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DEWINE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1908, a bill to authorize the Under Sec-
retary of Technology of the Depart-
ment of Commerce to award grants to 
establish up to eight Nanoscience to 
Commercialization Institutes through-
out the United States to develop com-
mercial applications for nanotech- 
nology. 

S. 2075 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 

names of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. BIDEN) and the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. FEINSTEIN) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2075, a bill to amend 
the Illegal Immigration Reform and 
Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996 
to permit States to determine State 
residency for higher education pur-
poses and to authorize the cancellation 
of removal and adjustment of status of 
certain alien students who are long- 
term United States residents and who 
entered the United States as children, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 2115 
At the request of Ms. STABENOW, the 

names of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Ms. LANDRIEU) and the Senator from 
New Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2115, a bill to 
amend the Public Health Service Act 
to improve provisions relating to Par-
kinson’s disease research. 

S. 2165 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 

name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2165, a bill to assist members of the 
Armed Forces in obtaining United 
States citizenship, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 2178 
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 

name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
STEVENS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2178, a bill to make the stealing and 
selling of telephone records a criminal 
offense. 

S. 2235 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 

name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
REID) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2235, a bill to posthumously award a 
congressional gold medal to Constance 
Baker Motley. 

S. 2237 
At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, the 

name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. VITTER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2237, a bill to withhold United 
States assistance from the Palestinian 
Authority until certain conditions 
have been satisfied. 

S. 2253 
At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the 

name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2253, a bill to require the Secretary 
of the Interior to offer the 181 Area of 
the Gulf of Mexico for oil and gas leas-
ing. 

S. 2266 
At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, the 

name of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 

NELSON) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2266, a bill to establish a fellowship 
program for the congressional hiring of 
disabled veterans. 

S. 2284 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 

names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEDY) and the Senator 
from Rhode Island (Mr. REED) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2284, a bill to 
extend the termination date for the ex-
emption of returning workers from the 
numerical limitations for temporary 
workers. 

S. 2318 
At the request of Mr. DODD, the name 

of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. DEWINE) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 2318, a 
bill to provide driver safety grants to 
States with graduated driver licensing 
laws that meet certain minimum re-
quirements. 

S. 2321 
At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, the 

name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. VITTER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2321, a bill to require the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to mint coins in 
commemoration of Louis Braille. 

S. RES. 180 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 

name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. KOHL) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. Res. 180, a resolution supporting the 
goals and ideals of a National 
Epidermolysis Bullosa Awareness Week 
to raise public awareness and under-
standing of the disease and to foster 
understanding of the impact of the dis-
ease on patients and their families. 

S. RES. 313 
At the request of Ms. CANTWELL, the 

name of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
HATCH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 313, a resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate that a National 
Methamphetamine Prevention Week 
should be established to increase 
awareness of methamphetamine and to 
educate the public on ways to help pre-
vent the use of that damaging narcotic. 

S. RES. 371 

At the request of Mr. THOMAS, the 
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
BENNETT) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. Res. 371, a resolution designating 
July 22, 2006, as ‘‘National Day of the 
American Cowboy’’. 

S. RES. 378 

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 
names of the Senator from Texas (Mrs. 
HUTCHISON) and the Senator from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. SANTORUM) were 
added as cosponsors of S. Res. 378, a 
resolution designating February 25, 
2006, as ‘‘National MPS Awareness 
Day’’. 

S. RES. 383 

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
DEWINE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 383, a resolution calling on the 
President to take immediate steps to 

help improve the security situation in 
Darfur, Sudan, with an emphasis on ci-
vilian protection. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself, 
Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. MENENDEZ, 
Ms. SNOWE, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. 
COBURN, Mr. REED, Ms. 
COLLLNS, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. 
DURBIN, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. 
SANTORUM, and Ms. MIKULSKI): 

S. 2333. A bill to require an investiga-
tion under the Defense Production Act 
of 1950 of the acquisition by Dubai 
Ports World of the Peninsular and Ori-
ental Steam Navigation Company, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I 
come to the Chamber today first to an-
nounce introduction of legislation, S. 
2333, which would deal with the Dubai 
Ports issue. The legislation is bipar-
tisan. It has five Democratic and five 
Republican sponsors, although the 
number is growing. The lead Repub-
lican sponsor is my friend from Min-
nesota, Mr. COLEMAN, who had hoped to 
be here today, but I believe his flight 
was delayed, and he is just arriving 
about now. 

First, I would like to speak about the 
recent developments in Dubai Ports 
World’s takeover of several major 
ports. I believe the bipartisan legisla-
tion which I and others will introduce 
today is the path forward with respect 
to this deal and securing our Nation’s 
ports and making sure that homeland 
security is the No. 1 priority. 

As we know, the administration and 
DP World executives reached an agree-
ment yesterday to allow for a 45-day 
investigation of security concerns 
raised by this deal. That is good news. 
I salute the administration and Presi-
dent Bush for doing so. 

The bottom line is that many of us 
have called for this 45-day investiga-
tion—many of us from both parties 
over the last week and a half—and the 
fact that the President is doing it is 
very good news. To dig in one’s heels 
doesn’t make much sense, particularly 
when it comes to homeland security. 
So the new agreement is a major step 
forward, and it is a key part of what 
many of us have been asking for in re-
cent weeks. But there are still some 
outstanding questions. That is why we 
will be introducing our legislation this 
afternoon. The devil is in the details. It 
is plain and simple. 

Here are some of the questions that 
have yet be to answered. 

First, we must make sure that the 
CFIUS Committee conducts a full, 
thorough, and independent investiga-
tion. We can ask for no less, given that 
the security of our homeland is at 
stake. Reports that I and others have 
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received have been that the previous 
investigation was cursory, was casual, 
was not as thorough as it might be. 
There are reports, for instance, that 
people simply looked in the record 
books to see if there was something 
wrong that DP World had done. That is 
not the kind of investigation you need 
when for the first time they are going 
to operate the ports here in the United 
States. And because the committee has 
already taken a position, even if it is in 
a casual and cursory way, we have to 
make sure they are able to approach 
this with an open mind. We need real 
independence here. 

Make no mistake about it; the CFIUS 
Committee in the past has too often 
made economic and diplomatic consid-
erations at a greater level than home-
land security consideration. That is 
buttressed by the fact that there are 
reports in the newspapers that the 
homeland security representative on 
the committee first objected and then 
withdrew his objection. 

Again, we have to make sure there is 
a broader question; that is, whether 
the CFIUS Committee is the right 
committee to begin with to do this. 
Are they structured properly in a post– 
9/ll world? 

When they were first set up more 
than 20 years ago, part of the purpose 
was almost to provide a security jus-
tification for economic deals that had 
to go through. But even in the confines 
of present law, we have to make sure 
that the investigation is thorough, 
complete, and independent. 

Let me mention one point in this re-
gard. I had been very perturbed when I 
learned that the Port Authority of New 
York/New Jersey, in charge of our 
ports, was not even consulted about 
this deal. Had they been consulted, 
they would have talked about all kinds 
of problems that they saw, and as a re-
sult they are now suing to block the 
deal. But how thorough could an inves-
tigation be if the governmental agency 
in charge of running the ports, in 
charge of security in the ports, in our 
largest port on the east coast, was not 
even consulted? 

So the first question is, will the in-
vestigation be thorough, will it be com-
plete, and will it be independent? Will 
those who have already brushed aside 
any complaints or worries be able now 
to have an open mind? I hope so. I am 
not prejudging, but it is a question 
that has to be asked as the investiga-
tion proceeds. 

The second question is, what will 
happen with the report once it is com-
pleted? If the report is kept secret and 
only given to the President, then what 
good was the new 45-day investigation? 
After all, the President has already 
said he is for this, and I would like to 
hear the President say that if new con-
cerns are brought up by the report, he 
would reconsider his support of this 
merger. We have not heard that yet. So 

at that point, we are sort of in a posi-
tion where it is almost like Alice in 
Wonderland, where you first have the 
verdict and then the trial. For this 45- 
day investigation to have real merit, 
since it does go to the President by law 
and he gets the right to say ‘‘yes’’ or 
‘‘no,’’ it would help with the American 
people to say he has an open mind as 
well; he is not locked into a position. 

My belief is this: I think the report 
should be made available to the Senate 
and the House, to any Member of the 
Senate and House who wishes to see it, 
and should be made public, at least the 
nonclassified parts of the report. It can 
be done on a redacted basis. 

Why? First of all, we do need inde-
pendent judgment. Again, because the 
President has come out so firmly for 
this proposal, to allow the House and 
Senate to see the full report makes a 
great deal of sense and because the 
American people have so many con-
cerns. Go to any street corner in any 
city or town or suburb in this country 
and you will hear questions asked 
about this. Every time I have been on 
an airplane—and I have been on air-
planes in various parts of the country— 
people actually get out of their seats 
and come over to me and say: What is 
going on here? So making the report 
public, at least in a redacted way, so 
the classified parts are not obviously 
exposed, makes a great deal of sense. 
So that is our second question. 

The third question is evaluation. It 
seems to me that in this particular 
area where there has been such con-
cern, there ought to be, in a constitu-
tionally and legislatively proper way, 
an ability for this body and the other 
body to disapprove the deal. And that 
is what our legislation calls for. It calls 
for a 30-day period after the report is 
issued before any merger is con-
summated so that Congress can dis-
approve the deal. As you know, Mr. 
President, there are strict laws on how 
Congress can approve and disapprove 
administrative actions, and we have 
consulted those documents and our dis-
approval is in keeping with the way 
you should structure such a dis-
approval. 

So those are the three major ques-
tions that our legislation asks. The 
legislation, S. 2333, which 10 of us, 5 
Democrats and 5 Republicans, are in-
troducing this afternoon, deals not 
only with the 45-day review which the 
President has already agreed to but the 
giving of the final report to the House 
and Senate and to the public in a non-
classified way and gives the Congress 
the 30-day right for disapproval. 

Now, there is one other question not 
engaged by our legislation that has to 
be answered and that is this: Because 
this is a voluntary agreement between 
the administration and DP World, I 
have concerns about, because the merg-
er is going to go forward, how securely 
walled off is the American part of this 

new enterprise from the rest. If you 
read the document that has been made 
public, it is sort of contradictory, in a 
certain sense. We want to make sure 
that those walls are thick, that nobody 
in the Dubai Ports World organization 
can influence decisions made here, at 
least while the investigation is going 
forward. These will be other questions 
that I think we should ask. 

Now, what is the status, what will we 
do with this legislation? Well, the 
President’s agreeing to a 45-day inves-
tigation obviates the need to ask for a 
vote in this Chamber immediately, al-
though I am confident that if the legis-
lation were brought to the floor, it 
would receive an overwhe1ming vote, 
probably a veto-proof majority. How-
ever, we will keep this legislation at 
the ready as we follow the investiga-
tion. If the investigation should falter 
or it should not be made public, then 
the legislation might well be brought 
to the floor again. The bottom line is, 
those of us who have great concern 
about this deal are in a period of 
watchful waiting. We are hopeful that 
the bipartisan compromise we have put 
together will sort of spread. We are 
hopeful that the President’s going 
along with the 45-day investigation is 
an indication that we can continue to 
work together. None of us relishes the 
occasion to bring this legislation to the 
floor. It would be much better if the 
President would agree to all of its 
terms. But at the moment, we will 
carefully watch and wait, doing our 
best to make sure that the investiga-
tion is complete, thorough, and inde-
pendent, doing our best to make sure 
that Members of Congress and the pub-
lic can see all the appropriate parts of 
the investigation and then, should the 
need arise, have an opportunity to dis-
approve of this merger. 

One other point, larger point. What-
ever happens with this merger, in 
terms of its effect on the United States 
and its ports, there is one bit of good 
that can come out of this sorry mess; 
namely, that this Congress, that this 
administration focus much more on 
port security. There is no question that 
we have not done enough in terms of 
port security. In the air, we have done 
a pretty good job. We have spent about 
$8 billion, and while not all of it was 
spent perfectly, we are a lot safer from 
terrorism in the air than we were be-
fore. But in our ports, which are per-
haps more vulnerable and wide open, 
we haven’t done enough. Amendment 
after amendment after amendment 
that I and others have brought up over 
the last 4 years has been defeated, of-
tentimes on party-line votes. There is a 
need to do many things. There is a 
need to make sure that every container 
that comes into this country can be in-
spected, can be done mechanically for 
nuclear material. There is a need to 
make sure that those containers do not 
contain biological or chemical weap-
ons. There is a need to make sure that 
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the containers are far more 
tamperproof than they are today—not 
all of them are; far too many are not— 
so that there can’t be something 
slipped into that container while it is 
on board ship or has already been load-
ed or checked out at the port of embar-
kation. There is a need to make sure 
that personnel both on our side of the 
ocean and on the other side of either 
ocean have been thoroughly checked 
out, in terms of their background, so 
that terrorist organizations cannot in-
filtrate because we all know in ter-
rorism handbook 101, infiltration is 
probably the best way to smuggle some 
terrible weapons onto our shores. 

We also have to make sure that we 
have greater personnel, greater ma-
chinery, greater computers and tech-
nology so that a higher percentage of 
containers, not just the 1 in 20, can be 
inspected; 1 in 20 is too great a gamble 
and too great a risk. 

As we move forward, I hope that 
these will happen. And one other thing 
that ought to be done. We ought to 
take a look at the CFIUS committee, 
which in the past has too often taken 
the path of least resistance and doesn’t 
give foreign takeovers the critical na-
tional security review they deserve. 

According to a 2005 report, ‘‘The 
manner in which the Committee on 
Foreign Investment in the United 
States implements Exon-Florio may 
limit its effectiveness. For example, 
Treasury in its role as Chair and some 
others narrowly define what con-
stitutes a threat to national security.’’ 

This week, the Banking Committee 
will hold hearings on CFIUS reform, 
and I look forward to working with 
Chairman SHELBY and Senator SAR-
BANES to carefully examine the CFIUS 
process, something I have had trouble 
with in the past. 

In conclusion, the last 2 weeks have 
been extraordinary. Rarely do we see 
these days a bipartisan, bicameral 
unity to ensure our Nation is pro-
tected, and those of us who worked 
hard at this, I say to my colleagues, 
can be proud that we have already seen 
some major progress. The 45-day inves-
tigation will commence. We must keep 
our vigilance and make sure the rest of 
the process is done fairly and carefully 
and independently because the security 
of our country depends upon it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2333 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Foreign In-
vestment Security Improvement Act of 
2006’’. 
SEC. 2. INVESTIGATION UNDER DEFENSE PRO-

DUCTION ACT OF 1950. 
(a) INVESTIGATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the President or the 
President’s designee shall conduct an inves-
tigation, under section 721(b) of the Defense 
Production Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 
2170(b)), of the acquisition by Dubai Ports 
World, an entity owned or controlled by the 
Emirate of Dubai, of the Peninsular and Ori-
ental Steam Navigation Company, a com-
pany that is a national of the United King-
dom, with respect to which written notifica-
tion was submitted to the Committee on 
Foreign Investment in the United States on 
December 15, 2005. Such investigation shall 
be completed not later than 45 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(2) SUSPENSION OF EXISTING DECISION.—The 
President shall suspend any decision by the 
President or the President’s designee pursu-
ant to section 721 of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2170) with respect 
to the acquisition described in paragraph (1) 
that was made before the completion of the 
investigation described in paragraph (1), in-
cluding any such decision made before the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS FOR INVESTIGATION.—The 
investigation under subsection (a) shall in-
clude— 

(1) a review of foreign port assessments 
conducted under section 70108 of title 46, 
United States Code, of ports at which Dubai 
Ports World carries out operations; 

(2) background checks of appropriate offi-
cers and security personnel of Dubai Ports 
World; 

(3) an evaluation of the impact on port se-
curity in the United States by reason of con-
trol by Dubai Ports World of operations at 
the United States ports affected by the ac-
quisition described in subsection (a); and 

(4) an evaluation of the impact on the na-
tional security of the United States by rea-
son of control by Dubai Ports World of oper-
ations at the United States ports affected by 
the acquisition described in subsection (a), 
to be carried out in consultation with the 
Commandant of the Coast Guard, the Com-
missioner of the Bureau of Customs and Bor-
der Protection, the heads of other relevant 
Federal agencies, and relevant State and 
local officials responsible for port security at 
such United States ports. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 15 days after 
the date on which the investigation con-
ducted pursuant to this section is completed, 
the President shall submit to Congress a re-
port that— 

(1) contains the findings of the investiga-
tion, including— 

(A) an analysis of the national security 
concerns reviewed under the investigation; 
and 

(B) a description of any assurances pro-
vided to the Federal Government by the ap-
plicant and the effect of such assurances on 
the national security of the United States; 
and 

(2) contains the determination of the Presi-
dent of whether or not the President will 
take action under section 721(d) of the De-
fense Production Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 
2170(d)) pursuant to the investigation. 

(d) CONGRESSIONAL BRIEFING.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than the date on 

which the report described in subsection (c) 
is submitted to Congress pursuant to such 
subsection, the President or the President’s 
designee shall provide to the Members of 
Congress specified in paragraph (2) a detailed 
briefing on the contents of the report. 

(2) MEMBERS OF CONGRESS.—The Members 
of Congress specified in this paragraph are 
the following: 

(A) The Majority Leader and Minority 
Leader of the Senate. 

(B) The Speaker and Minority Leader of 
the House of Representatives. 

(C) The Chairman and Ranking Member of 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs, the Committee on Finance, 
and the Committee on Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs of the Senate. 

(D) The Chairman and Ranking Member of 
the Committee on Financial Services, the 
Committee on Homeland Security, and the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House 
of Representatives. 

(E) Each Member of Congress who rep-
resents a State or district in which a United 
States port affected by the acquisition de-
scribed in subsection (a) is located. 
SEC. 3. CONGRESSIONAL ACTION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—If the determination of 
the President contained in the report sub-
mitted to Congress pursuant to section 2(c) 
of this Act is that the President will not 
take action under section 721(d) of the De-
fense Production Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 
2170(d)) and not later than 30 days after the 
date on which Congress receives the report, a 
joint resolution described in subsection (b) is 
enacted into law, then the President shall 
take such action under section 721(d) of the 
Defense Production Act of 1950 as is nec-
essary to prohibit the acquisition described 
in section 2(a), including, if such acquisition 
has been completed, directing the Attorney 
General to seek divestment or other appro-
priate relief in the district courts of the 
United States. 

(b) JOINT RESOLUTION DESCRIBED.—For pur-
poses of subsection (a), the term ‘‘joint reso-
lution’’ means a joint resolution of the Con-
gress, the sole matter after the resolving 
clause of which is as follows: ‘‘That the Con-
gress disapproves the determination of the 
President contained in the report submitted 
to Congress pursuant to section 2(c) of the 
Foreign Investment Security Improvement 
Act of 2006 on llllll.’’, with the blank 
space being filled with the appropriate date. 

(c) COMPUTATION OF REVIEW PERIOD.—In 
computing the 30-day period referred to in 
subsection (a), there shall be excluded any 
day described in section 154(b) of the Trade 
Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2194(b)). 

By Ms. COLLINS: 
S.J. Res. 32. A joint resolution dis-

approving the results of the review 
conducted by the Committee on For-
eign Investment in the United States 
(CFIUS) into the purchase of Penin-
sular and Oriental Steam Navigation 
(P&O) by Dubai Ports World (DP 
World); to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise 
to introduce a joint resolution dis-
approving the conclusion of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Investment in the 
United States, CFIUS, to allow Dubai 
Ports World, DP World, to take over 
certain port operations in the United 
States. My colleague and good friend, 
Congresswoman JANE HARMAN, will be 
introducing this resolution in the 
House of Representatives. 

This resolution would do the fol-
lowing: 1. Disapprove the CFIUS review 
of the transaction; 2. direct the CFIUS 
to conduct a 45-day investigation in 
order to ensure that the sale will not 
have an adverse effect on national se-
curity; and 3. direct CFIUS to brief 
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Members of Congress on the findings of 
its investigation before the transaction 
is allowed to proceed if the Committee 
maintains that it should go forth. 

The pending sale raises potential 
maritime security concerns. The sale 
would transfer control of Peninsular & 
Oriental, P&O, Ports North America to 
DP World, a foreign government-owned 
entity. P&O Ports has extensive ter-
minal and stevedoring operations along 
the eastern seaboard and on the gulf 
coast. It encompasses not only ter-
minal facility leases in six major U.S. 
ports, as has been reported widely in 
the media, but also stevedoring and 
terminal operations in a total of 21 
U.S. ports, including my home State in 
Portland, ME. 

We have long acknowledged the vul-
nerability of our ports—both as a po-
tential target and as a conduit through 
which terrorists, their weapons or 
other contraband may enter the U.S. 
coming from a State with three inter-
national cargo ports, I am keenly 
aware of the importance of our sea-
ports to our national economy and to 
the communities in which they are lo-
cated. In addition to our ports’ eco-
nomic significance, the link between 
maritime security and our national se-
curity is evident. 

The attacks of 9/11 have forced us to 
reassess and rebuild our entire ap-
proach to security. Against an enemy 
determined to cause maximum harm to 
both the American people and the 
American economy, we are building a 
structure that, in great part, relies 
upon private-public partnerships. No-
where is this more apparent than in 
our ports—where terminal operators, 
longshoremen, port authorities, im-
porters, carriers, and others have 
worked with the United States Coast 
Guard, Customs and Border Protection, 
and state and local law enforcement to 
put security plans in place. 

The foreign government in question, 
that owns DP World, is the government 
of Dubai, part of the United Arab Emir-
ates, UAE. While UAE is an ally in the 
war on terrorism, it also has been used 
as a base of terrorist operations and fi-
nancing. In fact, the 9/11 Commission 
reported that UAE was ‘‘both a valued 
counterterrorism ally of the United 
States and a persistent counterter- 
rorism problem.’’ The attacks of 9/11 
were planned in part in the UAE, and 
much of the financing for those oper-
ations was funneled through the UAE 
banking system. The facts warrant a 
thorough 45-day investigation by 
CFIUS, not a cursory review. 

This incident has revealed significant 
shortcomings in the CFIUS process. It 
is not adequately transparent and does 
not provide for sufficient oversight re-
porting to appropriate committees and 
the leadership of Congress. The Exon- 
Florio provision of the Defense Produc-
tion Act gives the President the au-
thority to suspend or prohibit any for-

eign acquisition, merger or takeover of 
a U.S. corporation that is determined 
to threaten the national security of the 
U.S. Through Executive order, the 
President established the CFIUS to re-
view transactions pursuant to Exon- 
Florio and make a recommendation re-
garding the exercise of his authority. It 
may be appropriate for the reviews, 
which may involve proprietary data 
and classified information, to be held 
confidential. However, once a decision 
has been reached by the CFIUS, it is 
wholly appropriate, and even nec-
essary, that Members of Congress be 
briefed on the findings of the review 
and the basis for the decision. 

I am truly troubled by the review 
process that was followed with respect 
to this purchase. The more I learn, the 
more questions are raised. The law re-
quires a 45-day investigation in cases 
where an acquirer is controlled by a 
foreign government, as in the case of 
DP World, and the acquisition could af-
fect the national security of the U.S. 
However, the CFIUS did not conduct an 
investigation, as the plain language of 
the statute would demand. 

I am pleased that, in a recent devel-
opment, the administration has agreed 
to undertake a 45-day investigation as 
a result of discussions with DP World 
and congressional leadership. Perhaps 
its recommendation, once briefed to 
Congress, will allay concerns that have 
been raised. Perhaps the national secu-
rity implications, apparent on the face 
of the deal, will be adequately ad-
dressed through a more rigorous proc-
ess. Given the remaining uncertainties, 
however, I felt it was important to pro-
ceed with the introduction of this reso-
lution, in conjunction with my col-
league in the House, Congresswoman 
HARMAN. 

The silver lining of recent events is 
that they have served to highlight the 
critical importance of port security to 
our Nation. Last November, Senator 
MURRAY and I introduced the 
GreenLane Maritime Cargo Security 
Act of 2005. This comprehensive legisla-
tion authorizes $835 million annually 
for programs and initiatives to better 
secure our Nation’s ports. 

It would help build a coordinated ap-
proach to maritime and port security 
across all levels of government and 
with our overseas trading partners, im-
proving our Nation’s security as it ex-
pedites trade with those governments 
and businesses that join in this goal. 

The bill addresses the problem of un-
coordinated supply-chain security ef-
forts, directing the Secretary of Home-
land Security to develop a strategic 
plan to enhance security for all modes 
of transportation by which containers 
arrive in, depart from, or move through 
seaports of the United States. The stra-
tegic plan also must include protocols 
for the resumption of trade in the case 
of an incident. 

This legislation recognizes that 
America’s ports, large and small, are 

our partners in keeping our Nation safe 
and our economy strong. 

I seek my colleagues support both for 
this resolution and for the GreenLane 
bill. 
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NOTICES OF HEARINGS/MEETINGS 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce a correction for 
the information of the Senate and the 
public. 

The Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources hearing to review the 
proposed Fiscal Year 2007 Forest Serv-
ice budget will be held on Tuesday, 
February 28, 2006, at 10 a.m. in Room 
SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building. 

For further information, please con-
tact Frank Gladics (202–224–2878), Eliza-
beth Abrams (202–224–0537) or Sara 
Zecher (202–224–8276) of the Committee 
staff. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public 
that an oversight hearing has been re-
scheduled before the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources. 

The hearing originally scheduled for 
Wednesday, March 1, 2006 at 10 a.m. in 
Room 366 of the Dirsken Senate Office 
Building will now be held at 9:30 a.m. 
on March 1, 2006, in the same room. 

The purpose of the oversight hearing 
is to receive testimony regarding the 
state of the economies and fiscal af-
fairs in the Territories of Guam, Amer-
ican Samoa, the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands, and the 
United States Virgin Islands. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record should send two 
copies of their testimony to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC 
20510-6150. 

For further information, please con-
tact Josh Johnson at 202–224–5861 or 
Steve Waskiewicz at 202–228–6195. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public 
that a hearing has been scheduled be-
fore the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources. 

The hearing will be held on Tuesday, 
March 7, 2006 at 9:30 a.m. in Room 366 
of the Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

The purpose of the hearing is to dis-
cuss the goal of energy independence. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
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