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As a member of the Budget Com-

mittee, I am happy to report that this 
year’s budget puts us on track to pro-
vide our veterans adequate support in 
the coming fiscal year. The resolution 
would provide $48.2 billion to help en-
sure that the Veterans Health Admin-
istration within the Department of 
Veterans Affairs can provide the high-
est quality care for all veterans. 

But our work is far from done. S. 1315 
contains several critical benefits im-
provements to ensure that veterans 
young and old have what they need to 
provide for their families and lead full, 
productive lives. Provisions in S. 1315 
would improve life insurance programs 
for disabled veterans, expand the trau-
matic injury protection program for 
active duty servicemembers, extend for 
2 years the monthly educational assist-
ance allowance for apprenticeship or 
other on-the-job training, and provide 
individuals with severe burns specially 
adapted housing benefits. These are im-
portant benefits and services that 
mean a great deal to the nearly 500,000 
veterans living in Maryland and to vet-
erans around this country. 

But, for 8 months now, members of 
the minority party have kept the Sen-
ate from even debating S. 1315 because 
they oppose a provision in the bill that 
would extend certain VA benefits to el-
derly Filipino veterans, residing in the 
Philippines, who fought alongside U.S. 
troops during World War II. Drafted by 
our Government, hundreds of thou-
sands of Filipino soldiers served with 
honor in some of the most dire cir-
cumstances of the war. These Filipino 
veterans were promised veterans’ sta-
tus and were even considered United 
States veterans until that status was 
taken from them by Congress in 1946. 
Restoration of that status rights a 
wrong committed decades ago. And it 
is a correction we don’t have many 
more years to make. We should grant 
these former soldiers full status and 
the limited pension rights contained in 
this bill so that they can live out their 
remaining years in dignity and peace. 

I know that some Senators may dis-
agree with me on this issue. That is 
their right. But I regret that they have 
made it so hard for us to consider this 
important bill. I hope the Senate will 
be able to vote on final passage soon. 
We owe that much and so much more 
to this Nation’s veterans. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

CASEY). The Senator from Wyoming is 
recognized. 

f 

EQUAL PAY 

Mr. ENZI. A few minutes ago, we 
concluded the vote on H.R. 2831 that 
came after a very short debate. It was 
a clever use of the rules by the major-
ity, I have to hand them that. There is 
a requirement that there can be only 1 
hour of debate before the cloture vote. 

So we didn’t have any session today 
until 5 p.m. The Senate was closed. 
That is an interesting way to limit de-
bate. As I noted in my earlier remarks, 
the bill we voted on also didn’t come to 
committee and follow the regular 
order. 

I am very proud of the fact that Sen-
ator KENNEDY and I are able to work 
out a lot of things on a lot of bills. In 
fact, I think we hold the record for 
major bill passage. The way we were 
able to do that is to work in a very bi-
partisan way. We have worked out dif-
ficulties and sometimes we have com-
promised and sometimes we have left 
things out so things could get done. On 
this bill, we never had that oppor-
tunity. We never had that courtesy. We 
never got to debate this for 1 minute in 
committee mark-up, let alone on the 
floor. 

The debate was kind of fascinating to 
listen to because there is equal pay, 
which all of us are in favor of; and 
there is the pay gap, which all of us 
want to close. But the discussion 
ranged between the two, making them 
sound like they were the same thing. I 
want people to be clear that they are 
not. When we talk about women as a 
whole in the United States getting 23 
cents per hour less than men do, we are 
not talking about equal pay for equal 
jobs; we are talking about pay for jobs 
that are not equal. We have held some 
hearings in our committee on this, and 
they have been very enlightening. If a 
person takes what is considered a tra-
ditional job—if a woman takes a tradi-
tional job—the jobs don’t pay very 
well. If a woman takes a nontraditional 
job, they pay very well, just like the 
men who are doing that job. But they 
are not traditional jobs for women. 
Somehow, we have to move women 
from those traditional jobs, where 
there is overemployment, to some of 
the nontraditional jobs where there is 
underemployment. 

One of the fascinating people who 
spoke at our committee was a young 
lady who became a mason. She puts 
rocks on buildings, and she was proud 
of the work she does, and she should 
be. She started out paving, then later 
adding some marble steps, then adding 
pieces to buildings, and then doing 
high-altitude work. And I want to tell 
you, she makes more than I do because 
she does something different than most 
people do, and it pays well. 

We have this thing in America where 
we say there is this kind of job, and 
these are the people who ought to take 
those; and there are these other jobs, 
and you are probably not qualified for 
those. Well, when does that qualifica-
tion happen? Throughout life. We have 
to be training people and encouraging 
people to do better things. 

In order to encourage that kind of 
training we had the America COM-
PETES Act which we passed last year. 
It puts an emphasis on science, tech-

nology, engineering and math so that 
people can become doctors and engi-
neers, and other high-paying jobs. We 
ought to get more people into these 
fields, but what we are getting now is 
fewer and fewer people into them. We 
are facing a shortage in those fields, 
except for the fact that we can bring 
people in from other countries who can 
do those because they are turning out a 
lot of people with the necessary skills. 

I have asked the reason for that, and 
the answer is that they do some things 
we are never going to do in this coun-
try. I went to India recently and 
learned a lot about their education sys-
tem. They promise that every kid gets 
an education through sixth grade, but 
they do not follow that promise. Only 
20 percent of the girls get an education 
at all. They also have this little review 
at fourth grade to see if people are in-
terested in education, and if they de-
termine that you aren’t they kick you 
out of school. Now, that is before sixth 
grade. That is fourth grade. They kick 
them out of school. Those people will 
make $1 a day for the rest of their 
lives. At sixth grade, they have an-
other purge and even more people are 
kicked out of school. We would never 
stand for that. Those people will make 
$2 a day the rest of their lives. Now, in 
most of the world, poverty is $1 a day, 
so they are above the poverty line, al-
though they wouldn’t be in the United 
States. So India only lets 7 percent of 
the kids go to college—just 7 percent. 
Again, we would never stand for that. 
We keep trying to figure out how to get 
more and more people into post-high 
school education, and that includes ca-
reer and vocational education. And we 
need to do that. But in India, part of 
people’s incentive to get into science, 
technology, engineering, and math is 
that those are the jobs that pay well. 
One person in India told me: We don’t 
have professional sports teams, so 
there aren’t any kids out there who are 
bouncing a basketball or throwing a 
pass or doing any of the other things 
that a lot of American kids are doing 
and thinking they are going to get to 
go pro. Some American kids think they 
are going to go pro and think they will 
make about $18 million a year. It is not 
going to happen for most of them. 

I really appreciate the NCAA’s ads 
running now that show a whole bunch 
of people in different professional 
sports, and they say there are 380,000 
young people who are in college sports, 
and every one of them will go pro but 
not in their sport. That is the impor-
tant line on it: not in their sport. 

Somehow, we have to get more peo-
ple involved in the sciences so they 
have the basic knowledge in grade 
school, which will allow them to excel 
in high school, which will allow them 
to do well in college and then allow 
them to get into the higher paying 
jobs. Men and women have equal talent 
in all of those areas. What we have to 
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do is encourage that equal talent 
equally. 

I have been trying to get the Work-
force Investment Act through here, and 
I have gotten it through the Senate 
twice unanimously, but there hasn’t 
been a willingness to go to conference 
committee with the House. I asked 
why, and I was told: Well, we are afraid 
of where the conference committee 
might go. There is no reason for that 
fear right now because the same people 
who were afraid of where it might go 
would be in charge of the conference 
committee now. If they are in charge of 
it, they could make sure it doesn’t go 
anywhere they do not want it to go. 

If we can pass that bill, it will pro-
vide the flexibility that will allow 
900,000 people a year to train for higher 
skilled jobs. For many women, that 
will narrow the pay gap. They can go 
into other kinds of jobs that they may 
have been precluded by other events in 
their lives from ever getting into. If we 
want to narrow the wage gap, there are 
a number of ways to do that, but it 
means we have to get women into areas 
they haven’t been traditionally work-
ing in before. That is the best solution 
to the wage gap argument. 

Part of the difficulty in passing a bill 
around here is having a chance to work 
on the bill. The bill that came before 
us earlier today passed the House after 
being allowed only one hour of debate. 
Using their rules, the majority made 
sure no one was allowed to amend it. 
Now, it comes over here and bypasses 
the committee. The way we usually 
work a bill is for the chairman of the 
committee and the ranking member, 
Senator KENNEDY and myself, to sit 
down and list out some principles that 
we have to check with the rest of the 
committee to see if they match the 
problem we are trying to solve. After 
we have those principles, we plug in de-
tails and see if we have the details 
right. Then we call in the stakeholders, 
which is really anybody interested in 
that issue, and we see if they agree 
with it. 

We have found that when we can get 
agreements with the people on the 
committee and the stakeholders, we 
have the answer right. And most people 
in this body agree we have it right be-
cause most of the bills that get worked 
out this way get passed unanimously. 
A long debate for a bill that comes out 
of our committee is probably 2 hours. 

We are going to have one of those to-
morrow. It will be genetic non-
discrimination, a very important bill 
which, first of all, allows people to 
take advantage of the Genome Project. 
For example, if you are having your 
blood checked you can find out your 
genetic framework, which can tell you 
things that could happen to you in the 
future. And if you know they could 
happen to you in the future, you can 
take actions to keep them from ever 
happening. 

This bill requires that if you have a 
genetic marker indicating that some-
thing could happen to you, your in-
surer is not allowed to make it a pre-
existing condition and your employer 
is not allowed to fire you over it. The 
bill will offer real protection that can 
ultimately help people live healthier 
longer. 

The Genetic Non-Discrimination bill 
went through the whole process that I 
have described. It has even been 
preconferenced with the House side. So 
we are pretty sure that once it finishes 
here it will go right over to the House 
and the House will take care of it too. 
That doesn’t mean we left the House 
and the House committee out of the 
process. We let them into the process. 
We let them into the process early so 
that everybody would know what was 
happening. But that hasn’t been the 
case on H.R. 2831. 

I am disappointed that there wasn’t 
the need, the courage, the desire to see 
what the principles are on this issue 
and see if we could actually solve the 
problem. We can build a good case for 
equal employment because we have al-
ways voted for equal employment. We 
will all vote for equal employment. We 
all want to close the pay gap. That is a 
bit tougher to do, but we can do it if we 
work together. If we don’t work to-
gether and use issues like this to score 
political points, it will be like so many 
bills that come over here and get de-
bated for long periods of time and 
nothing ever happens to address the 
issue. The most productive place to ad-
dress tough issues is the committee. In 
the committee, you can have a couple 
of people interested in one part of the 
issue go off by themselves and come up 
with a solution. Quite often, it isn’t 
the polarized one the Republicans have 
or the polarized one the Democrats 
had. What it becomes is the third way, 
and that eliminates the clash of the 
two polarized sides. 

There are so many things around 
here that have been debated so long 
that if you mention a term from that 
issue, you get instant rebellion from 
both sides. I have watched that so 
many times, people hear a word and 
jump into the weeds arguing about the 
broader application of that word and 
keeping the discussion from actually 
getting to the principle that is trying 
to be solved. 

So there is a way to get these bills 
done, but it isn’t through ‘‘gotcha’’ pol-
itics. It isn’t by just bringing things 
here without consulting the other side 
to see if there are any small correc-
tions or maybe even big corrections 
that can be made. And, as I said before, 
I happen to be disappointed that after 
all the cooperation we have had in the 
committee on other difficult issues, 
that there wasn’t even an opportunity 
for cooperation in the committee on 
this one. 

I believe there are some solutions out 
there, but they are not going to be ar-

rived at on the floor of the Senate. 
What happens here on the floor is that 
both sides bring a series of amend-
ments that we think will put the other 
side in a bad light if they vote against 
it. It isn’t just one side that will do it, 
both sides will do it. So we need to 
have a little more civil way of solving 
this problem, and I have confidence it 
can be done. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 

f 

COCONUT ROAD INVESTIGATION 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I rise today 
to comment on the competing Coburn 
and Boxer amendments that were of-
fered last Thursday to the highway 
technical corrections bill. I voted in 
favor of the Coburn amendment. That 
amendment would establish a bipar-
tisan, bicameral committee of Con-
gress to investigate the circumstances 
surrounding the changes that were 
made to the provisions of the 2005 high-
way bill relating to the Coconut Road 
project between the time that the bill 
passed the House and Senate and the 
time that it was enrolled. 

However, I voted against the Boxer 
amendment, which purports to com-
mand the Justice Department to com-
mence a criminal investigation of this 
same matter. Whether to initiate a 
criminal investigation is a decision 
that our Constitution vests exclusively 
in the executive branch. It is not a de-
cision that the Constitution allows to 
be made through legislative enact-
ments. Although the Boxer amend-
ment’s mandate to the executive was 
modified to state that the criminal in-
vestigation shall only commence 
‘‘under applicable standards and proce-
dures,’’ this change does not cure the 
amendment’s constitutional infirmity. 
There are no ‘‘applicable standards and 
procedures’’ for a legislative mandate 
to the executive to initiate a criminal 
investigation. Whether to initiate such 
an investigation is a matter of prosecu-
torial discretion and is a decision en-
trusted firmly and solely to the execu-
tive branch. To the extent that the 
Boxer amendment purports to com-
mandeer this function, it is a dead let-
ter and will surely be ignored as uncon-
stitutional legislative interference in 
an executive function. 

I would finally note that by insisting 
on replacing Senator COBURN’s amend-
ment with a me-too amendment of 
their own, the Democratic majority 
has undercut the likelihood that there 
will be any investigation of the Coco-
nut Road matter. Senator COBURN’s 
proposal to create a committee of Con-
gress to investigate this matter was 
perfectly constitutional and would 
have gotten to the bottom of this issue. 
The Boxer amendment is an unconsti-
tutional nullity. And even if that 
amendment weren’t unconstitutional, 
or if the Justice Department undertook 
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