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sometimes reach the height of a 3-story build-
ing, and they are horrible eyesores that make 
you wonder how this can all be legal. 

Of course, Mr. Speaker, it really isn’t legal. 
At least, it’s not legal according to the State, 
which recently fined the operator of these sites 
$2.5 million, or the county and local planning 
boards, which have sent me impassioned 
pleas asking for help. But because of this 
loophole in Federal law, it may all be perfectly 
legitimate. The railroad claims that because of 
the exclusive jurisdiction of the Surface Trans-
portation Board over railroad activities, they 
are exempt from all State and local regulations 
regarding the handling of solid waste. That is 
only partially true. 

Mr. Speaker, when Congress passed the 
Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) Ter-
mination Act in 1995, it created the Surface 
Transportation Board (Board) and gave it 
broad authority over rail transportation issues. 
The jurisdiction of the Surface Transportation 
Board was deemed to be ‘‘exclusive’’ over ac-
tivities that are integral to rail operations. The 
intent of this was to allow railroads, which 
cross State lines, to avoid having to deal with 
a patchwork of State economic regulations 
that might hinder interstate commerce. Subse-
quently, the courts have ruled that this exclu-
sive jurisdiction of the Surface Transportation 
Board preempts State and local regulations 
when it comes to permitting requirements. 
Hence, railroads are exempt from having to 
comply with local land use plans when, for ex-
ample, they decide to lay additional track, al-
though they are still required to comply with 
Federal environmental statutes such as the 
National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) 

However, despite the preemption of local 
regulations, Congressional intent was very 
clear at the time the ICC Termination Act was 
passed. The conference report states very 
clearly that the Board’s exclusive jurisdiction 
does not generally preempt State and Federal 
law. The only restriction is that States do not 
attempt to economically regulate the railroads. 
The Surface Transportation Board concluded 
in 1999, in their decision in the dispute be-
tween the Borough of Riverdale and the New 
York Susquehanna and Western Railroad, that 
‘‘Congress did not intend to preempt Federal 
environmental statues such as the Clean Air 
Act and the Clean Water Act.’’ The U.S. Dis-
trict Court for the District of Vermont recently 
affirmed that statement in the case of Green 
Mountain Railroad Corporation v. State of 
Vermont. 

I believe it is quite clear that these waste 
transfer stations are threats to the environ-
ment, and that the railroad’s claim of Surface 
Transportation Board preemption to avoid 
compliance with any environmental regulations 
is wholly without merit. However, it could take 
years to put that issue to rest. Meanwhile, the 
people of New Jersey would continue to get 
exposed to fouled air and water as a result of 
unregulated and uncontrolled solid waste 
transfer sites, and more people would be put 
at risk as these sites multiply across the State. 

But that is beside the point. Because I also 
believe that the operation of a solid waste 
transfer facility is in no way integral to the op-
eration of a railroad. This question has not 
been settled by the courts or the Surface 
Transportation Board, but it can be settled un-
ambiguously by Congress. The legislation we 
are introducing today would explicitly state that 
the Surface Transportation Board does not 

have exclusive preemption over the operation 
of solid waste transfer facilities, and that these 
facilities would be subject to local zoning and 
environmental regulations. We can not stand 
idly by while some unscrupulous railroads ex-
ploit an unintended loophole in Federal law 
when the price is the health and well-being of 
our constituents and our environment. I urge 
my colleagues to join us in cosponsoring this 
bill. 
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Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to com-
memorate the 40th anniversary of enactment 
of the Voting Rights Act of 1965. The Voting 
Rights Act marked a watershed moment in 
American history, and I hope my colleagues 
will join me in celebrating the many ways in 
which it has transformed our democracy. 

On Monday night, it was my great honor to 
join Representative LEWIS; Wade Henderson, 
the Executive Director of the Leadership Con-
ference on Civil Rights; and hundreds of civil 
rights leaders at the commencement of the 
National Conference Commemorating the 40th 
Anniversary of the Voting Rights Act of 1965. 
In 1965, one could not have imagined a room 
in Washington, DC, full of elected leaders from 
various racial, ethnic, religious and socio-eco-
nomic backgrounds. Today there are 81 mem-
bers of Congress that are of African-American, 
Latino, Asian, and Native American descent, 
as well as thousands of minorities in State and 
local elected offices across the Nation. Due in 
large part to the Voting Rights Act, America’s 
leadership is a reflection of our diversity. 

The struggle for enfranchisement has been 
fought by citizens themselves to obtain and 
protect their right to vote. Representative 
LEWIS and the hundreds of civil rights activists 
who joined him on the Edmund Pettus Bridge 
in March 1965 showed courage and persever-
ance in the face of violent opposition. Unfortu-
nately, they did not win the struggle for total 
voter enfranchisement on that fateful day in 
Alabama. The shocking and unconscionable 
murders of Michael Schwerner, Andrew Good-
man, and James Chaney—killed in June of 
1964 for registering black voters in Mis-
sissippi—did not win that struggle. But the 
sacrifices of voting rights activists over the 
past century have paved the way for the en-
franchisement that we all seek. The Voting 
Rights Act has made progress possible, but 
there is still more to be done. 

When I speak with students, I often ask, 
‘‘What is the greatest invention in history?’’ 
Knowing of my background in physics, they 
usually suggest some scientific invention. In 
fact, I believe the greatest invention is our sys-
tem of Constitutional democracy. It has trans-
formed not just America, but the world, dem-
onstrating that peaceful and productive gov-
ernment with the consent of the governed is 
possible. That consent is given by the vote. 
Thomas Paine wrote that the right to vote is 
‘‘the primary right by which other rights are 
protected.’’ For that reason, assuring the con-
tinued effectiveness of the Voting Rights Act is 
of monumental importance. 

Application of the Voting Rights Act faces 
challenges in the 21st century. The 2000 and 
2004 presidential elections demonstrated that 
disenfranchisement, though legally abolished, 
still exists in practice. In order to preserve in-
fluence of the Voting Rights Act, key protec-
tions of which are scheduled to expire in 2007, 
we must address voting irregularities that oc-
curred in recent elections. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend the work of the 
89th Congress and honor the enactment of 
the Voting Rights Act. The work of voting ac-
tivists has transformed America and helped 
advance the cause of universal suffrage. We 
must work to preserve and advance its legacy. 
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Ms. MCCOLLUM of Minnesota. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to express my concern with the For-
eign Relations Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Years 2006 and 2007. While this bill author-
izes I numerous commendable programs that 
strengthen U.S. efforts to advance foreign pol-
icy interests and America’s role in the world, 
I am very concerned that this bill has become 
a vehicle for an extremist agenda which harms 
our Nation’s global leadership role. 

Having started working on this reauthoriza-
tion in the International Relations Sub-
committee on Africa, Global Human Rights 
and International Operations, I would like to 
express my appreciation to Chairman SMITH 
for accepting language to conduct a report on 
the issue of child marriage around the world. 
Child marriage, often involuntary and far too 
frequently intergenerational, puts girls as 
young as 8 and 9 years old at severe phys-
ical, emotional and health risk. The trans-
mission of HIV, complications from early preg-
nancies and diminished economic and social 
power are common consequences of this 
harmful tradition practice that undermines U.S. 
development efforts in many African and Asian 
nations. 

My principal opposition to the final version 
of this bill is the result of the inclusion of the 
Hyde amendment to impose an onerous set of 
mandates on the United Nations. This amend-
ment will hold the U.N. hostage to the whims 
of Republicans in the U.S. Congress. The 
Hyde Amendment is virtually identical to the 
Henry J. Hyde United Nations Reform Act of 
2005 (HR. 2745) which I voted against on 
June 17, 2005. This legislation is opposed by 
the Bush Administration and eight former U.S. 
ambassadors to the U.N. Sadly, this amend-
ment taints a bill that could have otherwise 
been generally acceptable. 

Finally, I would like to comment the amend-
ment offered by Representative TOM LANTOS, 
ranking member on the International Relations 
Committee, requiring the State Department to 
develop a strategy to counter perceptions 
among international students they are no 
longer welcome to study at our institutions of 
higher education. While national security is our 
top priority, if we are serious about reaching 
out to the international community and repair-
ing damaged credibility in the world, we must 
be 
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