘‘(2) SERVICE AGREEMENTS.—(A) Payment 
of a bonus under this subsection shall be con-
tingent upon the employee entering into a 
written agreement with the agency to com-
plete a period of service with the agency in 
return for the bonus. 

ø‘‘(B)(i) The agreement shall include— 
ø‘‘(I) the length of the period of service re-

quired; 
ø‘‘(II) the bonus amount; 
ø‘‘(III) the manner in which the bonus will 

be paid (as described in paragraph (3)(B)); 
and 

ø‘‘(IV) any other terms and conditions of 
the bonus, including the terms and condi-
tions governing the termination of an agree-
ment. 

ø‘‘(3) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—A bonus 
under this subsection— 

ø‘‘(A) may not exceed 50 percent of the 
basic pay of the employee; 

ø‘‘(B) may be paid to an employee— 
ø‘‘(i) in installments after completion of 

specified periods of service; 
ø‘‘(ii) in a single lump sum at the end of 

the period of service required by the agree-
ment; or 

ø‘‘(iii) in any other manner mutually 
agreed to by the agency and the employee; 

ø‘‘(C) is not part of the basic pay of the em-
ployee; and 

ø‘‘(D) may not be paid to an employee who 
holds a position— 

ø‘‘(i) appointment to which is by the Presi-
dent, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate; 

ø‘‘(ii) in the Senior Executive Service as a 
noncareer appointee (as such term is defined 
under section 3132(a) of title 5, United States 
Code); or 

ø‘‘(iii) which has been excepted from the 
competitive service by reason of its con-
fidential, policy-determining, policy-mak-
ing, or policy-advocating character.’’.¿ 

SEC. 5. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act and the amendments made by 
this Act shall take effect 60 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the com-
mittee-reported amendments be agreed 
to, the Levin amendment be agreed to, 
the bill as amended be read the third 
time and passed, the motion to recon-
sider be laid upon the table, and that 
any statements relating to the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 4905) was agreed 
to, as follows: 

At the end of the bill add the following: 

SECTION 6. DISPOSAL OF FEDERAL SURPLUS 
PROPERTY TO HISTORIC LIGHT STA-
TIONS. 

Section 549(c)(3)(B) of title 40, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in clause (vii), by striking ‘‘or’’ after 
the semicolon; 

(2) in clause (viii), by striking the period 
and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end of the following: 
‘‘(ix) a historic light station as defined 

under section 308(e)(2) of the National His-
toric Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470w– 
7(e)(2)), including a historic light station 
conveyed under subsection (b) of that sec-
tion, notwithstanding the number of hours 
that the historic light station is open to the 
public.’’. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a 
third time. 

The bill (H.R. 2066), as amended, was 
read the third time and passed; as fol-
lows: 

(The bill will be printed in a future 
edition of the RECORD.) 

f 

NATIONAL LIFE INSURANCE 
AWARENESS MONTH 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Judiciary 
Committee be discharged from further 
consideration of S. Res. 448 and the 
Senate proceed to its immediate con-
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk re-
port will report the resolution by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 448) supporting the 

goals and ideals of ‘‘National Life Insurance 
Awareness Month’’. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed 
to, the motion to reconsider be laid 
upon the table, and that any state-
ments relating to the resolution be 
printed in the RECORD, without inter-
vening action or debate. 

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

The resolution (S. Res. 448) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows: 
S. RES. 448 

Whereas life insurance is an essential part 
of a sound financial plan; 

Whereas life insurance provides financial 
security for families by helping surviving 
members meet immediate and long-term fi-
nancial obligations and objectives in the 
event of a premature death in their family; 

Whereas approximately 68,000,000 United 
States citizens lack the adequate level of life 
insurance coverage needed to ensure a secure 
financial future for their loved ones; 

Whereas life insurance products protect 
against the uncertainties of life by enabling 
individuals and families to manage the fi-
nancial risks of premature death, disability, 
and long-term care; 

Whereas individuals, families, and busi-
nesses can benefit from professional insur-

ance and financial planning advice, including 
an assessment of their life insurance needs; 
and 

Whereas numerous groups supporting life 
insurance have designated September 2006 as 
‘‘National Life Insurance Awareness Month’’ 
as a means to encourage consumers to— 

(1) become more aware of their life insur-
ance needs; 

(2) seek professional advice regarding life 
insurance; and 

(3) take the actions necessary to achieve fi-
nancial security for their loved ones: Now 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) supports the goals and ideals of ‘‘Na-

tional Life Insurance Awareness Month’’; 
and 

(2) calls on the Federal Government, 
States, localities, schools, nonprofit organi-
zations, businesses, and the citizens of the 
United States to observe the month with ap-
propriate programs and activities. 

f 

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, 
SEPTEMBER 7, 2006 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it 
stand in recess until 9:30 a.m. on Thurs-
day, September 7. I further ask that 
following the prayer and pledge, the 
Journal of proceedings be approved to 
date, the time for the two leaders be 
reserved, and the Senate proceed to a 
period for the transaction of morning 
business for up to 30 minutes, with the 
first 15 minutes under the control of 
the Democratic leader or his designee 
and the final 15 minutes under the con-
trol of the majority leader or his des-
ignee; further, that the Senate then re-
sume consideration of H.R. 5631, the 
Department of Defense appropriations 
bill. 

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

f 

PROGRAM 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, speak-

ing for the leader, he believes we had a 
full day debating the Department of 
Defense appropriations bill. Tomorrow 
we will finish this bill. Therefore, Sen-
ators should expect rollcall votes 
throughout the day. The managers 
should be consulted about any out-
standing amendments Senators would 
like to have considered. Senator CON-
RAD will be here first thing in the 
morning to offer an amendment. 

Again, we will finish this bill tomor-
row, and Members should anticipate a 
long day if needed to complete our 
work on this spending bill. 

f 

ORDER FOR RECESS 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, it is 

my understanding that Senator ROCKE-
FELLER has an amendment and a state-
ment. If there is no further business to 
come before the Senate, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate stand in 
recess under the previous order, fol-
lowing the remarks of Senator ROCKE-
FELLER. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
f 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2007—Contin-
ued 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
Alaska. It is late, and I understand 
that. I rise to address something which 
is very important to me, and that is 
the Defense appropriations bill that 
may appear to many to be insignificant 
boilerplate language, when, in fact, is 
not that at all. Unfortunately, the pro-
vision has an enlarged significance in 
this Congress as a result of the inex-
plicable and unpardonable failure of 
the Senate to do something that it has 
never done before, and that is to fail to 
pass intelligence authorizations for ei-
ther fiscal year 2006 or fiscal year 2007. 

Section 8086 of the Defense appropria-
tions bill waives section 504 of the Na-
tional Security Act of 1947 until the en-
actment of the Intelligence Authoriza-
tion Act for fiscal year 2007. What does 
that mean? Section 504 provides, with 
limited exceptions, that no appro-
priated funds available may be obli-
gated or expended for an intelligence 
activity unless those funds were spe-
cifically authorized by Congress; there-
fore, by the two Intelligence Commit-
tees. 

This waiver is a standard part of the 
Defense appropriations bill. Until this 
Congress, it has served the acceptable 
function of allowing intelligence com-
munities to begin spending money if 
the authorization bill is not completed 
before the beginning of the fiscal year. 
Under this waiver, as soon as the intel-
ligence authorizations for any given 
year are enacted, that authorization 
language would control. 

In this Congress, however, the 
boilerplate language has become the 
substitute for legislative authorization 
of intelligence activities because the 
majority leader, to be honest, has re-
fused to bring the intelligence author-
ization bill to the floor for the past 2 
years—for the past 2 years. 

The Senate’s failure to pass this crit-
ical national security legislation is un-
precedented. Last year was the first 
time since the establishment of the 
congressional Intelligence Committees 
that the Senate failed to pass an an-
nual authorization bill. From 1978 
through 2004, the Senate had an unbro-
ken, 27-year record of completing its 
work on this critical legislation. The 
intelligence authorization bill has been 
rightly considered, always, must-pass 
legislation. Regardless of who con-
trolled the Senate, regardless of who 
controlled the White House, there was 
an understanding that the programs 
authorized by this bill were too impor-
tant to not have the input of the Con-
gress through the Intelligence Commit-
tees. 

Unfortunately, because of an anony-
mous objection by a Republican Sen-
ator, the majority leader decided to let 
this important national security legis-
lation die on the vine last year, for the 
first time, and he appears intent on 
doing so this year again. The result of 
this decision by the majority leader 
will be diminished authority for intel-
ligence agencies to do their jobs of pro-
tecting Americans. It also will result 
in less effective oversight, which was 
essentially the 9/11 Commission’s No. 1 
call, and all of this at a time when the 
intelligence community is undergoing 
the biggest restructuring in its 50-year 
history. 

The annual intelligence authoriza-
tion is the primary mechanism which 
the Congress, through the Intelligence 
Committees, uses to provide guidance 
and support to America’s intelligence 
agencies, the heart of our effort to pro-
tect America’s national security. 

At a time when our security depends 
so heavily on good intelligence, when 
our national security has been endan-
gered by not depending sufficiently on 
good intelligence—or maybe the intel-
ligence wasn’t good when it should 
have been—and we are in the midst of 
reforming and modernizing our intel-
ligence community, the Senate’s fail-
ure to act on this legislation is abso-
lutely inexplicable to this Senator and 
to virtually all the Members of the In-
telligence Committees. 

In reporting the resolution to estab-
lish the Intelligence Committee in May 
1976, since the first chairman on our 
side was the Senator from Hawaii, Mr. 
INOUYE, the Committee on Government 
Operations back then wrote the fol-
lowing: 

An essential part of the new committee’s 
jurisdiction will be authorization authority 
over the intelligence activities of the De-
partment of Defense, the Department of 
State, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
and the Central Intelligence Agency. With-
out this authority, the new committee would 
not be assured the practical ability to mon-
itor the activities of these agencies. 

They wrote that back then—and that 
is: 

. . . to obtain full access to information 
which the committees must have to exercise 
control over the budgets of agencies in order 
to reduce waste and inefficiency, and to im-
pose changes in agency practices. 

That is what they said. 
The failure of the Senate to pass in-

telligence authorization for 2 years 
threatens to erode the ability of the In-
telligence Committee to carry out the 
mission assigned to it by the Senate. 
This failure has consequences both im-
mediate and long term. Our intel-
ligence agencies can continue exe-
cuting the funding made available 
through the various appropriations 
bills but without any guidance as to 
what they should do from the Intel-
ligence Committees. 

I do not understand this. 
The Appropriations Committee does 

an excellent job at providing resources 

for the intelligence agencies, what they 
need to operate on. But the roadmap 
for how the Congress expects those 
sources to be executed comes from the 
authorization bill—which seems to no 
longer exist. The sensitivity and im-
portance of our Nation’s intelligence 
programs makes congressional direc-
tion essential every single year. But 
the creation of an Office of the Direc-
tor of National Intelligence in 2004, and 
the ongoing development of that office, 
makes the guidance even more impor-
tant now. 

The fiscal year 2006 authorization bill 
contains 17 separate provisions enhanc-
ing or clarifying the authority of the 
DNI. Those provisions included addi-
tional authority to promote informa-
tion sharing, clarifying the DNI’s role 
in managing human intelligence—all of 
these, easy to say and difficult to do— 
providing flexibility in the financing of 
national intelligence centers, how 
those centers were to be set up, and 
elevating the DNI Inspector General to 
a statutory position. 

Those important provisions are now 
included in this fiscal year 2007 bill, 
and we should act on them as soon as 
possible. I do not think we are going 
to, but we should. 

In the longer term, the Senate’s in-
ability to debate and act on this crit-
ical legislation will have a more last-
ing effect on congressional oversight. 
Both the 9/11 and the Robb-Silberman 
commission on weapons of mass de-
struction highlighted the importance 
of improving oversight as a necessary 
component of reforming our intel-
ligence capabilities. Oversight. 

The 9/11 Commission wrote: 
Of all our recommendations, strengthening 

Congressional oversight may be among the 
most difficult and most important. 

In December 2004, the Senate took 
steps to strengthen the Senate Intel-
ligence Committee by eliminating 
member term limits. That had been a 
long time coming. People were limited 
to 8 years. They just began to get up to 
speed and then they were off. Now that 
has changed. It is at the discretion of 
the majority leader and the minority 
leader. 

We increased our staff and strength-
ened other procedures. But these im-
provements were in a sense a hollow 
victory. Since enactment of the re-
forms, the majority leader has emas-
culated the Intelligence Committee by 
denying it the central tool to carry out 
oversight, and that is the annual au-
thorization bill which is called for 
under the law. 

The majority leader’s unwillingness 
to consider these bills is even more 
puzzling because of the bipartisan ef-
fort that has gone into their develop-
ment on both sides of this House. Both 
the fiscal 2006 and 2007 bills passed the 
Intelligence Committee unanimously. 
Both were referred to the Armed Serv-
ices Committee where they were again 
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