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House of Representatives 
The House met at 9 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. BONNER). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
September 29, 2006. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable JO BONNER 
to act as Speaker pro tempore on this day. 

J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

f 

PRAYER 

The Reverend Dr. Barry C. Black, 
Chaplain, United States Senate, offered 
the following prayer: 

Almighty God, high and lifted up, 
Your ways are often beyond our under-
standing. 

Today, guide the leaders of our Na-
tion and world. 

When they cannot discern Your pur-
poses, open their eyes. 

Lead them away from the valleys of 
discouragement and pessimism to the 
high ground of faith and cheer. 

Through Your power, direct them 
when clouds obscure the light of Your 
countenance. 

May they do Your work when there 
are none to applaud and encourage. 

Give them the wisdom to strive sim-
ply to please You. 

Remind them that in everything You 
are working for the good of those who 
love You and are called according to 
Your purposes. 

We pray in Your holy name. Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentlewoman from New York (Mrs. 
KELLY) come forward and lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mrs. KELLY led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will entertain up to five 1-minute 
requests on each side. 

f 

DO-NOTHING CONGRESS?? 

(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. FOXX. I rise today to object to a 
phrase that has been said all too often 
lately, ‘‘the do-nothing Congress.’’ The 
Democrats are speaking for themselves 
as they have not put forth any con-
structive ideas or sound policy. 

As for our side of this aisle, this Re-
publican-led Congress has taken major 
steps in the advancement of our Na-
tion. I am honored to be a part of the 
109th Congress and its accomplish-
ments. 

This Republican-led Congress has 
voted to permanently end the death 
tax and voted for additional tax cuts. 
The results: The economy is strong. 
The unemployment rate is at 4.7 per-
cent, its lowest average over the past 
three decades. Home ownership is up. 
And just yesterday the Dow Jones in-
dustrial average reached its highest 
level in 6 years. 

But most notably is all the legisla-
tion that has been passed to support 

our troops and protect our homeland. 
We have listened to the American peo-
ple and focused on their priorities. Our 
constituents wanted border security, 
and we passed several border security 
bills. In addition, Congress has passed 
numerous bills that will prevent ter-
rorist attacks and give our military 
and intelligence forces the tools they 
need to win the global war on terror. 

Mr. Speaker, this Republican-led 
Congress has taken tremendous steps 
in growing our economy, protecting 
our homeland, and fighting the global 
war on terror. 

f 

HEALTH CARE 

(Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute.) 

Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania. 
Every day, Americans work hard to 
meet their responsibilities, to pay their 
mortgage, to send their children to col-
lege, to save for retirement, and every 
day Americans worry about the health 
and safety of their family, friends, and 
loved ones. Yet, under the policy of the 
Bush administration and the Repub-
lican Congress, access to health care 
has gotten harder. 

The number of untreated Americans 
is on the rise; 47 million are currently 
without insurance. Health insurance 
premiums are skyrocketing, a 73 per-
cent increase over the last 5 years. And 
medical research is stifled because pol-
itics, not science, dictates public pol-
icy. 

Democrats have a plan to make 
health care more affordable and to ad-
vance lifesaving medicine. Democrats 
will enable small businesses to join to-
gether to negotiate more affordable 
rates for their employees. Democrats 
will negotiate lower prices for seniors 
and eliminate overpayments to HMOs, 
and Democrats will work towards cures 
for diseases that affect all of our fami-
lies by investing in the promise of stem 
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cell research and innovative biotech-
nologies. 

Our plan prioritizes the health of 
people, not the profits of special inter-
ests. Our plan will reduce costs and 
will find cures. 

It is time for a new direction in 
health and science, one that Democrats 
can deliver. 

f 

LONE STAR VOICE—MAC 
GARRISON 

(Mr. POE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. POE. Mr. Speaker, the gunning 
down of the Houston police officer by 
an illegal who shot him in the back has 
sparked new immigration safety con-
cerns. Although the ‘‘open borders 
crowd’’ doesn’t want to talk about it, 
normal citizens are speaking the truth 
anyway. Mac Garrison of Kingwood, 
Texas writes, ‘‘The murder of Houston 
Police Officer Rodney Johnson must 
serve as a wakeup call to all concerned 
citizens regarding the huge problem of 
illegal immigration. 

‘‘Our borders are nonexistent, our 
language is deteriorating, and our cul-
ture is melting away. 

‘‘Those that come here illegally, sim-
ply by the nature of their first act on 
American soil, breaking the law, have 
no respect for our laws and our social 
structure. Anarchy seems to rule the 
day now. 

‘‘The Federal Government has failed 
miserably to protect the border. And 
local law enforcement agencies are 
being denied the ability to work close-
ly with other Federal agencies to stop 
this problem. 

‘‘We as a law abiding society must 
demand more accountability of elected 
leaders and our citizens. Now, more 
than ever is the time to get extremely 
serious about putting a complete halt 
to illegal immigration before more 
lives are lost and before our country is 
completely financially and morally 
bankrupt.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, Mac Garrison speaks for 
many Americans. 

And that’s just the way it is. 
f 

REGARDING IRAQI OIL REVENUES 

(Mr. EMANUEL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, in 
March of 2003, Deputy Secretary of De-
fense Paul Wolfowitz said: We are deal-
ing with a country, Iraq, that can real-
ly finance its own reconstruction, and 
relatively soon. 

Well, I guess 3 years doesn’t count as 
relatively soon. According to a new re-
port by the Iraqi Special Inspector 
General, the Iraqi oil industry lost $16 
billion because of violence, theft, and 
corruption. In fact, 3 years after Sec-
retary Wolfowitz’s confident pre-
dictions, Iraq is actually paying bil-
lions of dollars to import refined petro-

leum. Iraq is importing refined petro-
leum products. 

In the words of Secretary of Defense 
Donald Rumsfeld, ‘‘stuff happens.’’ 

Maybe if this Congress had ques-
tioned Wolfowitz on his calculations a 
little closer, maybe if the President 
had given the commanders on the 
ground the troops they needed, maybe 
if this Congress had conducted and 
sought accountability into Iraq’s re-
construction, we wouldn’t be dealing 
with quite so much ‘‘stuff.’’ But I guess 
under Republican leadership, you end 
up with the leadership you have, not 
the one you want. 

f 

TAX RELIEF/SMALL BUSINESS 

(Mrs. KELLY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in opposition to the false argu-
ment by the Democrats that the tax re-
lief this Republican Congress has pro-
vided the American people during the 
last 5 years isn’t helpful. 

Democrats are vowing to repeal these 
tax cuts and are running around with a 
terribly false sound bite that tax cuts 
are for the rich. 

So I ask them: Do only rich people 
have children? Because we increased 
the tax credit to $1,000 per child for 
every American family. 

So I ask them: Do only rich people 
get married? Because we fixed a major 
flaw that punished every American 
married couple by charging them high-
er taxes for filing jointly. 

And I ask them: Do rich people have 
a family income of $14,000 a year? Be-
cause it was for them that we created 
an income range, a new 10 percent tax 
bracket to specifically cut their tax 
rates. It cuts taxes for 6.1 million low- 
income taxpayers in New York alone. 

Finally, I ask them: Are you labeling 
every small business owner in America 
as rich? Because we on the Small Busi-
ness Committee worked very hard to 
ensure the majority of these tax cuts 
specifically helps small businesses. 

When I walk down the main streets 
of Hudson Valley and visit the small 
businesses, the owners tell me they are 
certainly not rich. They tell me they 
need tax cuts to pay their workers, to 
serve their customers, and create new 
jobs. 

Mr. Speaker, the truth is in the num-
bers. The Treasury Department shows 
that a family of four, making $50,000 a 
year, would experience a 132 percent 
tax increase in 2011 if Congress re-
pealed these tax cuts. 

Let’s remain a Congress that votes in 
favor of the taxpayer. 

f 

TIME FOR A NEW DIRECTION 

(Mr. KUCINICH asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. KUCINICH. A war based on lies. 
An administration lost in ideological 

fantasies, stubbornly ignoring the best 
advice of military commanders. Get-
ting ready for the next war. A Presi-
dent who refuses to see a situation col-
lapsing around 130,000 young men and 
women he sent into battle. A global 
war on terror has become a war of er-
rors, undermining our security around 
the world and here at home. A national 
security state has emerged, and Amer-
ica is immersed in lying, spying, and 
dying. 

It is time for a new direction. It is 
time for a new direction in inter-
national relations, achieving security 
through cooperation. It is time for a 
new direction here at home in health 
care, Medicare for all. It is time for a 
new direction in job creation and infra-
structure bill. It is time for a new di-
rection. 

We are homeward bound, America. 
We are coming home. We are coming 
back to take care of things that matter 
to people here at home, jobs and health 
care and education. Time for a new di-
rection. 

f 

FOOTY’S BUBBLES AND BONES 
GALA 

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to recognize south Florida 
Y–100 radio station, and especially 
John Kross, known to our south Flor-
ida community as ‘‘Footy,’’ for this 
year’s sixth annual Anti-Drug Bubbles 
and Bones Gala. Proceeds benefit 
Here’s Help, a private, nonprofit, com-
prehensive rehabilitation agency that 
caters to inner-city youth with sub-
stance dependency and addiction. 

In my congressional district, pro-
grams such as these have been instru-
mental in saving the lives of many 
teenagers and young adults by helping 
them cope with their addictions. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in 
congratulating Footy on this wonder-
ful drug rehab program. This event will 
provide assistance to so many young 
people in need to make sure that they 
one day can live in a Nation where 
drug and alcohol addictions are no 
longer a fact of their lives. 

f 

AMERICANS WANT A NEW 
DIRECTION 

(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, the 
Republicans are shutting down the de-
bate in Congress today. They don’t 
want the American people to hear any-
thing other than Republican press re-
leases. They have nothing else to show 
and offer the American people. 

November will be a referendum on 
the President’s failed diplomacy, disas-
trous war in Iraq, and governing Amer-
ica by telling the American people to 
be afraid. 

Now, maybe Aesop was wrong 3,000 
years ago in his fable. Maybe you can 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7907 September 29, 2006 
shout, ‘‘Wolf, wolf, wolf,’’ and win an 
election. But you can’t stifle democ-
racy and cling to power. The American 
people have had enough. 

The Republican leadership believes 
that they are going to have the last 
word today, but, fortunately, on No-
vember 7, the American people are 
going to choose a new direction. They 
don’t want any more of this. They have 
watched it, they have given the Presi-
dent support, they have given him lee-
way, and what have they gotten? A war 
that is making more unsafe our world, 
and Americans want a new direction. 
They are going to get it on November 
7. 

f 

b 0915 

GOP PREPARES TO LEAVE WITH-
OUT HOLDING ADMINISTRATION 
ACCOUNTABLE ON IRAQ 

(Mr. PALLONE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, despite 
countless assurances from the Presi-
dent that we are safer now than we 
were before 9/11, this past week we 
learned the truth: The world is more 
dangerous today than it was pre-9/11, 
and the war in Iraq is the main reason 
why. 

This weekend on ‘‘60 Minutes,’’ Bob 
Woodward will report that our intel-
ligence agencies predict that 2007 is 
going to be more deadly for American 
troops than 2006. That is a dire pre-
diction considering that insurgent at-
tacks against our troops are now oc-
curring every 15 minutes. 

These reports from our intelligence 
agencies should serve as a wake-up call 
to House Republicans who for 3 years 
have sat on the sidelines neglecting 
their oversight responsibility of the 
war in Iraq. 

How bad do things have to get in Iraq 
before this Republican do-nothing Con-
gress actually takes action? When will 
they finally begin asking questions? 
When will they finally begin to hold 
Secretary Rumsfeld and others in the 
President’s War Cabinet accountable 
for their incompetence? 

Mr. Speaker, the American people de-
serve a Congress that will take its 
oversight responsibilities seriously. It 
is time for a change here in Congress, 
and it is coming this November. 

f 

WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER 
AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT 
ON H.R. 5441, DEPARTMENT OF 
HOMELAND SECURITY APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2007; PROVIDING 
FOR CONSIDERATION OF S. 3930, 
MILITARY COMMISSIONS ACT OF 
2006; PROVIDING FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 4772, PRIVATE 
PROPERTY RIGHTS IMPLEMEN-
TATION ACT OF 2006 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I 

call up House Resolution 1054 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 1054 
Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-

lution it shall be in order to consider the 
conference report to accompany the bill 
(H.R. 5441) making appropriations for the De-
partment of Homeland Security for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 2007, and for other 
purposes. All points of order against the con-
ference report and against its consideration 
are waived. The conference report shall be 
considered as read. 

SEC. 2. Upon the adoption of this resolution 
it shall be in order without intervention of 
any point of order to consider in the House 
the bill (S. 3930) to authorize trial by mili-
tary commission for violations of the law of 
war, and for other purposes. The bill shall be 
considered as read. The previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the bill to 
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept: (1) one hour of debate, with 40 minutes 
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Armed Services and 20 min-
utes equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on the Judiciary; and (2) one 
motion to commit. 

SEC. 3. Upon the adoption of this resolution 
it shall be in order without intervention of 
any point of order to consider in the House 
the bill (H.R. 4772) to simplify and expedite 
access to the Federal courts for injured par-
ties whose rights and privileges under the 
United States Constitution have been de-
prived by final actions of Federal agencies or 
other government officials or entities acting 
under color of State law, and for other pur-
poses. The amendment in the nature of a 
substitute recommended by the Committee 
on the Judiciary now printed in the bill shall 
be considered as adopted. The bill, as amend-
ed, shall be considered as read. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill, as amended, to final passage with-
out intervening motion except: (1) one hour 
of debate equally divided and controlled by 
the chairman and ranking minority member 
of the Committee on the Judiciary; and (2) 
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS) is 
recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER), pend-
ing which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, the rule before us today 
will provide for consideration of three 
measures of vital importance to our 
Nation: The conference report for Fis-
cal Year 2007 Homeland Security Ap-
propriations bill, the Private Property 
Rights Implementation Act of 2006 and 
the Military Commissions Act of 2006. 
This rule will enable the House to con-
sider these bills and complete this im-
portant work on behalf of the Amer-
ican people. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong 
support of this rule and the underlying 
legislation. These three bills address 
some of our Nation’s most pressing pri-
orities. First, the Homeland Security 

Appropriations Conference Report 
funds our most important Federal pro-
grams aimed at securing the Nation 
against terrorist attacks. It provides 
$34.8 billion for the operations and ac-
tivities of the Department of Homeland 
Security in fiscal year 2007, an increase 
of $2.3 billion over fiscal year 2006 and 
$2.7 billion above the President’s re-
quest. 

The conference agreement aggres-
sively addresses our most critical 
homeland security needs, including 
border and immigration security; nu-
clear detection; port, cargo and con-
tainer security; transportation secu-
rity; natural disaster preparedness and 
response; and support to State and 
local first responders. 

This legislation secures our home-
land first and foremost by protecting 
our borders and revitalizing immigra-
tion enforcement, because border secu-
rity is homeland security. It provides 
over $21 billion for border protection, 
immigration enforcement and related 
activities. It includes an increase of 
$2.1 billion over funding in 2006. This 
includes $5.2 billion for the Secure Bor-
der Initiative and additional funding to 
support technology, personnel and in-
frastructure to prevent terrorists and 
other criminals from exploiting our 
borders and immigration system. 

Among other security-enhancing 
measures, this funding includes $2.77 
billion for Border Patrol, adding 1,500 
new Border Patrol agents, for a total of 
14,800. It includes $1.2 billion for border 
fencing, vehicle barriers, technology 
and infrastructure; $4.2 billion for im-
migration and customs enforcement; 
$1.38 billion for Immigration and Cus-
tody Enforcement custody operations, 
adding 6,700 detention beds, for a total 
of 27,500; and $28.2 million to assist 
State and local efforts to enforce im-
migration laws. 

This conference report also recog-
nizes the need to enhance port, con-
tainer and cargo security by providing 
the funds necessary to secure our ports 
and inbound cargo in order to prevent 
terrorists and criminals from exploit-
ing the international commerce sys-
tem. 

It supports our first responders by 
paying attention to the needs of high- 
threat areas, firefighters and emer-
gency management. It supports ongo-
ing efforts to enhance the current in-
ventory of our Nation’s critical infra-
structures, develop secure communica-
tion systems with Federal, State and 
local entities, and it continues to work 
with the private sector to implement 
protective measures around the Na-
tion’s infrastructure. 

This agreement continues ongoing ef-
forts to enhance security for all modes 
of transportation, including ports, rails 
and aviation with a focus on developing 
and installing next-generation tech-
nology to inspect cargo, baggage and 
passengers. And it supports traditional 
missions, such as drug interdiction, 
law enforcement, maritime safety and 
Presidential protection. 
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Finally, this conference report pro-

vides for the necessary and appropriate 
oversight of the Department of Home-
land Security. It fences off $1.6 billion 
from being spent until DHS meets cer-
tain planning and management re-
quirements. Under these requirements, 
DHS must develop a comprehensive 
strategy and plan for port, cargo, con-
tainer security, and for the Secure Bor-
der Initiative. Department of Home-
land Security must also provide ex-
penditure plans for the border security 
system, U.S.-VISIT, Federal Protective 
Service, business transformation for 
CIS, explosive detection systems in air-
ports, Customs information technology 
systems, and overall better financial 
data throughout the department, and 
in particular, science and technology. 

Finally, the agreement directs the 
preparedness Directorate and FEMA to 
improve its capacities in communica-
tions, training and other capacity as-
sessments, including management lo-
gistics, emergency housing, debris re-
moval and victim registration. 

Second, this rule provides for consid-
eration of the Military Commissions 
Act of 2006 as modified by the other 
body. The House version of this legisla-
tion passed the House on Wednesday by 
a vote of 253–168 and was sent to the 
other body. Today’s legislation again 
provides congressional authorization 
for military commissions to try alien 
unlawful enemy combatants for war 
crimes committed before, on or after 
9/11/2001. It amends the War Crimes Act 
to criminalize grave breaches of Com-
mon Article 3 of the Geneva Conven-
tions, while fully satisfying U.S. treaty 
obligations. It also authorizes the es-
tablishment of military commissions 
to try alien unlawful enemy combat-
ants, which is the legal term used to 
define international terrorists and 
those who aid and support them, for 
war crimes. While this new chapter is 
based upon the Code of Military Jus-
tice, it also creates an entirely new 
structure for these trials. 

These commissions will only be used 
to try alien terrorists for war crimes. 
Any U.S. citizen will be tried within 
the Federal United States judiciary. 
These alien terrorists acquitted of a 
war crime will still be detained as 
enemy combatants according to the 
principle in international law that 
there exists an undisputable right to 
keep the enemy from returning to the 
battlefield. Thus, an acquittal at a war 
crime trial will not result in terrorists 
being released. This legislation also 
provides for an independent certified 
military judge to preside over all pro-
ceedings. 

This agreement creates the process 
necessary to prosecute terrorists effec-
tively and fairly, while also protecting 
American troops and intelligence 
agents fighting the global war on ter-
ror. 

I would like to thank Chairman DUN-
CAN HUNTER and Chairman SENSEN-
BRENNER for all of their hard work in 
reaching an agreement with the other 

body that keeps Americans safe while 
observing the rule of law. 

Third, this rule provides for the con-
sideration of legislation to give private 
property owners the ability to litigate 
cases in Federal court when local and 
State regulations deprive owners the 
use of their own land. 

Although this legislation already 
passed the House this week with the 
support of the majority of its Members, 
it did not achieve the support of the 
super majority needed to pass under 
the suspension of the rules. 

So, today, the House will once again 
have the opportunity to support this 
commonsense bill to ensure that prop-
erty owners have the same access to 
Federal courts as other plaintiffs 
claiming a violation of their constitu-
tional rights. 

It removes the judicial detour of 
forcing claimants raising solely Fed-
eral claims to first pursue their litiga-
tion in State court on the very same 
case and dramatically reduces the 
amount of time that property owners 
must spend in negotiation and litiga-
tion before takings claims that can be 
heard on their merits. 

I congratulate the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) for all of his hard 
work in constructing and perfecting 
this legislation, and I look forward to 
supporting his efforts on the floor later 
this afternoon. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud of this work 
product that the majority has brought 
to the floor today. I encourage all of 
my colleagues to support this rule and 
the underlying legislation that will 
keep Americans safer, uphold the rule 
of law and protect the private property 
rights of citizens. I encourage each of 
my colleagues to join me in supporting 
this rule and the three underlying bills. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Texas for 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, these are not the cir-
cumstances under which we should be 
considering this legislation. The bills 
before us deal with nothing less than 
the security of our homeland and the 
fundamental nature of our Nation. Our 
citizens deserve better than to have 
their elected representatives rush to 
pass all of these bills in one day, bills 
that say a great deal about who we are 
as a society and where we are headed 
as a country. 

The Homeland Security Appropria-
tions Conference Report and the Mili-
tary Commissions Act before us are 
manifestations of how this country has 
chosen to respond to the challenges 
that confront us, challenges to our 
safety and our peace of mind. 

b 0930 
Will we respond with flawed acts that 

undermine our economic vitality and 

sacrifice the very liberties we are theo-
retically fighting to protect? Or will we 
be measured in our response and do 
what is necessary to preserve our lib-
erty from both threats abroad and the 
consequences of fear and mistrust here 
at home? 

Mr. Speaker, this homeland security 
legislation means a great deal to my 
constituents in western New York and 
to the tens of millions of Americans 
who live in northern border commu-
nities throughout our country. 

Our relationship with Canada is truly 
a unique one. Ours is the longest un-
guarded border in the world, a dem-
onstration of the spirit of trust and 
openness shared by our two great na-
tions. That spirit has produced and sus-
tained a thriving cross-border tourism 
industry and hundreds of billions of 
dollars in trade between our two coun-
tries every year. 

Border economies on both sides of 
the divide depend on that trade and 
tourism. So it would be shortsighted 
and self-destructive to permit a flawed 
border security plan to cut off such a 
lifeline. Unfortunately, the Western 
Hemisphere Travel Initiative, put forth 
with so much fanfare by the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security and the 
Department of State, threatens to do 
just that. In the name of heightened se-
curity, this plan, if implemented in its 
current form, will mean that millions 
of tourists from both countries will 
stay home and businesses will stop 
shipping their goods across the border. 
In its current form, this plan is a dis-
aster waiting to happen. And consid-
ering that Canada is our largest trad-
ing partner, we have no choice but to 
fix it before it is too late. And what we 
need first is an extension of the WHTI 
implementation deadline, which I am 
relieved to see is still in this bill. 
Backing up the implementation until 
June or at least January of 2009 will 
give us the time we need to fix this 
program where it is broken. 

My colleague and good friend from 
New York Representative MCHUGH and 
I have fashioned a bipartisan, common-
sense bill that will correct the most 
egregious failings of WHTI and make it 
work for our constituents instead of 
against them. The Protecting Amer-
ican Commerce and Travel Act, or 
PACT Act, has gained the support of a 
wide range of Representatives in this 
body. It will ensure border security 
while at the same time keeping it open 
to travel and trade. I urge all of my 
colleagues to consider and pass the 
PACT Act in the months ahead. We 
don’t have to choose between economic 
security and physical security. We can 
and we must have both. 

Mr. Speaker, the Western Hemi-
sphere Travel Initiative was a flawed 
reaction to a perceived threat and 
today threatens the liberty and pros-
perity of our country more than those 
it supposedly protects us from. 

In the same way, the Military Com-
missions Act before us represents a 
shocking assault on the fundamental 
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freedoms and liberties that we have 
been told we are fighting to defend. 
This bill will dramatically increase the 
President’s right to detain men and 
women the world over and to hold 
them indefinitely without charge. 
What is more, it will serve as a back-
door legalization of all but the most 
brutal of interrogation methods, tak-
ing our Nation down a path that we 
have chastised so many other countries 
for following. 

Yesterday in the Senate, my friend 
and New York delegation colleague, 
Senator HILLARY CLINTON, told a story 
about our country’s first great mili-
tary leader, a man who went on to be-
come our first great political leader. 

On Christmas Day in 1776, in the 
midst of the Revolutionary War, Gen-
eral George Washington launched a 
daring raid that culminated in the cap-
ture of numerous Hessian soldiers. 
They were foreign mercenaries known 
for their brutality and who were fight-
ing for the British. Despite what they 
had done to American soldiers, he or-
dered his men to treat them humanely. 
He said, ‘‘Let them have not reason to 
complain of our copying the brutal ex-
ample of the British Army.’’ 

George Washington, the man who so 
influenced our national consciousness, 
who was so deeply responsible for who 
we are as a people, wanted the world to 
know that the new American Army did 
not abuse its prisoners of war. He also 
wanted to do whatever he could to win 
the hearts and minds of the Hessians. If 
even one came to see the virtue of 
America and lay down his arms, that 
would be a victory in the fight for our 
Nation’s freedom and independence. 

Mr. Speaker, I think we have heard 
some of the best arguments against 
this bill from General Washington’s 
successors: the men and women who 
have held top positions of responsi-
bility in our Armed Forces. They have 
told us over and over again that if we 
ignore our country’s longstanding com-
mitment to the rules of war and inter-
national treaties like the Geneva Con-
ventions, we will be putting our own 
soldiers and our own Nation at risk. 
Opening the door to detainee abuse and 
indefinite detention will make our sol-
diers more likely to be tortured and de-
humanized so that they fall into enemy 
hands, and that means our own country 
will be less safe. 

A world based on the rule of law is 
more safe, not less safe, than a world 
based on power alone. To argue that 
those who oppose this detainee bill 
want to let terrorists roam free is both 
wrong and illogical. Suspected terror-
ists who have evidence against them 
will be convicted by courts of law. 
They will stay behind bars. At the 
same time, a steadfast commitment to 
due process will both defend our most 
cherished freedoms and free the inno-
cent from unwarranted punishment. 
Doing so will protect our liberty and 
deprive our enemies of one of the main 
tools that they are using to recruit 
their new followers. 

We will show the world that the 
United States practices what it 
preaches about freedom and democracy 
and human dignity. We will bring oth-
ers over to our side and make them less 
likely to take up arms against us. 

There is a reason why Colin Powell 
recently warned us that the world is 
beginning to doubt the moral basis of 
our fight on terrorism. He said it be-
cause it is true and because such a re-
ality is a truly dangerous one. What is 
more, humane interrogation methods 
will prevent us from chasing after 
ghosts, from following the fleeting 
leads of false confessions born not from 
knowledge but from desperation. 

General Washington saw the value of 
a world based on law and principle over 
200 years ago, and he saw it at a time 
when his fledgling Nation was truly in 
a fight for its very survival. And for us 
to pass a bill today that abandons some 
of the most fundamental principles of 
the civilization that we have sworn to 
defend would be an insult to all those 
who came before us, to all those who 
fought and struggled so that we could 
live free. 

Mr. Speaker, it is such a respect for 
law and eternal principles that this ad-
ministration and far too many in this 
Republican leadership lack. The proof 
lies in a provision of this bill which has 
received so little notice it is shameful 
but that is profoundly revealing about 
its true nature. 

Ten years ago Congress passed a law 
called the War Crimes Act. Under that 
bill violating the Geneva Conventions 
is a crime in the United States. The ad-
ministration argued that the Conven-
tion does not apply to enemy combat-
ants, a term of its own invention. But 
the Supreme Court disagreed. In other 
words, the administration officials who 
have spent the last 5 years creating 
and directing our torture policy, as 
well as the government employees who 
have carried it out, could be liable for 
criminal prosecution for violating the 
War Crimes Act. 

And so they have decided in this bill 
to go back in time to 1997 and to re-
write the War Crimes Act to make 
their actions legal. And that is exactly 
what this bill does. To call this strat-
egy cynical and self-serving, Mr. 
Speaker, is an understatement. When 
President Bush signs this bill, he will 
be signing away any responsibility for 
the potentially criminal policies that 
he and those in his administration 
have enacted during the past 5 years. 
When he signs this bill, he will be sign-
ing a pardon for himself and for all 
other architects of these disastrous, 
self-defeating, and immoral policies. 

But we have a choice here today. We 
can take a principled stand on behalf of 
the principles that make us great. We 
can choose to reject a future in which 
America can no longer honestly claim 
that it respects human rights, a future 
in which our own shortsighted, selfish, 
and immoral retreat into fear and sus-
picion has left us less safe and more 
isolated than ever before. We can 

choose to embrace our true nature and, 
in so doing, take a great step toward 
the creation of a world led by law and 
free from fear. 

It is our choice, Mr. Speaker. And I 
implore all of my friends in this body, 
please, let us today make the right 
one. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, during 
the last few years, Members of Con-
gress have spoken very plainly and 
openly to this administration about 
our thoughts and ideas and hopes and 
dreams, about how we can better pro-
tect not only this country and our bor-
ders but the rule of law, and this ad-
ministration has been very open to 
hearing from Members of Congress 
about these thoughts and concerns. 

Our next speaker is a gentleman who 
has engaged the administration, has 
talked about how important border ini-
tiatives are, to make sure that not 
only are we secure on our border but to 
make sure that we deal effectively and 
carefully with people who have come to 
this country, to make sure that they 
are safe, to make sure that they are 
not harmed in that process. If they 
have broken the law, they will take the 
full measure of law as it is given, but 
that we do so in a compassionate way. 

Our next speaker is the chairman of 
the Rules Committee, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. DREIER), and I 
yield to him such time as he may con-
sume. 

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend for his very kind words, but 
we do want to adjourn by this evening; 
so I appreciate the fact that he kept it 
relatively brief. And I want to thank 
him for his typical superb management 
of this very important rule and to say 
that I am very pleased that we have 
been able to work in a bipartisan way. 

At least two of the three provisions 
in this rule deal with the single most 
important issue that we face: the secu-
rity of the American people. Our Home-
land Security appropriations bill and I 
believe this tribunal bill, which will be 
made in order under this rule, is crit-
ical to the security of the United 
States of America, and that is our top 
priority. 

I guess I should begin, since he is 
looking so relaxed there, by saying 
time and time again in the Rules Com-
mittee, my colleague Ms. SLAUGHTER 
and others said that it was MARTIN 
SABO’s last appearance before the 
Rules Committee. Well, I had every 
confidence, when people joked about 
the prospect of bringing a conference 
agreement back on the Homeland Se-
curity appropriations bill, that it 
would happen. And many people rolled 
their eyes. But thanks to the leader-
ship of MARTIN SABO and HAROLD ROG-
ERS and, of course, DAVID OBEY and 
JERRY LEWIS, we have been able to 
come together with a very important 
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Homeland Security appropriations con-
ference report. 

So I would like to join in extending 
great appreciation to MARTIN SABO for 
his stellar service to this body over the 
years and for his commitment to deal-
ing with transportation issues and now 
homeland security and to say that we 
will miss him greatly. 

This measure, Mr. Speaker, that we 
are going to consider, the appropria-
tions bill itself, is absolutely essential 
if we are going to focus on the security 
of our borders and deal with it in a re-
sponsible way. And I am happy that 
Ms. SLAUGHTER was able to work on 
her compromise. Again, it is a bipar-
tisan compromise, as she just said in 
her statement, that we have been able 
to deal with. 

And similarly, I am proud of another 
item that is included in this bill that is 
once again a bipartisan measure, and 
that is legislation that was introduced 
in the Senate by my California col-
league, DIANNE FEINSTEIN, and I was 
privileged to introduce it here in the 
House. We had an actual unanimous re-
corded vote on this measure, and it was 
to recognize that we have a problem at 
our border; that being since September 
11, 2001, the discovery of 38 tunnels, one 
of which came from Canada into the 
United States, 37 from Mexico into the 
United States. And what we discovered 
is that there is actually no criminal 
penalty for people who are tunneling or 
the utilization of property here in the 
United States for tunnels to come up. 
And what has happened? Through those 
tunnels we have seen tremendous prob-
lems with both human and narco-
trafficking. 

So in this measure that we pass, we 
will be actually implementing crim-
inalization of that kind of action, once 
again demonstrating our commitment 
to securing our Nation’s border. 

Similarly, we obviously are very con-
cerned about the fact that in heavy 
urban areas and in five particular 
areas, we have seen just across the bor-
der, above ground, large problems of 
human and narcotrafficking, and for 
those areas we are going to see the con-
struction of border fences. 

I do not like the idea of fences. I real-
ly do not like the idea of fences at all. 
But our empirical evidence, Mr. Speak-
er, has shown that for the 14 miles 
along the border between Tijuana, 
Mexico, and San Diego, California, we 
have seen a great improvement in the 
standard of living and quality of life 
because of this border fence which has 
been established. 

b 0945 

In fact, there has been a 50 percent 
reduction in the crime rate in San 
Diego, in large part attributed to the 
fact that we have this fence here. 

I look forward to the day when we 
will be able to take down all of these 
fences. But, frankly, as long as we have 
human trafficking and narcotraffick-
ing the way it is today, I do not believe 
that we as a Nation have a choice. And 

so in those areas where we have heavy 
urban populations on both sides the 
border, I think it is essential that we 
do this. 

There are other areas where utiliza-
tion of 21st century technology, using 
motion detectors, using unmanned aer-
ial vehicles and other things will be 
very beneficial in our quest to ensure 
that we secure our Nation’s borders. 

Now, as we look at our items in this 
bill, I believe that the funding that is 
provided is going to help us deal with 
the overall global war on terror. Again, 
if you think about the preamble of the 
U.S. Constitution, I always argue that, 
in that preamble, the five most impor-
tant words of the preamble are: Pro-
vide for the common defense. 

And those five words, I believe, are 
addressed very successfully with this 
Homeland Security Appropriations 
Conference Report. So, Mr. Speaker, I 
am very proud of the work that has 
been done in a bipartisan way, Demo-
crats and Republicans coming to-
gether, to do the right thing. 

I hope it can be used as a model for 
many of the things that we proceed 
with in the future. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. SABO). 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentlewoman for yielding me time. 
Thank you for your great service on 
Rules Committee. 

And to the chairman, I thank him for 
his kind remarks. 

Mr. Speaker, I am a strong supporter 
of the base bill on homeland security 
funding. But there is one part of that 
bill which I think we could signifi-
cantly improve. So I would ask Mem-
bers today to vote against the previous 
question so that we can offer a sepa-
rate concurrent resolution to the con-
ference report which would delete from 
the bill four provisions as it relates to 
the regulation of chemical plants that, 
in my judgment, significantly weaken 
the legislation. 

As background, the whole question of 
setting security standards for chemical 
plants is an issue that has concerned 
me for a long time. We have had a void 
in the ability of the Secretary to act to 
adopt any regulation as it impacts 
most chemical plants in this country. 

This year, while we were considering 
the appropriations bill, we offered and 
adopted in committee an amendment 
that gave authority to the Secretary to 
adopt regulations relating to the secu-
rity of chemical plants. 

We envisioned that as being a tem-
porary solution, while the authorizers 
had time at some point to pass regular 
authorizing legislation. That was 
stricken by a point of view on the 
House floor. In the Senate, fortunately, 
in an amendment by BOB BYRD, adopt-
ed that same amendment. And that is 
what we had in conference. 

There then proceeded negotiations 
between the authorizers. And it ended 
up being a partisan negotiation be-
tween majority Members in the House 

and Senate which produced the rec-
ommended plan for the regulation of 
chemical plants, which the conference 
committee substituted for the Byrd 
amendment. 

That more detailed recommendation 
has not been subject to debate in either 
the House or the Senate or considered 
in that form by any of our committees. 
And it has four provisions which I 
think significantly weakens the au-
thority of the Secretary to adopt regu-
lations. I think we should strike them. 

The first one is a provision that 
states that: The Secretary may not dis-
approve a site security plan submitted 
under this section based on the pres-
ence or absence of a particular security 
measure. 

What that means, I frankly do not 
know. The reality is that any security 
measure is going to deal with a whole 
series of particular security measures. 
Some are going to be more important 
than the other. Why we limit the au-
thority of the Secretary in this fashion 
is beyond me. I do not know what it 
means. There must be some relevance 
to it. But it clearly would seem to 
limit the ability of the Secretary to 
adopt a comprehensive security meas-
ure. 

Then we have another provision 
which is rather strange. And it says 
that if we proceed in court and any in-
formation is provided on plants to that 
court, then that unclassified informa-
tion becomes classified when it reaches 
the courtroom. I know of no other in-
stance in our government where un-
classified information becomes classi-
fied because it goes to court. 

I have no idea what the precedent for 
any such action is. It is unique. It is 
new. And we should not have it in this 
bill. I do not know, as I read this bill, 
whether the States have the ability to 
adopt security standards which are 
stricter than the Federal law. Some 
read this language to say it prohibits 
the States from having stricter stand-
ards. 

I read it as being unclear, and where 
we turn that issue over is not to our 
judgment but to the courts. As I read 
the language, if a State adopts stricter 
standards and the Secretary approves 
them, I expect it will be challenged in 
court. If they adopt stricter standards 
and the Secretary rejects them, that 
will be challenged in court. 

In my judgment, the States should 
have that ability. But whether we 
think they should or should not have 
it, it is a decision we should make and 
not simply leave it to the vagaries of 
what a particular court might decide. 

Another provision in this bill simply 
says that it prohibits the public from 
filing any suit to enforce the provisions 
of this law. Again, that makes no sense 
to me and goes contrary to what we 
normally do in this country. 

I am glad we are finally moving for-
ward with chemical plant security. 
However, the negotiations, not by the 
conferees on the appropriation bill but 
by the negotiators from the two au-
thorizing committees, have produced a 
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version of chemical security regulation 
that in my judgment is much weaker 
than it need be, and we should clarify 
it and strike those provisions. Not add 
anything new, but simply make sure 
that the Secretary has greater author-
ity and to make sure that States have 
the right to adopt stricter regulation if 
they so desire. 

So I urge the rejection of the pre-
vious question so that we can offer 
such an amendment. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, in the month of August, 
I had an opportunity with several other 
Members to go to Laredo, Texas, to 
visit our border to see the border oper-
ations and to see the things that were 
happening there. I had a chance to run 
across Texas Army National Guard per-
sonnel who were attempting to not 
only work but work successfully with 
Border Patrol and other Customs and 
Immigration enforcement personnel. 

I wanted to draw attention to how 
important our National Guard has been 
from each of our States in protecting 
our borders, working on border secu-
rity and doing those things that are 
necessary. This came as a result of a 
plan that happened with input from 
Congress, that happened through the 
great work that was done not only with 
the President but also with local Gov-
ernors and people who are interested in 
doing this. 

I had a chance to go with the Honor-
able JO BONNER from Alabama down to 
Laredo. And both he and I together had 
a chance to see firsthand how the 
Army National Guard worked with 
Border Patrol. We went out that night 
to see firsthand their needs. 

Mr. Speaker, that is what is in this 
bill, the ability that we have to protect 
our border, to provide the necessary re-
sources, to make sure that our men 
and women who are with official law 
enforcement and also those who are 
with the Guard are able to make sure 
that this country is protected. 

That is what is in this bill. I am 
proud of it. I am going to ask for every-
one’s vote for not only the rule but 
also the underlying legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE). 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to this rule because 
the legislation would seriously under-
mine efforts to secure chemical facili-
ties across the country. I want to join 
in the comments made by the ranking 
member, Mr. SABO. 

Back in July, the Homeland Security 
Committee passed by voice vote a bill 
that would go a long way towards fix-
ing the chemical security problem in 
the aftermath of 9/11. This is one of the 
most glaring problems in our post-9/11 
security efforts that has been neglected 
here in Washington by the Congress 
and by the administration. 

Yet rather than moving forward with 
this bill out of the Homeland Security 

Committee, bringing to it the floor and 
having an open debate; Republicans 
have decided to craft an industry- 
friendly proposal behind closed doors 
and stick it in the Homeland Security 
Appropriations Conference Report. 

Now, this is no way to deal with such 
a serious security issue. EPA data indi-
cates that there are more than 100 
chemical plants across the country 
that could put over 1 million people at 
risk in the event of a serious accident 
or terrorist attack. More than 7,000 
chemical plants could put 1,000 people 
or more at risk. 

Yet under the cover of a conference 
report, the Republican leadership has 
seriously undermined our efforts to se-
cure these chemical facilities. The lan-
guage here exempts thousands of chem-
ical plants not deemed ‘‘high risk’’ by 
the Department of Homeland Security, 
along with 3,000 drinking water and 
wastewater facilities that use large 
quantities of chlorine. 

It also prohibits the Department of 
Homeland Security from doing any-
thing to move towards the use of inher-
ently safer technologies or substances. 
And it fails to protect the rights of 
States like my own, New Jersey, to im-
plement stronger security require-
ments at chemical plants. 

Mr. Speaker, the consequences of an 
incident at a chemical facility could be 
dire for residents of my State of New 
Jersey. We saw this last Tuesday when 
an accidental release of sulfur dioxide 
sent 59 people to the hospital. If that is 
what happens from one simple mistake, 
I shudder to think of the consequences 
of an attack by determined terrorists. 

We need to reject this rule. Strip this 
weak chemical security language from 
the conference report and move ahead 
with strong legislation like what the 
Homeland Security Committee already 
passed here in the House. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, here we 
are talking about the rule for Home-
land Security, and yesterday, the Rules 
Committee had an opportunity to 
speak very plainly with the appropri-
ators who were responsible for this 
Homeland Security appropriations bill. 
We spoke with them about several mat-
ters. One of them was about the air 
marine operation under the CBP, Cus-
toms and Border Protection. 

I would like for my colleagues to 
know, who have joined me and others 
in the effort to talk about the air 
interdiction program that we have 
about drugs that come into this coun-
try, that this bill provides $600 million 
for their border and air space protec-
tion. 

Secondly, we had an opportunity to 
talk about the fugitive operation 
teams that nationwide are gathered to-
gether under Customs and Border Pro-
tection to make sure that the appre-
hension of those people who are illegal 
aliens that are in our country here who 
are fugitives and who are dangerous 
are picked up and dealt with by our ju-
dicial system in this country. 

Over and over and over, the things 
that we have talked about that were 

necessary and needed throughout the 
years are contained with funding in 
this bill. I am very happy to say that I 
am proud of what this administration 
has done by listening to us, and per-
haps more importantly, our appropri-
ators, like HAL ROGERS who brought 
this bill, who listened and who have 
done something about it. 

b 1000 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
GINGREY). 

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my Rules Committee colleague for 
yielding the time. 

I rise in support today for this rule 
and, of course, the underlying con-
ference report, H.R. 5441, the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security Appropria-
tions Act for Fiscal Year 2007. I would 
like to commend Chairmen Lewis and 
Rogers and, of course, our dear friend 
Martin Sabo for their tireless effort in 
keeping our homeland safe. 

H.R. 5441 is one more piece of pro-se-
curity legislation advanced by this 
Congress, and its passage prior to our 
adjournment, Mr. Speaker, is critical 
to ensuring funding for homeland secu-
rity programs that do keep our Nation 
safe. 

This is a comprehensive bill. It ad-
dresses several aspects of our porous 
border problem. It provides increased 
technologies for use in explosion detec-
tion. It beefs up maritime and chem-
ical security and, most importantly, 
overhauls FEMA. 

As we know a big part of keeping our 
homeland safe is protecting these bor-
ders. The bill includes $1.8 billion in 
emergency funding for border and mar-
itime security. It includes $1.2 billion 
for the construction of a border fence, 
and it provides for the hiring of an ad-
ditional 1,500 border patrol agents and 
includes a commonsense provision 
brought forth by our chairman of the 
Rules Committee criminalizing the 
construction of border tunnels. 

However, Mr. Speaker, despite the 
great things in this legislation, I real-
ize that it is not a perfect bill. One of 
the most notable problems is securing 
our ports of entry with better back-
ground check technology. As you re-
member, we passed language in the 9/11 
bill and in the REAL ID Act last year 
to require biometric passports by a cer-
tain deadline, along with the proper 
equipment to read the high-tech identi-
fication. The deadline was extended 6 
months, and with this appropriation 
bill, unfortunately, it is extended an-
other 17 months because someone in 
the other Chamber from a northern 
border State put language in there to 
further delay this crucial, crucial pro-
gram. We cannot afford to keep extend-
ing the deadline when our security is 
at stake. 

Mr. Speaker, shoe bomber Richard 
Reed, we all remember him, entered 
our country on an unsecured visa waiv-
er. This visa waiver program allows 28 
countries, their folks, to come into this 
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country with nothing, really, to prove 
their identification. He came in with a 
visa waiver. We have to know who is 
coming into our country to prevent 
terrorists from having a free pass. 

Despite all the improvements made 
in this appropriations bill, they are 
meaningless without securing our ports 
of entry. 

Mr. Speaker, all week long we have 
witnessed this Congress passing legisla-
tion to fund critical Department of De-
fense programs, to try terrorist detain-
ees in military courts and to listen in 
on the communications of terrorist 
operatives plotting our destruction. 
Heather Wilson from New Mexico ex-
plained that so well yesterday on this 
floor. 

It is unfortunate that throughout 
this week we have witnessed obstruc-
tionism on just about every front and 
some on the other side advocating for a 
cautious approach to fighting ter-
rorism out of concern of treating the 
terrorists fairly. In my opinion, Mr. 
Speaker, this is the wrong approach, 
and we must remain aggressive in our 
efforts to keep America safe. 

I encourage all of my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle to keep this in 
mind, to ensure we give our govern-
ment the tools it needs to protect our 
homeland. 

I urge support of this rule and the un-
derlying legislation. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 31⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER). 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciate the gentlewoman’s courtesy 
and her leadership. 

This is sort of a bizarre rule that is 
limiting debate on three very critical 
areas, but I would like to just focus on 
one because under the guise of pro-
tecting property rights, H.R. 4772 is 
back before us, and it will undermine 
the quality of life for most Americans. 

I find no small amount of irony that 
our friends on the Republican side of 
the aisle who say that they support 
local control are now going to gut 
some of the most basic protections for 
neighborhoods, businesses, and the en-
vironment to make sure that they are 
decided at the State and local level. 
Remember, these are our same friends 
who have come to us with provisions to 
strip away from these same Federal 
courts being able to rule on the Pledge 
of Allegiance or on marriage. Those are 
too important to be given to the Fed-
eral courts, but you are going to take 
away opportunities for people to be 
able to deal with the most fundamental 
of issues in terms of neighborhood 
quality and throw that into the Fed-
eral courts without having an oppor-
tunity to work it through at the State 
and local level. 

The Supreme Court itself has recog-
nized that State and local courts are 
the best way to deal with things that 
are inherently local in nature. I spent 
10 years as a commissioner of public 
works in the city of Portland. I 
watched development proposal after 

development proposal come over the 
transom. If your rules were in place, it 
would not help the little developer be-
cause they would not have the fire-
power to be able to go through the Fed-
eral process, but it would have been an 
amazing club for big developers to have 
their way for proposals that were in-
complete, inadequate, or not carefully 
thought through. In some cases, there 
were things that were making mis-
takes. In others, they were trying to do 
something that would have threatened 
adjacent businesses, adjacent home-
owners. What we did was work with 
them, going through the process, and 
as a result, time after time, we had 
better results. 

This would undercut that effort. 
That is why 36 attorney generals, in-
cluding Mr. CHABOT’s attorney general, 
says that this is an unnecessary Fed-
eral intrusion and it ought to be re-
sisted. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Our previous speaker has just hit on 
probably one of the most important as-
pects of freedom in America, and that 
is the right of a person to be able to 
own property, the ability that we have 
to have our house to be our castle. Yet 
as we talk about the issue, I would like 
to add my dimension to it. 

The bottom line is that we are en-
gaged in this on behalf of people who 
own property, people who own property 
who have grown weary of having local 
government take their property with-
out due compensation for the benefit of 
local government, and we are going to 
protect the private property owner. We 
believe private property rights are very 
important, and that is why we are get-
ting engaged, because we have seen 
local communities do for their own 
best interest those things that they 
wanted to do by taking private prop-
erty from a person. 

We believe it is a simple part of what 
the Constitution is about. We believe 
that private property rights are impor-
tant. I do understand the argument, 
and it is related to a person who can-
not fight government even in their own 
local community when that is what 
government wants to do. 

We are going to give a level playing 
field to those individuals because we 
believe that the individualist who owns 
his own property should have equal 
rights also, not just to be taken advan-
tage of by local communities. 

Mr. Speaker, that is also in this rule. 
We support the underlying legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 51⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY). 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman very much, and this 
rule is just another appalling case of 
Republican leadership siding with spe-
cial interests over the security inter-
ests of our country. 

In July, the Homeland Security Com-
mittee reported a bipartisan chemical 

security bill. We know that al Qaeda 
wants to hit huge chemical facilities in 
our country that could cause between 
10,000 and hundreds of thousands of in-
juries. That was a good bill. It was bi-
partisan. 

It required that there be mandatory 
enforceable security provisions that 
apply to all chemical facilities in 
America. It required the company shift 
to safer chemicals and methods to re-
duce the consequences of a terrorist at-
tack. The bill ensured that the States 
could set higher security standards. 
The bill contained red teaming exer-
cises to test whether or not security 
around these chemical facilities was, in 
fact, adequate. It contained worker 
training provisions to upgrade workers’ 
ability to protect against an al Qaeda 
attack. It contained civil and criminal 
provisions, and it contained whistle- 
blower protections for chemical indus-
try workers if any Paul Revere-like fig-
ure would rise up to warn that there 
was a danger at a chemical facility. 

Democrats and Republicans alike 
praised the committee’s work, and Re-
publicans promised to protect the lan-
guage as it came out on to the House 
floor. 

But instead, the House Republican 
leaders refused to allow it to be consid-
ered for a vote on the House floor. In-
stead, the Republicans on the Home-
land Security Committee and on the 
Energy and Commerce Committee ac-
quiesced to the wishes of the chemical 
industry behind closed doors to nego-
tiate the weak, inadequate language 
contained in the conference report. 

In public, the Republicans profess 
their support for strong chemical secu-
rity legislation, but in private, they 
provided their chemical industry allies 
with an early Christmas present, the 
weak legislation the industry had been 
pursuing all along, and that is what we 
are now going to debate on this House 
floor; not the bipartisan secure chem-
ical bill, but the chemical industry- 
written bill that the Republicans are 
now bringing out here in a closed rule 
that will not have any debate at all. 

And by the way, if back home you 
have a Governor, you have a mayor 
that is very concerned about the abil-
ity of their hometown or their State to 
put stronger security measures around 
a chemical facility, well, after today 
you can just tell your Governor, your 
mayor, it is up to the Department of 
Homeland Security. They are not going 
to be able to increase it back at home. 
This bill is going to make it possible 
for the chemical industry to keep the 
local governments and the State gov-
ernments wrapped up in red tape for-
ever as those local communities, those 
local heroes, and by the way, if there is 
an al Qaeda attack, people are not 
going to call the Department of Home-
land Security. They are going to call 
the local police, the local fire, the local 
emergency medical personnel. They are 
going to be the ones that have to re-
spond, and when this bill is passed 
their hands are going to be tied behind 
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their back in terms of their ability to 
put stronger, tougher protections 
around these chemical facilities, espe-
cially in urban areas. 

It also reduces the number of facili-
ties that have to be covered. Instead of 
all of the facilities that could cause up-
wards of 10,000 fatalities or injuries, 
they eliminate 90 percent of the facili-
ties from having to be covered by the 
provisions of the legislation that we 
are talking about here today. And by 
the way, the Department of Homeland 
Security is prohibited from dis-
approving of a facility’s security plan 
because of the absence of any specific 
security measure. 

So the Department of Homeland Se-
curity looks at a chemical facility, 
sees that there is a problem, they still 
cannot disapprove that plan. How in 
the world can the Department of 
Homeland Security be effective if their 
hands are tied behind their back? This 
is an area that we know is at the top of 
the al Qaeda terrorist target list, 
chemical facilities; and on the last day, 
professing to care about homeland se-
curity, and by the way, if al Qaeda is 
going to attack today, all the wire-
tapping, everything else that you want 
to do, if there is a secret group already 
in America poised to hit a chemical fa-
cility, then you better have the protec-
tion that is built around it. 

What you are doing today in this bill 
is you are making it infinitely more 
likely that al Qaeda can make a suc-
cessful attack against a chemical facil-
ity. You are gagging the Democrats. 
You are handing it over to the chem-
ical industry for them to decide on 
their bottom line cost-basis analysis of 
the type of security they want to put 
in place. 

Right now, it is harder to get into 
some nightclubs in New York City than 
it is for al Qaeda to get into a chemical 
facility in the United States of Amer-
ica. That is the bottom line on the bill 
the Republicans are bringing out here 
today. 

Vote ‘‘no’’ on this Republican rule. 

b 1015 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank the gentleman for bringing 
this up as an issue, because I think, 
once again, it shows clearly the dif-
ferences between our parties and the 
way we think about this. 

It is true that the Republican Party 
would be accused of having a balanced 
approach not only to making sure that 
these chemical companies have taken 
care of their responsibility for security 
but making sure also that we protect 
the jobs that come with those and the 
security of the towns in which they are 
located in. 

We heard the gentleman use words 
like stronger, tougher, harder and 
making it more difficult. Everything 
he talked about was to simply make it 
harder for these companies to operate 
in America. Tougher sanctions, more 
rules, more regulations and being 
tough on the chemical companies. Yes, 

we get it, run them out of town. Run 
them out of the country. Take the jobs 
and leave. 

Mr. Speaker, we are not going to do 
that in this bill. We are going to bring 
a balance, a balance that says that 
these chemical companies are a nat-
ural asset to the United States of 
America. As a part of our ability not 
only to make sure that we can receive 
the things that we need, technology 
and these things which chemical com-
panies provide, that make our lives 
better every day, we are not going to 
run them out of town and we are not 
going to run them out of the country. 

They have a responsibility to make 
sure that their internal elements are 
safe and the controls they put in place 
are doing the right thing. They want to 
take care of their responsibilities, and 
we are going to make sure that that is 
balanced. So we are not going to allow 
the tougher sanctions, the tougher 
things that our friends on the other 
side of the aisle want to do. We are 
going to strike a balance, a balance for 
safety, a balance for comprehension 
that what we want is to make sure that 
they are good corporate citizens and 
that they look closely at where their 
own frailties exist. 

That is why this bill is going to pass 
today, because we are not going to run 
them out of town. We are not going to 
speak from a position of weakness; we 
are going to speak from a position of 
strength. That is another one of the 
differences between the Republican 
Party. We are going to balance it out 
and do the right thing. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
will use my remaining time to close, 
but, first, I wish to insert for the 
RECORD an editorial from this morn-
ing’s New York Times called, ‘‘More 
Comfort for the Comfortable.’’ That is 
the way they describe the Private 
Property Rights Implementation Act. 
They say it is a deeply misguided give-
away for big real estate developers. 

[From the New York Times, Sept. 29, 2006.] 
MORE COMFORT FOR THE COMFORTABLE 

Congress, which has done so little this ses-
sion to address the nation’s real problems, is 
expected to vote today on a deeply misguided 
giveaway for big real estate developers. The 
bill would create new property rights that 
could in many cases make it difficult, if not 
impossible, for local governments to stop 
property owners from using their land in so-
cially destructive ways. It should be de-
feated. 

The Private Property Implementation Act 
would make it easier for developers chal-
lenging zoning decisions to bypass state 
courts and go to federal court, even if there 
was not a legitimate federal constitutional 
question. Zoning regulations are 
quintessentially local decisions. This bill 
would cast this tradition aside, and involve 
the federal government in issues like build-
ing density and lot sizes. 

The bill would also make it easier for de-
velopers to sue when zoning decisions dimin-
ished the value of their property. Most zon-
ing does that. Developers would make more 
money if they could cram more houses on 

small lots, build skyscrapers 200 stories tall, 
or develop on endangered wetlands. The bill 
would help developers claim monetary com-
pensation for run-of-the-mill zoning deci-
sions on matters like these. It would also 
make it easier for them to intimidate local 
zoning authorities by threatening to run to 
federal court. 

Zoning is not an attack on property rights. 
It is an important government function, and 
most Americans appreciate that it helps 
keep their own neighborhoods from becom-
ing more crowded, polluted and dangerous. If 
more people knew the details of this bill, 
there would be wide opposition. As it is, at-
torneys general from more than 30 states, of 
both parties, have joined the U.S. Conference 
of Mayors, the National Conference of State 
Legislatures and leading environmental 
groups in opposing it. 

The bill does a lot of things its supporters 
claim to abhor. House Republicans were 
elected on a commitment to states’ rights 
and local autonomy, and opposition to exces-
sive litigation and meddling federal judges. 
It is remarkable how quickly they have 
pushed these principles aside to come to the 
aid of big developers. 

Mr. Speaker, I will be asking Mem-
bers to vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous ques-
tion. If the previous question is de-
feated, I will offer an amendment to 
the rule to instruct the enrolling clerk 
to strike from the conference report 
several last-minute provisions that 
may compromise chemical plant secu-
rity. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the amendment be 
printed in the RECORD immediately be-
fore the vote on the previous question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 

these provisions were not in either the 
House or Senate-passed versions of the 
Homeland Security bill. They were 
drafted in secret and slipped into the 
conference report without the input of 
any Democrats in the conference. Even 
worse, these provisions may make 
chemical facilities more vulnerable to 
security problems and not less. 

When we talk about balance, I think 
Homeland Security was supposed to be 
about rules and regulations. The new 
language weakens the Homeland Secu-
rity Secretary’s ability to enforce 
chemical facility site security plans. It 
takes the authority away. It allows the 
Secretary to preempt tougher State 
laws to ensure chemical facility secu-
rity, and it severely restricts the rights 
of citizens to take any legal action to 
enforce chemical facility security re-
quirements. Securing our chemical 
plants is far too important to be com-
promised by a secretive and inadequate 
security plan. 

I want to stress that a ‘‘no’’ vote on 
the previous question will not stop con-
sideration of the conference report, but 
a ‘‘no’’ vote will allow the House to re-
move these inadequate and dangerous 
provisions. Again, please vote ‘‘no’’ on 
the previous question. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to join my colleagues in thanking the 
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Honorable MARTIN SABO for his service 
to this House and for his additions of 
the things he has brought forth in this 
legislation, not only working in a bi-
partisan basis but also his leadership 
on behalf of making sure that the next 
generation understands things like 
port security and other things which 
the gentleman has specialized in. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to 
thank our Speaker, DENNIS HASTERT, 
and majority leader, JOHN BOEHNER, for 
their vision and hard work to bring 
this bill forward today. They worked 
very closely with Chairman HAL ROG-
ERS and Chairman JERRY LEWIS of the 
Appropriations Committee, DUNCAN 
HUNTER of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, Chairman JIM SENSENBRENNER 
of the Judiciary Committee, and cer-
tainly STEVE CHABOT of the Judiciary 
Committee. 

This bill we bring forward today is a 
negotiated product, one where we have 
worked hard with not only members of 
the administration, but we have taken, 
as Members of Congress, trips to see 
our borders wherever they might be, 
the northern border or the southern 
border. We have our appropriators, who 
have taken time to understand the in-
tricate details and the needs of this 
great Nation. We have engaged with 
the Department of Defense to talk 
about those things that will be nec-
essary to protect our men and women 
on the battlefield. We have taken time 
to make sure that we have talked to 
our CIA, Central Intelligence Agency, 
about the way that they need to do 
business and those attributes about 
who they engage across the world and 
how we can treat fairly, yes, but treat 
properly those who would engage in 
killing Americans and bringing down 
reigning terror in our cities. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to say that this 
underlying legislation is very impor-
tant to America’s learning lessons 
from the prior years and bringing those 
lessons to bear to protect this great 
Nation. We will speak from a position 
of strength, not fear. We will not worry 
about the things that we cannot get 
done but the things that we can get 
done. We will learn from our mistakes, 
and we will learn that, as terrorism in 
the 21st century evolves, we will, too. 
That is what these bills are all about. 

I am proud of our country, and I say 
God bless America. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
for all the Members to support this 
bill. 

The material previously referred to 
by Ms. SLAUGHTER is as follows: 
PREVIOUS QUESTION FOR H. RES. 1054—RULE 

ON CONFERENCE REPORT FOR H.R. 5441 DE-
PARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY FY07 
APPROPRIATIONS 
Strike all after the resolved clause and in-

sert: 
‘‘That upon adoption of this resolution it 

shall be in order to consider the conference 
report to accompany the bill (H.R. 5441) 
making appropriations for the Department 
of Homeland Security for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2007, and for other pur-
poses. All points of order against the con-
ference report and against its consideration 

are waived. The conference report shall be 
considered as read. 

Sec. 2. (a) A concurrent resolution speci-
fied in subsection (b) is hereby adopted. 

(b) The concurrent resolution referred to in 
subsection (a) is a concurrent resolution 

(1) which has no preamble; 
(2) the title of which is as follows: ‘‘Pro-

viding for Corrections to the Enrollment of 
the Conference Report on the bill H.R. 5441’’; 
and 

(3) the text of which is as follows: 
(1) In subsection (a), strike: ‘‘Provided fur-

ther, That the Secretary may not disapprove 
a site security plan submitted under this sec-
tion based on the presence or absence of a 
particular security measure, but the Sec-
retary may disapprove a site security plan if 
the plan fails to satisfy the risk-based per-
formance standards established by this sec-
tion: Provided further, That the Secretary 
may approve alternative security programs 
established by private section entities, Fed-
eral, State, or local authorities, or other ap-
plicable laws if the Secretary determines 
that the requirements of such programs 
meet the requirements of this section and 
the interim regulations:’’ 

(2) In subsection (c), strike: ‘‘: Provided fur-
ther, That in any proceeding to enforce this 
section, vulnerability assessments, site secu-
rity plans, and other information submitted 
to or obtained by the Secretary under this 
section, and related vulnerability or security 
information, shall be treated as if the infor-
mation were classified material’’ 

(3) In subsection (d), strike: ‘‘: Provided, 
That nothing in this section confers upon 
any person except the Secretary a right of 
action against an owner or operator of a 
chemical facility to enforce any provision of 
this section’’ 

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 
IT REALLY MEANS 

This vote, the vote on whether to order the 
previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Republican majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for 
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It 
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives, (VI, 308–311) de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.’’ To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
‘‘the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition’’ 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said: 
‘‘The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.’’ 

Because the vote today may look bad for 
the Republican majority they will say ‘‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution * * * [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.’’ But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-

lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative 
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s 
how the Republicans describe the previous 
question vote in their own manual: Although 
it is generally not possible to amend the rule 
because the majority Member controlling 
the time will not yield for the purpose of of-
fering an amendment, the same result may 
be achieved by voting down the previous 
question on the rule * * * When the motion 
for the previous question is defeated, control 
of the time passes to the Member who led the 
opposition to ordering the previous question. 
That Member, because he then controls the 
time, may offer an amendment to the rule, 
or yield for the purpose of amendment.’’ 

Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House of 
Representatives, the subchapter titled 
‘‘Amending Special Rules’’ states: ‘‘a refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.’’ (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: Upon rejec-
tion of the motion for the previous question 
on a resolution reported from the Committee 
on Rules, control shifts to the Member lead-
ing the opposition to the previous question, 
who may offer a proper amendment or mo-
tion and who controls the time for debate 
thereon.’’ 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Republican major-
ity’s agenda to offer an alternative plan. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res-
olution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the grounds that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members. 

Pursuant to clause 9 of rule XX, the 
Chair will reduce to 5 minutes the min-
imum time for electronic voting, if or-
dered, on the question of adoption of 
the resolution. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 221, nays 
186, not voting 25, as follows: 

[Roll No. 504] 

YEAS—221 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 

Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Chabot 

Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
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English (PA) 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 

Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marshall 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Melancon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Porter 
Price (GA) 

Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—186 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Chandler 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 

Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 

Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 

Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Salazar 

Sánchez, Linda 
T. 

Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Shays 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Tanner 

Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—25 

Brown (OH) 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Case 
Castle 
Clay 
Cubin 
Evans 
Fattah 

Hoyer 
Lewis (GA) 
Maloney 
McKeon 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Ney 
Paul 
Strickland 

Thompson (MS) 
Udall (CO) 
Wamp 
Waters 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 

b 1050 
Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania and 

Mr. RANGEL changed their vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

TERRY). The question is on the resolu-
tion. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 218, nays 
188, not voting 26, as follows: 

[Roll No. 505] 
YEAS—218 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Chabot 
Chocola 

Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 

Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 

Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marshall 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Otter 

Oxley 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salazar 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 

Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—188 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Chandler 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gohmert 

Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 

Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
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Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watson 
Watt 

Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 

Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—26 

Brown (OH) 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Case 
Castle 
Clay 
Cubin 
Doyle 
Ehlers 

Evans 
Fattah 
Hoyer 
Lewis (GA) 
McKeon 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Ney 
Paul 

Strickland 
Thompson (MS) 
Udall (CO) 
Wamp 
Waters 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members are advised that 
there are 2 minutes remaining in the 
vote. 

b 1100 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated for: 
Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

505 I could not vote because the First Lady, 
Mrs. Laura Bush, and I were dedicating the 
new National Garden at the Botanic Gardens, 
and I was not able to return to the House 
Chamber in time to register my vote. Had I 
been present, I would voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall Nos. 
504 and 505 I am not recorded because I was 
absent due to my attendance at former con-
gressman Joel T. Broyhill’s funeral. Had I 
been present, I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

PRIVATE PROPERTY RIGHTS 
IMPLEMENTATION ACT OF 2006 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, pursuant to House Resolution 1054, I 
call up the bill (H.R. 4772) to simplify 
and expedite access to the Federal 
courts for injured parties whose rights 
and privileges under the United States 
Constitution have been deprived by 
final actions of Federal agencies or 
other government officials or entities 
acting under color of State law, and for 
other purposes, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 1054, the 
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the bill is adopted 
and the bill, as amended, is considered 
read. 

The text of the bill, as amended, is as 
follows: 

H.R. 4772 

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 ‘‘Private Prop-
erty Rights Implementation Act of 2006’’. 
SEC. 2. JURISDICTION IN CIVIL RIGHTS CASES 

CONCERNING REAL PROPERTY. 
Section 1343 of title 28, United States Code, is 

amended by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(c) Whenever a district court exercises juris-

diction under subsection (a) in an action in 

which the operative facts concern the uses of 
real property, it shall not abstain from exer-
cising or relinquish its jurisdiction to a State 
court if the party seeking redress does not allege 
a violation of a State law, right, or privilege, 
and no parallel proceeding is pending in State 
court, at the time the action is filed in the dis-
trict court, that arises out of the same operative 
facts as the district court proceeding. 

‘‘(d) In an action in which the operative facts 
concern the uses of real property, the district 
court shall exercise jurisdiction under sub-
section (a) even if the party seeking redress does 
not pursue judicial remedies provided by a State 
or territory of the United States. 

‘‘(e) If the district court has jurisdiction over 
an action under subsection (a) in which the op-
erative facts concern the uses of real property 
and which cannot be decided without resolution 
of an unsettled question of State law, the dis-
trict court may certify the question of State law 
to the highest appellate court of that State. 
After the State appellate court resolves the ques-
tion so certified, the district court shall proceed 
with resolving the merits. The district court 
shall not certify a question of State law under 
this subsection unless the question of State 
law— 

‘‘(1) is necessary to resolve the merits of the 
Federal claim of the injured party; and 

‘‘(2) is patently unclear. 
‘‘(f)(1) Any claim or action brought under sec-

tion 1979 of the Revised Statutes of the United 
States (42 U.S.C. 1983) to redress the deprivation 
of a property right or privilege secured by the 
Constitution shall be ripe for adjudication by 
the district courts upon a final decision ren-
dered by any person acting under color of any 
statute, ordinance, regulation, custom, or usage, 
of any State or territory of the United States, 
which causes actual and concrete injury to the 
party seeking redress. 

‘‘(2) For purposes of this subsection, a final 
decision exists if— 

‘‘(A) any person acting under color of any 
statute, ordinance, regulation, custom, or usage, 
of any State or territory of the United States, 
makes a definitive decision regarding the extent 
of permissible uses on the property that has 
been allegedly infringed or taken, without re-
gard to any uses that may be permitted else-
where; and 

‘‘(B) one meaningful application to use the 
property has been submitted but denied, and the 
party seeking redress has applied for but is de-
nied one waiver and one appeal, if the applica-
ble statute, ordinance, regulation, custom, or 
usage provides a mechanism for waiver by or 
appeal to an administrative agency. 
The party seeking redress shall not be required 
to apply for a waiver or appeal described in sub-
paragraph (B) if such waiver or appeal is un-
available or can not provide the relief requested, 
or if pursuit of such a mechanism would other-
wise be futile.’’. 
SEC. 3. UNITED STATES AS DEFENDANT. 

Section 1346 of title 28, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(h)(1) Any claim brought under subsection 
(a) that is founded upon a property right or 
privilege secured by the Constitution, but was 
allegedly infringed or taken by the United 
States, shall be ripe for adjudication upon a 
final decision rendered by the United States, 
which causes actual and concrete injury to the 
party seeking redress. 

‘‘(2) For purposes of this subsection, a final 
decision exists if— 

‘‘(A) the United States makes a definitive de-
cision regarding the extent of permissible uses 
on the property that has been allegedly in-
fringed or taken, without regard to any uses 
that may be permitted elsewhere; and 

‘‘(B) one meaningful application to use the 
property has been submitted but denied, and the 
party seeking redress has applied for but is de-
nied one waiver and one appeal, if the applica-

ble law of the United States provides a mecha-
nism for waiver by or appeal to an administra-
tive agency. 
The party seeking redress shall not be required 
to apply for a waiver or appeal described in sub-
paragraph (B) if such waiver or appeal is un-
available or can not provide the relief requested, 
or if pursuit of such a mechanism would other-
wise be futile.’’. 
SEC. 4. JURISDICTION OF COURT OF FEDERAL 

CLAIMS. 

Section 1491(a) of title 28, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(3) Any claim brought under this subsection 
founded upon a property right or privilege se-
cured by the Constitution, but allegedly in-
fringed or taken by the United States, shall be 
ripe for adjudication upon a final decision ren-
dered by the United States, that causes actual 
and concrete injury to the party seeking redress. 
For purposes of this paragraph, a final decision 
exists if— 

‘‘(A) the United States makes a definitive de-
cision regarding the extent of permissible uses 
on the property that has been allegedly in-
fringed or taken, without regard to any uses 
that may be permitted elsewhere; and 

‘‘(B) one meaningful application to use the 
property has been submitted but denied, and the 
party seeking redress has applied for but is de-
nied one waiver and one appeal, if the applica-
ble statute, ordinance, regulation, custom, or 
usage provides a mechanism for waiver by or 
appeal to an administrative agency. 
The party seeking redress shall not be required 
to apply for a waiver or appeal described in sub-
paragraph (B) if such waiver or appeal is un-
available or can not provide the relief requested, 
or if pursuit of such a mechanism would other-
wise be futile.’’. 
SEC. 5. CLARIFICATION FOR CERTAIN CONSTITU-

TIONAL PROPERTY RIGHTS CLAIMS. 

Section 1979 of the Revised Statutes of the 
United States (42 U.S.C. 1983) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: ‘‘If the party 
injured seeks to redress the deprivation of a 
property right or privilege under this section 
that is secured by the Constitution by asserting 
a claim that concerns— 

‘‘(1) an approval to develop real property that 
is subject to conditions or exactions, then the 
person acting under color of State law is liable 
if any such condition or exaction, whether legis-
lative or adjudicatory in nature, including but 
not limited to the payment of a monetary fee or 
a dedication of real property from the injured 
party, is unconstitutional; 

‘‘(2) a subdivision of real property pursuant to 
any statute, ordinance, regulation, custom, or 
usage of any State or territory, or the District of 
Columbia, then such a claim shall be decided 
with reference to each subdivided lot, regardless 
of ownership, if such a lot is taxed, or is other-
wise treated and recognized, as an individual 
property unit by the State, territory, or the Dis-
trict of Columbia; or 

‘‘(3) alleged deprivation of substantive due 
process, then the action of the person acting 
under color of State law shall be judged as to 
whether it is arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of 
discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with 
law. 
For purposes of the preceding sentence, ‘State 
law’ includes any law of the District of Colum-
bia or of any territory of the United States.’’. 
SEC. 6. CLARIFICATION FOR CERTAIN CONSTITU-

TIONAL PROPERTY RIGHTS CLAIMS 
AGAINST THE UNITED STATES. 

(a) DISTRICT COURT JURISDICTION.—Section 
1346 of title 28, United States Code, is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(i) If a claim brought under subsection (a) is 
founded upon a property right or privilege se-
cured by the Constitution that concerns— 

‘‘(1) an approval from an executive agency to 
permit or authorize uses of real property that is 
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subject to conditions or exactions, then the 
United States is liable if any such condition or 
exaction, whether legislative or adjudicatory in 
nature, including but not limited to the payment 
of a monetary fee or a dedication of real prop-
erty from the injured party, is unconstitutional; 

‘‘(2) a subdivision of real property pursuant to 
any statute, ordinance, regulation, custom, or 
usage of any State or territory, or the District of 
Columbia, then such a claim against an execu-
tive agency shall be decided with reference to 
each subdivided lot, regardless of ownership, if 
such a lot is taxed, or is otherwise treated and 
recognized, as an individual property unit by 
the State or territory, or the District of Colum-
bia, as the case may be; or 

‘‘(3) an alleged deprivation of substantive due 
process, then the United States shall be judged 
as to whether its action is arbitrary, capricious, 
an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in ac-
cordance with law. 
In this subsection, the term ‘executive agency’ 
has the meaning given that term in section 105 
of title 5.’’. 

(b) COURT OF FEDERAL CLAIMS JURISDIC-
TION.—Section 1491 of title 28, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(4) If a claim brought under subsection (a) is 
founded upon a property right or privilege se-
cured by the Constitution that concerns— 

‘‘(A) an approval from an executive agency to 
permit or authorize uses of real property that is 
subject to conditions or exactions, then the 
United States is liable if any such condition or 
exaction, whether legislative or adjudicatory in 
nature, including but not limited to the payment 
of a monetary fee or a dedication of real prop-
erty from the injured party, is unconstitutional; 

‘‘(B) a subdivision of real property pursuant 
to any statute, ordinance, regulation, custom, or 
usage of any State or territory, or the District of 
Columbia, then such a claim against an execu-
tive agency shall be decided with reference to 
each subdivided lot, regardless of ownership, if 
such a lot is taxed, or is otherwise treated and 
recognized, as an individual property unit by 
the State, or territory, or the District of Colum-
bia, as the case may be; or 

‘‘(C) an alleged deprivation of substantive due 
process, then the United States shall be judged 
as to whether its action is arbitrary, capricious, 
an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in ac-
cordance with law. 
In this paragraph, the term ‘executive agency’ 
has the meaning given that term in section 105 
of title 5.’’. 
SEC. 7. DUTY OF NOTICE TO OWNERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Whenever a Federal agency 
takes an agency action limiting the use of pri-
vate property that may be affected by the 
amendments by this Act, the agency shall, not 
later than 30 days after the agency takes that 
action, give notice to the owners of that prop-
erty explaining their rights under such amend-
ments and the procedures for obtaining any 
compensation that may be due them under such 
amendments. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of subsection 
(a)— 

(1) the term ‘‘Federal agency’’ means ‘‘agen-
cy’’, as that term is defined in section 552(f) of 
title 5, United States Code; and 

(2) the term ‘‘agency action’’ has the meaning 
given that term in section 551 of title 5, United 
States Code. 
SEC. 8. SEVERABILITY AND EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) SEVERABILITY.—If any provision of this 
Act or the amendments made by this Act or the 
application thereof to any person or cir-
cumstance is held invalid, the remainder of this 
Act, the amendments made by this Act, or the 
application thereof to other persons not simi-
larly situated or to other circumstances shall 
not be affected by such invalidation. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this Act shall apply to actions commenced on 
or after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER) and the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) each will con-
trol 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-

er, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members may have 5 legislative days 
within which to revise and extend their 
remarks and include extraneous mate-
rial on H.R. 4772 currently under con-
sideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-

er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

I rise in support of H.R. 4772, the Pri-
vate Property Rights Implementation 
Act. Members will recall that this bill 
was debated on Monday and failed 
under suspension of the rules, and this 
is the same bill that is being brought 
up today under a rule. 

I would thus hope that all of the de-
bate that we had for and against the 
bill would be incorporated by reference 
into the RECORD, and that Members 
could kind of modulate their argu-
ments because we have heard them all 
before and we don’t need to repeat 
them, as will I. 

Mr. Speaker, the vast majority of 
Americans were outraged by a recent 
Supreme Court decision that severely 
undermined constitutionally protected 
property rights. The case of course is 
the notorious Kelo v. City of New Lon-
don. In Kelo, the Supreme Court held 
that a city can take private property 
from one citizen and give it to a large 
corporation for economic development 
purposes. 

I, along with Judiciary Committee 
Ranking Member CONYERS, led the 
charge to correct that terrible decision 
by introducing H.R. 4128, the ‘‘Private 
Property Protection Act’’ which passed 
the House of Representatives by the 
overwhelming bipartisan margin of 376– 
38. However, that bill now languishes 
in the other body despite overwhelming 
public support. 

In any case, the Supreme Court’s re-
cent disregard for constitutionally pro-
tected private property is unfortu-
nately not confined to the Kelo deci-
sion. In the case of Williamson County 
v. Hamilton Bank, which was re-
affirmed last term in the case of San 
Remo Hotel v. City and County of San 
Francisco, the Supreme Court upheld a 
set of procedural rules that effectively 
prohibit private property owners from 
ever getting into Federal court to have 
their Federal property rights claims 
heard on the merits. 

I congratulate again the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) for authoring 
this vitally important legislation that 
will finally allow property owners to 
defend their Federal property rights in 
Federal court. 

This bipartisan legislation was re-
ported out of the Judiciary Committee 
by a voice vote on July 12. I hope it 
will receive the same bipartisan sup-
port on the floor today, and urge my 
colleagues to support the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I don’t want to be con-
troversial, but H.R. 4772 has nothing to 
do with Kelo. What the chairman said 
about it, and our agreement about it is 
correct; but the reason why H.R. 4772 
has nothing to do with homeowners 
like those in Kelo is that the bill has 
nothing to do with eminent domain 
abuses. H.R. 4772 has everything to do 
with land developers and corporations 
and regulatory takings claims, and I 
include for the RECORD four editorials 
from The Washington Post, the New 
York Times, the Atlanta Journal Con-
stitution and the Sacramento Bee. 

[From washingtonpost.com, Sept. 29, 2006] 

TAKE IT BACK 

THE HOUSE MOVES A RADICAL BILL TO HOBBLE 
LOCAL LAND-USE RULES 

The House of Representatives is scheduled 
to take up today a terrible piece of legisla-
tion designed to strengthen the hands of de-
velopers in their battles with government. 
Congress considered and rejected a similar 
bill in 1997 and again in 2000. Now it’s back— 
only worse. 

The bill deals with legal claims under the 
‘‘takings’’ doctrine—a requirement of the 
Fifth Amendment under which government 
has to compensate property holders when it 
seizes their land. Under current law, land-
owners must give local governments a 
chance to resolve such disputes and state 
courts a fair chance to adjudicate them be-
fore bringing the federal courts into the pic-
ture. The House bill would let developers 
make federal courts their first stop. This 
would give developers a big club to wield 
over local policymakers, gum up the federal 
courts with local land-use disputes, and di-
minish the rightful autonomy of state and 
local governments on the most local of ques-
tions. 

Then—and here’s where this year’s bill is 
even worse than its predecessors—the sub-
stantive rules concerning takings and other 
constitutional challenges to land-use regula-
tions also would be changed in developers’ 
favor. Right now, federal courts are leery of 
such challenges in land-use cases, generally 
deferring to local authorities. Under this 
proposal, however, they would have to inval-
idate as a violation of due process any local 
decision that was ‘‘arbitrary, capricious, [or] 
an abuse of discretion.’’ The bill, in short, 
would make it easier for landowners to get 
into court and, once there, easier to block 
regulations or to demand payment for com-
pliance with them. 

Conservatives often style themselves as 
champions of federalism, and some conserv-
ative judges—including Justice Samuel A. 
Alito Jr. while he served on the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the 3rd Circuit—have taken prin-
cipled stands on preserving local authority 
over land use. In 1994, Judge Frank H. 
Easterbrook of the 7th Circuit wrote in frus-
tration: ‘‘Federal courts are not boards of 
zoning appeals. This message, oft-repeated, 
has not penetrated the consciousness of 
property owners. . . .’’ It’s time for it to pen-
etrate the consciousness of members of Con-
gress. 
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[From the New York Times, Sept. 29, 2006] 

MORE COMFORT FOR THE COMFORTABLE 
Congress, which has done so little this ses-

sion to address the nation’s real problems, is 
expected to vote today on a deeply misguided 
giveaway for big real estate developers. The 
bill would create new property rights that 
could in many cases make it difficult, if not 
impossible, for local governments to stop 
property owners from using their land in so-
cially destructive ways. It should be de-
feated. 

The Private Property Rights Implementa-
tion Act would make it easier for developers 
challenging zoning decisions to bypass state 
courts and go to federal court, even if there 
was not a legitimate federal constitutional 
question. Zoning regulations are quint-
essentially local decisions. This bill would 
cast this tradition aside, and involve the fed-
eral government in issues like building den-
sity and lot sizes. 

The bill would also make it easier for de-
velopers to sue when zoning decisions dimin-
ished the value of their property. Most zon-
ing does that. Developers would make more 
money if they could cram more houses on 
small lots, build skyscrapers 200 stories tall, 
or develop on endangered wetlands. The bill 
would help developers claim monetary com-
pensation for run-of-the-mill zoning deci-
sions on matters like these. It would also 
make it easier for them to intimidate local 
zoning authorities by threatening to run to 
federal court. 

Zoning is not an attack on property rights. 
It is an important government function, and 
most Americans appreciate that it helps 
keep their own neighborhoods from becom-
ing more crowded, polluted and dangerous. If 
more people knew the details of this bill, 
there would be wide opposition. As it is, at-
torneys general from more than 30 states, of 
both parties, have joined the U.S. Conference 
of Mayors, the National Conference of State 
Legislatures and leading environmental 
groups in opposing it. 

The bill does a lot of things its supporters 
claim to abhor. House Republicans were 
elected on a commitment to states’ rights 
and local autonomy, and opposition to exces-
sive litigation and meddling federal judges. 
It is remark how quickly they have pushed 
these principles aside to come to the aid of 
big developers. 

[From the Atlanta Journal-Constitution, 
Sept. 29, 2006] 

FEDERAL COURTS NOT FOR ZONING CASES 
In the past, Congress has wisely rejected 

efforts to force local zoning disputes into 
federal court. But politically powerful devel-
oper groups armed with campaign cash have 
once again managed to resurrect the idea, 
and lawmakers in Congress should once 
again reject it. 

Proponents of House Resolution 4772 claim 
it would help developers subjected to 
‘‘takings’’ of their land thanks to overly re-
strictive zoning ordinances passed by local 
governments. Their dubious proposal would 
sanctify the right of property owners to do 
what they wish with their property over the 
right of communities to protect themselves 
through zoning against traffic congestion, 
massage parlors and other problems. 

Such disputes are currently settled 
through negotiation or, failing that, by state 
court judges who are easily accessible to 
plaintiffs and defendants. But if passed, the 
bill would effectively sidestep state courts 
and grant developers special rights to take 
their appeals directly to federal courts. 

The bill is also intended to intimidate 
local governments from daring to challenge 
developers who are often armed with better 
legal and financial resources. 

A majority of the Georgia congressional 
delegation who favored the bill in a proce-
dural vote taken this week would be wise to 
reconsider their support. Usurping the au-
thority of county zoning boards certainly 
won’t sit well in a state where the rallying 
cry of ‘‘local control’’ over land use and 
other issues is especially loud. 

A lobbyist for the National Association of 
Home Builders, a trade group pushing hard 
for the bill, once bragged that passage of an 
earlier version would be a ‘‘hammer to the 
head’’ of state and local governments that 
tried to thwart developers. If Congress votes 
to pass the bill as the NAHB hopes, the ham-
mer will wielded by voters angered at spe-
cial-interest legislation that literally strikes 
them very close to home. 

[From the Sacramento Bee, Sept. 29, 2006] 
REGULATING LAND USE 

HOUSE BILL WOULD BE GIFT TO DEVELOPERS 
Here we go again. Since 1994, some mem-

bers of Congress have introduced bills to re-
define local land-use regulations as 
‘‘takings’’ and to give developers a special 
fast-track to the federal courts. Currently, 
developers have to go first to local zoning 
boards and state courts. 

Now a rehash of a failed 2000 bill is being 
rushed the House floor. Proponents claim it 
is about stopping eminent domain abuses, 
but H.R. 4772 is really about hampering the 
ability of local communities to enforce their 
zoning and environmental protection rules. 
Members of Congress should reject this bill, 
again. 

Since 1791, the U.S. Constitution has re-
quired government to pay just compensation 
if it takes private property for public use. So 
if you own 100 acres and the government 
takes 98 acres to build a school, it must pay 
you. But if government rules say developers 
can only build one house per half acre, that’s 
not a taking. Or if government rules allow 
development on 98 acres, but not on 2 acres 
of wetlands, that’s not a taking. 

H.R. 4772 would change that. Courts no 
longer would be able to look at the 100-acre 
parcel as a whole, but would have to look at 
each lot. So, local government would have to 
pay developers not to build on every inch in 
the 100-acre parcel. Taxpayers would pick up 
the tab for this extortion. If developers 
didn’t get what they wanted from local zon-
ing boards, they’d be able to bypass state 
courts and go to federal court. Judge Frank 
Easterbrook, a Reagan appointee in the 7th 
U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals, dismissed such 
special pleading in a 1994 case. ‘‘Federal 
courts are not boards of zoning appeals,’’ he 
wrote. Those who ‘‘neglect or disdain’’ their 
state remedies should be thrown out of 
court, period. 

Congress has turned back bills like H.R. 
4772 before, and it should do so again. This 
bill, like Proposition 90 on the California 
ballot in November, radically expands 
‘‘takings’’ and should be rejected. 

Mr. Speaker, what we are doing now 
is undermining longstanding interpre-
tations of the fifth amendment. As we 
discussed on Monday, on two separate 
occasions, the Supreme Court has ruled 
that landowners must pursue remedies 
for just compensation from the State, 
and the court has confirmed that a 
Federal court cannot properly consider 
a takings claim unless or until a land-
owner has been denied an adequate 
remedy. To do so would make cases un-
constitutionally ripe for Federal re-
view and also limit a Federal court’s 
ability to abstain from State ques-
tions. 

But the most disturbing thing about 
this measure is that the bill elevates 
the rights of property owners over all 
other categories of persons with con-
stitutional claims. I know we do not 
believe that the rights of real estate 
developers are more important than 
the rights of other Americans. Perhaps 
some in this body might feel that way, 
which is why we are attempting to give 
developers special protections under an 
early Civil Rights Act, now known as 
section 1983, that has not been substan-
tially altered in two generations. 

The bill’s proponents would like you 
to believe that the land developers and 
corporations are the only constitu-
tional claimants that must start in 
State courts; not the case. The cases 
involving constitutional challenges to 
detention and violation of the sixth 
amendment require you start in State 
courts. Confinement of juvenile offend-
ers in violation of the eighth amend-
ment is another example of the claims 
that must first go to State courts. 

Today we have been called to task 
and must stand up against this assault 
on the principles of federalism. Please 
study this measure carefully because 
the Nation’s civil rights laws and our 
Constitution, as well as the principles 
of federalism, are involved. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise—again—in strong oppo-
sition to the Private Property Rights Implemen-
tation Act. Just three days ago, this controver-
sial legislation was defeated on suspension. 
Republican leadership did not like this vote, so 
here we are today taking up the same bill 
under a rule. With the election right around the 
comer, the Majority is determined to get the 
outcome that it wants. 

We first took up this legislation in the 105th 
and 106th Congresses. This legislation was 
bad policy then and remains bad policy today. 
My concerns about this bill have not changed 
since Tuesday. H.R. 4772 is a forum-shopping 
bill that will only benefit land developers and 
corporations. This bill undermines long-
standing interpretations of the 5th Amend-
ment. And furthermore, this legislation ele-
vates property owners over all other constitu-
tional claimants. 

First, H.R. 4772 singles out developers and 
corporations for a special fast track into fed-
eral court. Though it has been characterized 
as such, this bill is not a response to the Kelo 
decision. Last November, this House passed a 
bipartisan proposal in response to Kelo. At 
that time, there was no discussion of providing 
homeowners like those in Kelo with expedited 
access to federal courts and there shouldn’t 
be one today. 

The reason why is because H.R. 4772 has 
nothing to do with homeowners like those in 
Kelo. This bill has nothing to do with eminent 
domain abuses. H.R. 4772 has everything to 
do with land developers and corporations and 
regulatory takings claims. 

If a developer does not like a state or local 
land use decision, it now has the ability to by-
pass state and local administrative procedures 
and jump right into federal court. To quote 
Jerry Howard of the National Association of 
Homebuilders, ‘‘This bill will be a hammer to 
the head of these State and local bureauc-
racies.’’ 

Second, H.R. 4772 undermines long-stand-
ing interpretations of the 5th Amendment. As 
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we discussed on Monday, two times the Su-
preme Court has ruled that landowners must 
pursue remedies for just compensation from 
the state, in state court (Williamson County 
(473 U.S. 172 (1985)) and San Remo (545 
U.S. 323) (2005)). 

The Court has confirmed that a federal court 
cannot properly consider a takings claim un-
less or until a landowner has been denied an 
adequate remedy. To do otherwise would 
make cases unconstitutionally ripe for federal 
review and also limit a federal court’s ability to 
abstain from state questions. 

But this is exactly what H.R. 4772 will do. 
This bill will allow regulatory takings claims 
into the federal courts prematurely. States and 
localities will be restricted in their land use de-
cisions at the threat of federal litigation. It will 
be harder for jurisdictions to protect against 
groundwater contamination, waste dumps, and 
adult bookstores. 

Finally, and perhaps most disturbingly, this 
bill elevates the rights of property owners over 
all other categories of persons with constitu-
tional claims. I know we do not believe that 
the rights of real estate developers are more 
important than the rights of other Americans. 
Perhaps some people in this body do, which 
is why we are attempting to give developers 
special protection under the Civil Rights Act of 
1871, now known as Section 1983—a statute 
that has not been substantially altered since 
1871 according to CRS. 

This bill’s proponents would like you to be-
lieve that land developers and corporations 
are the only constitutional claimants that must 
start in the state courts. However, this is just 
not true. Cases involving constitutional chal-
lenges to detention in violation of the 6th 
Amendment and confinement of juvenile of-
fenders in violation of the 8th Amendment are 
just two examples of claims that must first go 
to the state courts. 

Today we all have been called to task, and 
must stand up against this assault on the prin-
ciples of federalism, the Nation’s civil rights 
laws, and our Constitution. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. NADLER) be assigned to the 
management of this bill on the floor on 
the side of the minority. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentleman from New 
York will control the time. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-

er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. CONAWAY). 

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the chairman. In an attempt to adhere 
to his admonition that brief is better, I 
will add my voice of support for this 
bill. 

I represent a rural district in Texas. 
It is 36,500 square miles. It is 14 percent 
of the land mass of Texas, and so we 
have a lot of opportunities for takings 
from various entities. 

I support this bill because most land-
owners, most developers, simply want 
answers. ‘‘Yes’’ or ‘‘no’’ is better than 
‘‘wait until tomorrow.’’ Once you get 
hung up in this regulatory nightmare 
of waivers and permits and permits and 
waivers and that body and this body, 
just knowing the truth and what the 
ultimate answer is would be better. 

This law defines that Federal courts 
have to begin hearing a case once a 
final answer has been given under a 
permit or a waiver, and allows access 
to the court so that the property owner 
will then be able to get an answer that 
they can live with. 

I support this bill. I encourage my 
colleagues to also support this bill to 
protect private property rights and 
give landowners and other property 
owners their day in Federal court. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the Constitution pro-
vides for just compensation where gov-
ernment takes property. On that there 
is general agreement. There is also 
agreement that the ability of govern-
ment to take property must be strictly 
limited to a public purpose and that 
the power to take property must be 
used sparingly and judiciously. Those 
are not controversial points. 

This bill is something different, 
something radically and dangerously 
different. This bill goes far outside the 
bounds of the Constitution to reward 
big developers and polluters whenever 
local government tries to preserve the 
quality of life in our communities by 
controlling the spread of huge landfills 
or sprawling subdivisions or factory 
farms or adult bookstores. 

Under this bill, a developer could cir-
cumvent local government and normal 
State court consideration, drag our 
local governments into Federal court, 
and demand payment every time our 
constituents want to preserve their 
health or quality of life. 

The threat of Federal court litiga-
tion, expensive Federal court litiga-
tion, is real and troubling. One rep-
resentative of the National Association 
of Home Developers said this bill would 
be a ‘‘hammer to the head’’ of every 
local official. That is what this bill 
does. 

It greatly expands the definition of a 
taking. It would require the govern-
ment to provide compensation in cases 
where the Constitution does not. It 
would allow developers to game the 
system by arbitrarily dividing their 
lots to squeeze money out of commu-
nities. 

Should we have to pay someone to 
keep them from poisoning our drinking 
water or ignoring our zoning laws or 
opening an adult bookstore? That 
seems to be the claim of developers 
who want to fill in wetlands at will or 
build garbage dumps the size of small 
towns. Is it a taking for which me must 
compensate the developer if we make 
them pay their fair share of the cost of 
the new roads, sewers, water lines and 
schools that will be needed to support 
their new subdivision? 

Should local taxpayers have to pay a 
developer whenever any conditions are 
imposed on a developer before allowing 
him to move forward? That’s what this 
bill does. 

Let’s have no doubt this is a big de-
velopers’ bill. My friend, the sponsor of 
this bill, has trumpeted the fact that 

the bill is supported by the home build-
ers, the realtors, the Chamber of Com-
merce, the National Federation of 
Independent Business, and the U.S. 
Farm Bureau. 

It is opposed by environmental orga-
nizations, the American Planning As-
sociations, consumer organizations, 
and your mayors, your Governors and 
your attorneys general of the States. 
Which side are you on? 

One of the majority’s witnesses at 
our hearing on this bill was Mr. Frank 
Kottschade, a major local developer 
who complained that he didn’t get ev-
erything that he wanted from his local 
government. 

Another was an attorney, Joseph 
Trauth, who represents Wal-Mart, 
Home Depot and GE in zoning cases. 
Small developers. He is proud of the 
fact that he helped the Rumpke landfill 
in Hamilton, Ohio, expand by 65 acres. 

That is who the bill is for, not for 
homeowners who want to protect their 
homes and communities. 

Let me clear up some confusion. 
Many Members of this House were out-
raged by the Supreme Court’s Kelo de-
cision which dealt with the use of emi-
nent domain to take private property 
from one person and give it to another 
private party in order to promote eco-
nomic development. 

b 1115 

The distinguished chairman spoke of 
Kelo. This bill has nothing to do with 
Kelo and nothing to do with eminent 
domain. It is not about taking prop-
erty. It is about regulating responsible 
use of property. It is about stopping 
the ability of local governments to 
pass zoning laws, environmental pro-
tection laws, to enforce them to pro-
tect the local residents against those 
who would pollute the environment, 
build every inch and fill our suburban 
towns with 200-story buildings. 

You have heard Kelo discussed in this 
debate because the real purpose of this 
bill is simply indefensible. This bill has 
to do with zoning, environmental pro-
tection, and environmental regulation. 
This is about protecting homeowners 
from abuse by developers and polluters. 
The bill, actually, is about stopping 
the ability of local governments to pro-
tect homeowners from abuse by devel-
opers and polluters. 

I would just note the irony that the 
Republican leadership the other day 
moved a bill that would limit the 
rights of religious minorities under the 
1871 Civil Rights Act. This bill expands 
the rights of developers and polluters 
under the same 1871 Civil Rights Act 
and allows them to extort local com-
munities. That is the Republican civil 
rights agenda. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
CHABOT), the author of the bill. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 
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I want to, first, thank the gentleman 

from Wisconsin for his leadership and 
his cosponsorship of this bill, also the 
35 other cosponsors and the 234 Mem-
bers of this body that voted for it. It 
passed just the other day by a margin 
of 60 votes. Now, it needed two-thirds, 
so that is the reason for our being here 
today. But there is really over-
whelming support. I also want to thank 
the gentleman from Tennessee, BART 
GORDON, for his leadership as well in 
support of this legislation. 

Just to address a couple of the points 
that were made before I get into the 
bulk of my speech here, the gentleman 
from Michigan mentioned that this ele-
vates property owners above all other 
constitutional rights and individuals 
who are trying to establish their con-
stitutional rights. It doesn’t do that at 
all. It puts them on the same level as 
other people who have a constitutional 
right that they are trying to enforce. 
And they should under existing law al-
ready have their constitutional rights. 
This is a fifth amendment right in the 
Bill of Rights. A person cannot have 
their property taken without just com-
pensation, without due process of law, 
and this is just putting them on the 
same level with all the other constitu-
tional rights that we enjoy in this 
country. 

The gentleman from New York said 
that this is radical and dangerous. I 
would venture to say there aren’t too 
many things that this side has tried to 
pass in the 12 years that I have served 
with the gentleman that the gentleman 
hasn’t considered to be radical and 
dangerous, with some exceptions where 
we have been on the same side. But I 
think this is not radical nor is it dan-
gerous. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHABOT. I would be happy to 
yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I will 
concede that when we passed last week 
my bill to recognize Congress’s support 
for a memorial at the World Trade Cen-
ter site, after it had been held in com-
mittee for 2 years, that was not radical 
and dangerous. 

Mr. CHABOT. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Speaker, as I had indicated, there 
have been times when the gentleman 
has not said things we are doing are 
radical and dangerous, and I agree with 
that part of what we just talked about. 

But the gentleman talks about this 
being only for big developers and not 
the little guy, so to speak. I would just 
note that H.R. 4772, this particular leg-
islation, levels the playing field for 
small and middle-class property owners 
and retirees. The expense of bringing a 
Federal takings claim through the lab-
yrinth of procedures in place today is 
disproportionately borne by private 
citizens who cannot draw on the public 
treasury to defend their rights. This 
bill, more than any big developer, helps 
small developers and the middle class, 
whose finances are particularly 
strained by the costs of defending their 
fifth amendment property rights. 

This bill helps, for example, elderly 
retirees who may have all their savings 
tied up in their home that the govern-
ment is trying to take away from them 
for whatever. When their home is un-
justly taken by the government, the el-
derly should not have to spend 10 years 
paying for expensive lawyers to defend 
themselves in court. And that is what 
happens in communities all over this 
country right now. They should be al-
lowed to go right to the Federal court 
and defend their federally protected 
property rights, and this bill would 
allow them to do just that. 

On February 16 of this year, when I 
authored this, along with the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. GORDON), 
this Private Property Rights Imple-
mentation Act, and I want to thank 
the gentleman, as I already did, we in-
troduced this legislation as a result of 
recent Supreme Court decisions last 
term, Kelo and San Remo. They, quite 
frankly, ignored the constitutional 
rights of property owners. 

The fifth amendment to the Con-
stitution, as I stated before, states: No 
person shall be ‘‘deprived of life, lib-
erty, or property, without due process 
of law, nor shall private property be 
taken for public use, without just com-
pensation.’’ And that is exactly what 
we are talking about remedying by this 
bill. 

The House of Representatives acted 
to correct the Kelo decision by passing 
a bill, H.R. 4128, by a bipartisan vote of 
376–38. Today, Congress has an oppor-
tunity to restore the rights taken away 
by the San Remo decision by passing 
this bill which will correct that deci-
sion. 

Now, here is the problem. Strange as 
it sounds, under current law, property 
owners are now blocked from raising a 
Federal fifth amendment takings claim 
in Federal court. And here is why: The 
Supreme Court’s 1985 decision in 
Williamson County v. Hamilton Bank 
requires property owners to pursue to 
the end all available remedies for just 
compensation in State court before the 
property owners can file suit in Federal 
court under the fifth amendment. 

Then just last year, in the case of 
San Remo Hotel v. City and County of 
San Francisco, the Supreme Court held 
that once a property owner tries their 
case in State court, the property owner 
is prohibited from having their con-
stitutional claim heard in Federal 
court, even though the property owner 
never wanted to be in State court with 
their Federal claim in the first place. 
The combination of these two rules 
means that those with Federal prop-
erty rights claims are effectively shut 
out of the Federal court on their Fed-
eral takings claims, setting them un-
fairly apart from those asserting any 
other kind of Federal right, such as 
those asserting free speech or freedom 
of religion or other rights that could be 
established under the Constitution. 

The late Chief Justice Rehnquist 
commented directly on this unfairness, 
observing in his concurring opinion in 

San Remo that ‘‘the Williamson Coun-
ty decision all but guarantees that 
claimants will be unable to utilize the 
Federal courts to enforce the fifth 
amendment’s just compensation guar-
antee.’’ The Second Circuit Court of 
Appeals has also stated that ‘‘it is both 
ironic and unfair if the very procedure 
that the Supreme Court requires prop-
erty owners to follow before bringing a 
fifth amendment takings claim, a 
State court takings action, also pre-
cluded them from ever bringing a fifth 
amendment takings claim in Federal 
court. 

H.R. 4772, the Private Property 
Rights Implementation Act, will cor-
rect the unfair legal bind that catches 
all property owners in what amounts 
to a catch-22. This bill, which is based 
on Congress’s clear authority to define 
the jurisdiction of the Federal courts 
and the appellate jurisdiction of the 
United States Supreme Court, would 
allow property owners raising Federal 
takings claims to have their cases de-
cided in Federal court without first 
pursuing a wasteful and unnecessary 
litigation detour, and possibly a dead 
end, in State court. 

H.R. 4772 would also remove another 
artificial barrier blocking property 
owners’ access to Federal court. The 
Supreme Court’s Williamson County 
decision also requires that before a 
case can be brought for review in Fed-
eral court, property owners must first 
obtain a final decision from the State 
government on what is an acceptable 
use of their land. This has created an 
incentive for regulatory agencies to 
avoid making a final decision at all by 
stringing out the process and thereby 
forever denying a property owner ac-
cess to the court. Studies of takings 
cases in the 1990s indicate that it took 
property owners nearly a decade of liti-
gation, which most property owners, 
let us face it, especially a small prop-
erty owner, can’t afford, before takings 
claims were ready to be heard on the 
merits in any court, whether it is State 
or Federal. 

To prevent that unjust result, this 
bill would clarify when a final decision 
has been achieved and when the case is 
ready for Federal court review. Under 
this bill, if a land use application is re-
viewed by the relevant agency and re-
jected, a waiver is requested and de-
nied, and an administrative appeal is 
also rejected, so they have gone 
through this long process, then a prop-
erty owner can bring their Federal con-
stitutional claim, and, again, this is a 
Federal constitutional claim, in a Fed-
eral court. The bill would not change 
the way agencies resolve disputes; 
rather, H.R. 4772 simply makes clear 
the steps the property owner must take 
to make their case ready for court re-
view. 

This bill also clarifies the rights of 
property owners raising certain types 
of constitutional claims in other ways. 

First, it would clarify that condi-
tions that are imposed upon a property 
owner before they can receive a devel-
opment permit must be proportional to 
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the impact a development might have 
on the surrounding community. 

Second, it would clarify that if prop-
erty units are individually taxed under 
State law, then the adverse economic 
impact the regulation has on a piece of 
property should be measured by deter-
mining how much value the regulation 
has taken away from the individual lot 
affected, not the development as a 
whole. 

Third, the bill would clarify that due 
process violations involving property 
rights should be found when the gov-
ernment has been found to have acted 
in an arbitrary and capricious manner. 

This legislation also applies these 
same clarifications to cases in which 
the Federal Government is taking the 
private property. This legislation is en-
dorsed by a number of organizations: 
the National Association of Home-
builders; the National Association of 
Realtors; the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce; the National Federation of 
Independent Businesses, which is often-
times small businesses, most of the 
time; the United States Farm Bureau; 
and the Property Rights Alliance. 

Again, this legislation passed. A ma-
jority of more than 60 votes for this 
legislation, as opposed to against it 
just a couple of days ago. 

Again, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER) for his leadership and also 
the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. 
GORDON) for his leadership. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York. 

(Mr. BOEHLERT asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong opposition to this bill. This 
bill is a bad idea that comes before us 
periodically but, happily, has never 
been enacted. And I hope it meets a 
similar fate this time. 

This bill is, quite simply, an effort to 
take away the rights of each and every 
property owner who wants to alter or 
even block an unwanted development. 
It should really be called the ‘‘Private 
Property Rights Obliteration Act.’’ 

If you are a homeowner and you 
would like a new mall or a new apart-
ment building to be a little smaller so 
it does not overwhelm your neighbor-
hood with traffic and all the other at-
tendant problems, this bill will make it 
next to impossible for you to succeed. 
If you are a homeowner and you don’t 
want a bar to be built right around the 
corner from your house, this bill will 
make it almost impossible to succeed. 
If you are a small businessman and you 
want to control where a big-box store 
is going to be built, this bill will make 
it almost impossible for you to suc-
ceed. 

In 2000, the last time we debated this, 
the developers, quite rightly, described 
this bill as a hammer to the heads of 
local officials who are trying to guide 
and manage development. It is a very 
dangerous bill. 

It is also a very odd bill. Here we 
have supposed conservatives begging 
Federal courts to intervene in the most 
local of matters. Why? So that the de-
velopers can scare localities into not 
doing their most fundamental jobs. 

Now this time around, the pro-
ponents of the bill have come up with 
some new ingenious arguments for the 
bill. The only problem is that these ar-
guments are wildly inaccurate. So let 
me make this clear to my colleagues: 
This bill does not deal at all with emi-
nent domain or property seizures or 
the Supreme Court’s Kelo decision. Let 
me restate that, it is so important: 
This bill does not deal at all with emi-
nent domain or property seizures or 
the Supreme Court’s Kelo decision, 
which was decided years after the bill 
was written. 

This bill is only about localities exer-
cising their zoning authority. It is not 
about localities taking property by 
eminent domain. 

And by the way, the substantive 
problem in Kelo was that a developer 
was kicking people out of their homes. 
This bill would only strengthen the 
hand of developers to an unprecedented 
degree. 

So let us not undermine our Nation’s 
neighborhoods and localities with this 
unprecedented and radical change in 
law. Let us listen to all the local gov-
ernments and environmental groups 
that have always opposed this bill. Let 
us make sure our constituents retain 
their ability to shape their own neigh-
borhoods. Vote ‘‘no.’’ 

b 1130 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. BLUMENAUER) who has been in-
strumental in local development, plan-
ning efforts in local government. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciate the gentleman’s courtesy. 
Our friend from New York set the right 
tone. 

Basically I must respectfully dis-
agree with the chairman of the com-
mittee. Maybe everything has been 
said, but I do not think everything has 
been heard. That is why his attorney 
general joined with 35 other attorneys 
general in saying this is flawed, unnec-
essary, dangerous legislation. 

They basically flunk Property Pro-
tection 101. It ignores the fact that 
planning and zoning is to protect 
everybody’s property. Now, the gen-
tleman from Cincinnati would not 
yield to me. I wonder, if I yielded him 
30 seconds, if he would answer a ques-
tion. 

Mr. CHABOT. It is your time. 
Mr. BLUMENAUER. Does Hamilton 

County or the City of Cincinnati have 
any protective zoning and planning 
mechanisms that occasionally require 
more than one decision to be able to 
reach a rational decision? I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. We have 
the same zoning laws that are in many 

other places around the country. There 
is an appeals process that we go 
through, and there is a three-step proc-
ess under this particular legislation: 
You have to be denied. You have to 
then appeal. You have to go a third 
level. And if you lose at all of those, 
then the owner has the option to go to 
either State court or Federal court 
under this legislation, which seems 
perfectly reasonable. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. My question is, 
in Hamilton County or Cincinnati, does 
it ever occur that there are other ac-
tivities locally in dealing with the 
local planning and zoning process that 
would require an additional step or 
two? I yield 30 more seconds. 

Mr. CHABOT. Of course there are. We 
have various zoning boards. We have 
various agencies. We have the same 
basic things in our community that 
most of the other communities have. 
And I was on the community commis-
sion. We have appeals of all kinds of 
nature at all times. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I appreciate the 
gentleman’s clarification, because I 
have the same experience you have. I 
was a county commissioner. I was the 
commissioner of public works for the 
City of Portland. I had example after 
example where there were imperfect 
applications that were thrown over the 
transom. I can think of one where 
there was a massive shopping center 
that was going to be in an industrial 
area where they wanted a zone change 
that required extensive efforts to pro-
tect everybody’s property protection. 

I find it outrageous that you are 
going to be proposing, under your legis-
lation, short-circuiting that local prop-
erty protection. 

It is ironic that the same committee 
is telling us that the Supreme Court is 
not competent to deal with issues of 
marriage, same-sex marriage. It is not 
competent to deal with something as 
complex as the flag amendment. Some-
how you are going to be rocketing pro-
posal after proposal into the Federal 
courts where the Supreme Court has 
already said that it is not the best 
place to deal with things that are 
uniquely local and State in nature. 

It is not the small property owner 
that is going to benefit from this. The 
little old grandma that you are talking 
about in the first instance is not filing 
complex planning and zoning proposals, 
in the main. This will be utilized by 
large developers who can wear down 
communities. And we have seen it hap-
pen. When it happens to small commu-
nities, where all of the fire power that 
was arrayed before the Judiciary Com-
mittee comes to bear, wearing them 
down, it is going to make it very dif-
ficult to provide those local protec-
tions. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, that is why 
unions, planning associations, Clean 
Water Action, why the Defenders of 
Wildlife, over a dozen other environ-
mental and conservation groups, in-
cluding the Trust for Historic Preser-
vation, and as I mentioned 36 attorney 
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generals, including Mr. CHABOT’s attor-
ney general in Ohio, say this is flawed 
and unnecessary legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I would respectfully 
suggest that rather than trying to 
drive a wedge into the planning process 
in local communities, processes that 
are designed to help to provide protec-
tions for everybody, I would strongly 
suggest that this legislation be re-
jected. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself 15 seconds just to am-
plify the fact that my Democratic at-
torney general was just defeated in the 
primary, and I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 45 
seconds to the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. BLUMENAUER). 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
would point out that there are 35 other 
attorney generals that are Republican 
and Democratic, from Alabama, from 
Connecticut, from Iowa, Louisiana, 
Maryland, Massachusetts, Maine, Ken-
tucky, noting the gentleman in the 
chair, from Idaho—I think he is a Re-
publican—Delaware, Arizona, Alaska, 
Michigan, Montana, New Jersey, New 
York, Oregon, Rhode Island, Tennessee, 
Oklahoma, New Mexico, Nevada, Mis-
sissippi, Utah, Vermont, West Virginia, 
Wyoming. I mentioned Wisconsin, and I 
do think we ought to reemphasize 
again Ohio, the home State of the 
sponsor of this legislation. All these at-
torneys general oppose this legislation. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
CHABOT) who I think is right, and his 
attorney general is wrong. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman is 
bringing up statewide office holders in 
Ohio for credibility purposes, I think 
the gentleman should probably review 
the political situation in Ohio and 
some of the stature that some of those 
folks hold right now. If you are making 
an argument to support your side of 
the case, there are a number of them 
that are let’s say not at the height of 
popularity as we speak here today. 

But just to mention a couple of 
things that the gentleman touched 
upon, especially the environmental 
concerns, for example. There is nothing 
in this bill that would prohibit the pro-
tection of land for environmental, 
health and safety reasons. 

However, if the land is so regulated 
as to deny the owner any use of it, 
then, yes, the owner needs to be paid 
just compensation. The fifth amend-
ment does not have an exemption for 
environmental laws or any other laws. 
In fact, the best approach would be to 
purchase the land, possibly through 
eminent domain, rather than trying to 
pull a fast one and harm the property 
owner or take that person’s property 
without just compensation. 

The basic idea is that individual 
property owners should not bear all of 
the costs of protecting our commu-

nities. A few land owners should not 
have to sacrifice their own land and 
economic well being for the betterment 
of a town or a city; rather, the town 
should give them just compensation. 
That is what we are supposed to do in 
this society. 

If we are taking it from a particular 
individual, and they cannot use their 
land as they want to see fit, the rest of 
us, through the appropriate way, 
should give them just compensation. 

The fifth amendment should apply in 
all taking cases, and we should not be 
carving out exceptions when it comes 
to public health and safety, just like in 
the Kelo legislation we passed; we did 
not carve out exceptions for the pri-
vate use of eminent domain because 
some property is not as desirable to the 
community at large. All property 
should be treated the same. 

And if there is public health or envi-
ronmental needs to take the land, own-
ers should be compensated for its tak-
ing. There are limits to what the gov-
ernment can do. And that limit is 
called the Bill of Rights. When the gov-
ernment takes private property, own-
ers must be fairly compensated for 
their land. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FARR). 

Mr. FARR. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the bill. I represent some beau-
tiful communities in California: Car-
mel, many of you know, Pebble Beach, 
Santa Cruz, communities that have 
built their aesthetics around regula-
tion. And I sat as a county board of su-
pervisor having to manage these recol-
lections. 

The author of the bill is right. We 
have eminent domain. When there is 
taking, you get compensated. What his 
bill is about is protecting developers at 
the expense of property owners. This is 
going to decrease property values. De-
crease property values. 

Because you get them to pay for 
every kind of regulation. Now, all of us 
know that when you get a benefit, you 
do it with a responsibility. You get a 
driver’s license, but that does not allow 
you to drive over 65 miles an hour. In 
this case, you would have to pay some-
one, because they bought a car that 
can go 100 miles an hour, you have to 
pay them the difference between 65 and 
100. 

That is what this kind of bill is 
about. What is the taking? Is it requir-
ing that the trees be left standing? Is it 
required to have a little bit of a set-
back? This bill injures property values 
and should be defeated. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. INSLEE). 

(Mr. INSLEE asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, it is dif-
ficult to understand my friends on the 

Republican side of the aisle’s efforts to 
stick this burden on the taxpayers and 
allow developers to do the equivalent 
of developer’s gerrymandering to in-
crease their profits. Why should the 
taxpayers have to succumb to devel-
opers doing to the taxpayers what poli-
ticians have done to the voters? 

Politicians, what they have done to 
the voters is carved out these little dis-
tricts to try to keep their seats safe. If 
this bill were to become law, which it 
will not, it will allow developers to 
carve up their little development, 
fancy little lines to extract the max-
imum amount of money from the tax-
payers. 

Where is the reason to allow devel-
opers to decide their own rules, to 
write their own paycheck from the tax-
payers? We have laws on the books en-
forced by supreme courts that say that, 
if you have your property taken as a 
whole, you get compensation. But this 
bill will game the system, will create 
this arbitrary system where the devel-
oper decides, not the courts, and that 
is a massive gambit to allow the guy 
who wants to build a strip club or a 
gambling spot or a strip mall in your 
neighborhood to make it impossible for 
your local community to have mean-
ingful zoning to protect your neighbor-
hood. 

And it is done for one single reason, 
to put money in developers pockets in 
a way that is not fair. And, by the way, 
this is not about grandma out in her 
backyard. It is about people wanting to 
break up large chunks for a subdivi-
sion, and decide that they are going to 
take a wetlands. Right now, if there is 
a wetlands, and we have lost 
humungous amounts of wetlands in the 
last couple hundred years; whether 
there is a taking depends on the whole 
property. 

Do not allow this gambit to take 
place. It is not fair. It is not Constitu-
tional, and it is not going to pass. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, how 
much time is remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The gentleman from New 
York has 91⁄2 minutes remaining. The 
gentleman from Wisconsin has 13 min-
utes remaining. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. BLUMENAUER). 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
looked at the website of one of the wit-
nesses that Mr. CHABOT brought from 
Cincinnati, and looked at a couple of 
the things that he has been successful 
in achieving, as significant expansion 
in a landfill, siting a 1,000-foot radio 
and TV tower. 

These are the sorts of things that I 
worked on as a county commissioner; I 
assume Mr. CHABOT worked on when he 
was a county commissioner. It took 
years, for example, for us to deal with 
sitings for radio tower emissions be-
cause local people, neighbors and rep-
resentation from industry were going 
crazy. 

But the lengthy process was worth it; 
we produced the safest standards in the 
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country that the industry ultimately 
adopted. Using Mr. CHABOT’s approach, 
it would allow those powerful interests 
to have bypassed us and gone to Fed-
eral court. We could not have stood up 
to them. 

The neighborhood would have been at 
risk. It is exactly the sort of thing that 
people elect local officials like we used 
to be to protect. I think it is out-
rageous that Congress is going to un-
dermine them. 

b 1145 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, once again I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. CHABOT). 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I just make 
two quick points. 

The gentleman from Oregon dispar-
ages the reputation of the gentleman 
who testified at the committee, Mr. 
Trauth, who was an attorney, on the 
types of cases that he takes. I would 
just note that I oftentimes agree with 
people who come and testify, disagree. 
They are lawyers. They represent var-
ious sides. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHABOT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Oregon. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
was not disparaging the gentleman. I 
was talking about his cases that he ad-
vertised. 

Mr. CHABOT. Reclaiming my time, I 
happen to know that he also represents 
people that are at lower income levels 
that maybe are having their houses 
taken away by somebody. As all law-
yers do, they represent a whole range 
of cases. 

And the other gentleman from Wash-
ington talked about how awful this leg-
islation the Republicans are trying to 
pass is. I would just note to the gen-
tleman that there were 37 Democrats 
that voted for this legislation just the 
other day. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, it is important to get 

this debate back on track as to what 
we are talking about, not what we are 
not talking about, because the gen-
tleman on the other side keeps bring-
ing up matters that were not debated, 
that is not before us in this bill. 

This bill has nothing to do with Kelo. 
It has nothing to do with whether there 
should be compensation for a taking. If 
the government wants to take your 
house for a new highway, they have got 
to pay you. That is the fifth amend-
ment. If the government wants to take 
your house to give it to somebody else 
to build something that they judge for 
public purpose, the Supreme Court said 
they can do it in Kelo. A lot of people 
do not like it. That is the Kelo con-
troversy. That is not this controversy. 

This controversy has nothing to do 
with that. This controversy is saying 
the following: If local government 

passes regulations legislating land use, 
you cannot destroy a wetland; you can-
not build a building more than 50 sto-
ries tall; you cannot build more than 
five houses on an acre, because it is a 
suburb and we do not want too much 
crowding; you cannot build a factory 
next to the houses; you cannot build a 
mine in a residential neighborhood. 
These are limitations on the use of 
property. It does not say you cannot 
use your property. It says you cannot 
build a mine here or you can only build 
5 houses on that lot, not 2,500 houses. 

Should these kinds of limiting regu-
lations that governments all across our 
land grant all the time in order to pro-
tect local homeowners, in order to pro-
tect local property values, in order to 
protect the quality of life in local com-
munities, should these laws remain 
possible? This bill says they should not 
remain possible. 

This bill says that in two ways. One, 
we are going to drag the local commu-
nity into Federal court where, con-
trary to the implications of the other 
side, it is a lot more expensive to liti-
gate generally in Federal court than it 
is in a local court. So we are going to 
say that if the megadeveloper who 
wants to build 300 homes or 50 stories 
or 100 stories on that local lot next to 
your house, against the local zoning, 
he can take you right into Federal 
court, make you spend a lot of money 
and not go through the local process 
and not go through the local court 
process. That is very dangerous. 

That is why the proponents of this 
bill, the home builders, said this is a 
hammer to the head of local officials. 
It is intended to be a hammer to the 
head of local officials. And who do the 
local officials represent? The local peo-
ple who care about their property 
value, that is who they represent. But 
we are going to put a hammer to their 
heads because to hell with the property 
values of our local communities; to 
hell with the local planned develop-
ment; we do not want big developers to 
be inhibited from building 300 houses 
on an acre instead of only three or four 
or whatever the local zoning code says. 

Secondly, question: Is it a taking? 
The big developer buys 100 acres, has a 
100-acre plot, two of them are a wet-
lands. The local government says or 
the law says you cannot build on the 
wetlands, you can only build on 98 of 
your 100 acres. The Supreme Court has 
always said you look at the totality of 
the property to determine whether 
that is a taking requiring compensa-
tion, and it is not, because you can 
build on 98 percent of your property, 
until this bill comes along and says no 
you cannot; you can subdivide the lots 
and if you want to protect that wet-
land, you have to pay for it. 

The bill also says, in effect, that if 
you want to say that you cannot build 
100 houses on that property, you can 
only build 10, you have to pay the de-
veloper for the difference between 10 
houses and 100 houses, 90 percent. 

Now, Mr. CHABOT says, well, why 
should the government not pay the 

property owner if he cannot use his 
property. Well, the issue is not that. 
The issue is why should the local gov-
ernment, which wants to regulate or 
limit use of property in certain ways, 
have to pay the difference between 
what they say you can do with your 
property which they are not taking and 
everything conceivably you could do? 

If the answer is yes, no local govern-
ment will be able to pay that, no local 
community can pay that, and you can-
not have local land use regulations, 
you will have to have the 50 story 
building there because no one can stay 
the difference between a 10-story limi-
tation in the zoning instead of 50 on 
every lot. 

So this is a question of whether you 
can have local language regulation, 
whether you can protect local commu-
nities at all. 

Finally, let me say that this bill is 
clearly unconstitutional because this 
bill says you go right into Federal 
court. In the Williamson decision in 
1985, the Supreme Court held that a 
takings claim, a claim that you are 
taking property without due process of 
law, is not right for Federal court re-
view if the property owner had not ob-
tained a final decision from the appel-
late administrative agency and the 
property owner had not first filed the 
claim in State court to challenge the 
government action. The court held 
that these requirements are constitu-
tional requirements, not statutory. We 
cannot give them the right to go 
straight into Federal court because the 
rule, the court said, is compelled by 
the very nature of the inquiry required 
by the just compensation, that is, the 
takings clause, because the fact it is 
applied in deciding a takings claim 
simply cannot be evaluated until the 
administrative agency has arrived at a 
final decision regarding how it will 
apply the regulation it issued for the 
particular land in question. 

Just 7 years ago, in 1999, the Supreme 
Court said again, a Federal court can-
not entertain a takings claim under 
section 1983 or unless or until the com-
plaining land owners are denied an ade-
quate ‘‘deprivation remedy,’’ in other 
words has been denied State court re-
view. 

So by forcing the case right into Fed-
eral court this is clearly unconstitu-
tional. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE). 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I am pleased to rise in support of 
H.R. 4772. I am pleased to be an origi-
nal cosponsor and want to commend 
Mr. CHABOT and Mr. SENSENBRENNER 
for shepherding this legislation 
through. 

In Arizona, between State, Federal 
and Indian reservation, private prop-
erty extends to less than 20 percent in 
the State, and so we take private prop-
erty very seriously there because we 
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cannot afford to lose too much more of 
it. 

So, when we have had the recent Kelo 
decision and other decisions that have 
eroded private property rights over the 
past couple of years, we feel that we 
need to respond in this way, and if the 
Federal Government has provisions 
which erode those private property 
rights then somebody ought to have a 
remedy through the Federal courts. 
And that’s what this legislation is 
about. 

I commend the sponsors for pushing 
it through, and I would encourage sup-
port for it. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, just to 
clarify, this bill does not simply deal 
with sending cases to Federal courts. It 
deals with the substantive law to be 
considered there. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 seconds to the 
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
BLUMENAUER). 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
just want to clarify. I find it inter-
esting that my colleague from Cin-
cinnati somehow thinks that, because I 
noted his witness represents people 
siting radio towers in landfills, that I 
was disparaging him. I did not say any-
thing like that. I gave real-life exam-
ples of why his bill is going to destroy 
property values. 

If you have a 1,000-foot radio tower 
next to you or a landfill expansion, in 
your home town that may make one 
person more money, but it has the po-
tential of eroding the protections of ev-
erybody around them. Those are the 
real-life examples that they refuse to 
acknowledge. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 11⁄4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. INSLEE). 

(Mr. INSLEE asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, there is a 
lot of anger about eminent domain law 
right now because of the Kelo decision, 
and I am one of the people who dis-
agrees with that decision. I do not be-
lieve it is wise to allow eminent do-
main to be used for private purposes, 
and I think it was a poorly decided de-
cision. 

But I want to make sure that the 
Members understand. This bill does 
nothing to fix that problem. If you are 
angry about Kelo, this bill is not medi-
cine. It does nothing to change the 
standards for when eminent domain 
can be used by Federal or municipal 
governments. 

So this does not solve the problem, 
and I want to yield to Mr. CHABOT, if I 
could, for a moment. I just want to 
make sure that we are on the same 
page on this. I have looked diligently 
through this and can find nothing that 
changes the eminent domain standard 
that would overturn the Kelo decision. 

Do you agree with me on that assess-
ment? 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. INSLEE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. CHABOT. I agree that this is not 
directly related to Kelo, although there 
is, I think in many people’s minds, 
some connection, and I think rightfully 
so. 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
make clear it is not the impression in 
people’s minds that counts in Congress. 
It is what is in people’s bills, and in 
this bill is nothing to solve the Kelo 
problem. 

We should not let anger about Kelo 
allow developers to game taxpayers. 
This bill should be rejected. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill deals with 
when a government exercises zoning 
power and the big developer disagrees 
with that, what happens. It says you go 
into Federal court right away, which is 
more expensive for the local govern-
ment to defend, and which is unconsti-
tutional, as I mentioned a few minutes 
ago, because you have to go through 
the State remedy. 

But second of all, it changes the sub-
stantive law to enable the developer to 
say that any reduction in his use of the 
property, that says you cannot have 
more than X number of houses on the 
property or you cannot destroy all the 
wetlands on the property, anything 
that will help preserve the local com-
munities, all the regulations it would 
depend on to preserve property values, 
to preserve local communities, they 
are all gone because you have to pay 
for them and no local government is 
going to pay for them. 

So nobody is going to be able to go to 
their local zoning board and complain. 
They will have to go to the Supreme 
Court, which will not have time for 
them. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, Colo-
rado has been one of the fastest-growing 
States, and we have our share of contentious 
land-use disputes—in fact, sometimes it 
seems we may have more than our share. 

And I do think the federal government has 
a role to play in helping our communities to re-
spond to the problems that come with that 
rapid growth. 

But I don’t think the help that’s needed is 
greater involvement of the federal courts in 
more and more local land-use decisions. And 
that’s what this bill is all about. 

This bill does not deal with the questions 
about use of eminent domain for economic de-
velopment projects that were involved in the 
case of Kelo v. New London which attracted 
so much attention when the Supreme Court 
issued its decision last year. 

I voted for a resolution (H. Res. 340) ex-
pressing disapproval of that decision, and for 
a bill (H.R. 4128) that responded to the deci-
sion by barring any state or political subdivi-
sion from exercising its power of eminent do-
main for economic development if that state or 
political subdivision received federal economic 
development funds. That bill also would make 
a state or political subdivision violating that 
prohibition ineligible for any such funds for two 
fiscal years, bar the federal government from 
exercising its power of eminent domain for 
economic development, and establish a pri-
vate cause of action for any private property 

owner who suffers injury as a result of a viola-
tion of the bill. 

I thought that was an appropriate response 
to the Kelo decision. But this bill is quite dif-
ferent, and I cannot support it. 

I do not think it is needed. The vast majority 
of land-use disputes, including claims that 
local regulations or decisions amount to a 
‘‘taking’’ of property, are resolved at the local 
or state level without significant delay. 

There is no need to short-circuit the deci-
sionmaking process under local and state law. 
There is no need to bypass our state courts, 
because, as noted in a letter signed by Attor-
ney Generals of 32 States, ‘‘State courts . . . 
are ideal forums for resolving disputes involv-
ing state and local planning issues [and] . . . 
the bill thus runs counter to the admonition of 
Justice Alito . . . that the federal judiciary 
should avoid procedural rules under which it 
could be ‘cast in the role of a zoning board of 
appeals.’ ’’ 

I also don’t think the bill is sound policy. I 
am very concerned that it would severely tilt 
the field in favor of one interest, developers, 
and make it even harder for our communities 
to meet the challenges of growth and sprawl. 
It would saddle taxpayers of our towns, cities, 
and counties with the costs of expensive fed-
eral litigation. That’s one reason it is opposed 
by the Colorado Municipal League as well as 
the National League of Cities, the National As-
sociation of Counties, the U.S. Conference of 
Mayors, the National Council of State Legisla-
tures, and the Council of State Governments. 

It’s also not good for our federal courts. 
When the House considered similar legislation 
previously, the Judicial Conference of the 
United States—the body that speaks for our 
federal judges—said it ‘‘may adversely affect 
the administration of justice’’ and ‘‘contribute 
to existing backlogs in some judicial districts.’’ 

Finally, as a non-lawyer who takes very se-
riously the oath we all have taken to support 
the Constitution, I have listened carefully to 
the views of the many lawyers—including dis-
tinguished Members of the Judiciary Com-
mittee—who have concluded that the bill is 
likely unconstitutional. 

Even if I thought the bill was otherwise de-
sirable, that would make me hesitate. But, as 
I’ve said, the bill has other serious short-
comings—and the constitutional issues that 
have been raised mean that enacting this bill 
would inevitably lead to even more protracted 
and expensive litigation that would go all the 
way to the Supreme Court. However the Court 
might finally rule, that additional litigation is not 
something that I think is necessary or that 
Congress should encourage. So, again, I can-
not vote for this bill. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I support 
this legislation which was introduced by Con-
gressman CHABOT. It protects the Americans’ 
private property. 

The Bill of Rights guarantees the right to pri-
vate property. Such a right lies at the founda-
tion of a democracy where citizens have the 
freedom to buy, sell, exchange, or make a 
profit on all forms of property. 

In recent years, it has become more and 
more common for the government to seize pri-
vate property under the guise of eminent do-
main for ‘‘public’’ use. 

This is something that landowners in my 
home state of Texas are already frequently 
faced with under the Endangered Species Act, 
which prevents a landowner from developing 
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their property if an endangered species is 
found on the land. 

Under last year’s Supreme Court decision in 
Kelo, state and local governments now can 
take property from a private landowner in 
order to give or sell it to another private 
owner. So, we need to make sure Americans 
can protect their private property ownership. 

The Private Property Rights Implementation 
Act of 2006 clarifies current law in order to 
give America’s property owners those tools. 

For instance, H.R. 4772 corrects an anom-
aly created by two Supreme Court decisions 
that prevents a property owner from having 
their federal takings claim decided in Federal 
Court without first pursuing the case in state 
court. 

And the legislation clarifies that the standard 
for due process claims in a takings case is 
‘‘arbitrary and capricious’’ and not the much 
higher ‘‘shocks the conscience’’ standard that 
some courts are using and that almost no 
property rights case can meet. 

The bill also clarifies what constitutes a 
‘‘final decision’’ on an acceptable land use 
from a regulatory agency for purposes of 
being able to take the claim to federal court. 

Some regulatory agencies have avoided 
making such ‘‘final decisions’’ in order to pre-
vent the property owner from moving forward 
with the property rights claim. 

H.R. 4772 is a good bill that will protect 
Americans’ property rights. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank Congressman CHABOT 
for offering this legislation, and urge my col-
leagues to support it. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
opposition to H.R. 4772, the ‘‘Private Property 
Rights Implementation Act.’’ 

This bill strips local governments of their au-
thority to enforce zoning regulations by allow-
ing real estate developers to bypass the State 
courts and go directly to Federal courts to 
challenge local zoning decisions. While I 
strongly believe in the rights of property own-
ers, zoning is an important tool of local gov-
ernments to maintain livable communities 
where residents and businesses can coexist. 

The city of New York opposes this legisla-
tion because it would intrude upon its authority 
over local land decisions. Additionally, this bill 
is opposed by a coalition of groups including 
the League of Conservation Voters, the Na-
tional League of Cities, the U.S. Conference of 
Mayors, and the National Conference of State 
Legislatures. 

I am puzzled about why the Republican Ma-
jority feels that this bill should be voted on be-
fore we adjourn when there are so many other 
issues like increasing the minimum wage and 
implementing the recommendations of the 9/ 
11 Commission that have yet to be considered 
by this body. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no.’’ 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. I appreciate 
this opportunity to explain my concerns with 
the bill, H.R. 4772, the Private Property Rights 
Implementation Act of 2005. I oppose the bill 
because I am concerned that it will weaken 
local land use, zoning, and environmental laws 
by encouraging costly and unwarranted 
‘‘takings’’ litigation in Federal court against 
local officials. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 4772 would fundamen-
tally alter the procedures governing regulatory 
takings litigation. Those procedures are re-
quired by the U.S. Constitution and have been 

repeatedly reaffirmed by the U.S. Supreme 
Court, as recently as last year. The bill pur-
ports to alter these requirements by giving de-
velopers, corporate hog farms, adult book-
stores, and other takings claimants the ability 
to bypass local land use procedures and State 
courts. Indeed, the National Association of 
Home Builders candidly referred to a prior 
version of the bill as a ‘‘hammer to the head’’ 
of local officials. Developers could use this 
hammer to side-step land use negotiations 
and avoid compliance with local laws that pro-
tect neighboring property owners and the com-
munity at large. 

In addition, section 5 of the bill purports to 
dramatically change substantive takings law 
as articulated by the Supreme Court and other 
Federal courts by redefining the constitutional 
rules that apply to permit conditions, subdivi-
sions, and claims under the Due Process 
Clause. The existing rules, developed over 
many decades, allow courts to strike a fair bal-
ance between takings claimants, neighboring 
property owners, and the public. The proposed 
rules would tilt the playing field further in favor 
of corporate developers and other takings 
claimants, even in the many localities across 
the country where developers already have an 
advantage. 

As a result, H.R. 4772 would allow big de-
velopers and other takings claimants to use 
the threat of premature Federal court litigation 
as a club to coerce small communities to ap-
prove projects that would harm the public. By 
short-circuiting local land use procedures, H.R. 
4772 also would curtail democratic participa-
tion in local land use decisions by the very 
people who could be harmed by those deci-
sions. 

The bill also raises serious constitutional 
issues. The provisions that purport to redefine 
constitutional violations ignore the fundamental 
principle established in Marbury v. Madison 
(1803) that it is ‘‘emphatically the province and 
duty’’ of the Federal courts to interpret the 
meaning of the Constitution. Moreover, under 
longstanding precedent, a landowner has no 
claim against a State or local government 
under the Fifth Amendment until the claimant 
first seeks and is denied compensation in 
State court. Federal courts would continue to 
dismiss these claims, as well as claims that 
lack an adequate record where claimants use 
the bill to side-step local land use procedures. 
The bill will create more delay and confusion 
by offering the false hope of an immediate 
Federal forum for those who have not suffered 
a Federal constitutional injury. In short, this bill 
is a great threat to federalism, our local land 
use protections, neighboring property owners, 
and the environment. Therefore, I urge my col-
leagues to vote against the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 1054, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the bill, as 
amended. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Ms. 
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate agrees to the report of 
the committee of conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendment of the Senate to the 
bill (H.R. 5631) ‘‘An Act making appro-
priations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2007, and for other pur-
poses.’’. 

f 

MILITARY COMMISSIONS ACT OF 
2006 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, pursuant to House Resolution 1054, I 
call up the Senate bill (S. 3930) to au-
thorize trial by military commission 
for violations of the law of war, and for 
other purposes, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The text of the Senate bill is as fol-
lows: 

S. 3930 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Military Commissions Act of 2006’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Construction of Presidential author-

ity to establish military com-
missions. 

Sec. 3. Military commissions. 
Sec. 4. Amendments to Uniform Code of 

Military Justice. 
Sec. 5. Treaty obligations not establishing 

grounds for certain claims. 
Sec. 6. Implementation of treaty obliga-

tions. 
Sec. 7. Habeas corpus matters. 
Sec. 8. Revisions to Detainee Treatment Act 

of 2005 relating to protection of 
certain United States Govern-
ment personnel. 

Sec. 9. Review of judgments of military 
commissions. 

Sec. 10. Detention covered by review of deci-
sions of Combatant Status Re-
view Tribunals of propriety of 
detention. 

SEC. 2. CONSTRUCTION OF PRESIDENTIAL AU-
THORITY TO ESTABLISH MILITARY 
COMMISSIONS. 

The authority to establish military com-
missions under chapter 47A of title 10, 
United States Code, as added by section 3(a), 
may not be construed to alter or limit the 
authority of the President under the Con-
stitution of the United States and laws of 
the United States to establish military com-
missions for areas declared to be under mar-
tial law or in occupied territories should cir-
cumstances so require. 
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SEC. 3. MILITARY COMMISSIONS. 

(a) MILITARY COMMISSIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle A of title 10, 

United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after chapter 47 the following new chapter: 
‘‘CHAPTER 47A—MILITARY COMMISSIONS 

‘‘Subchapter 
‘‘I. General Provisions ....................... 948a 
‘‘II. Composition of Military Com-

missions ....................................... 948h 
‘‘III. Pre-Trial Procedure ................... 948q 
‘‘IV. Trial Procedure .......................... 949a 
‘‘V. Sentences .................................... 949s 
‘‘VI. Post-Trial Procedure and Re-

view of Military Commissions ..... 950a 
‘‘VII. Punitive Matters ...................... 950p 
‘‘SUBCHAPTER I—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
‘‘Sec. 
‘‘948a. Definitions. 
‘‘948b. Military commissions generally. 
‘‘948c. Persons subject to military commis-

sions. 
‘‘948d. Jurisdiction of military commissions. 
‘‘948e. Annual report to congressional com-

mittees. 
‘‘§ 948a. Definitions 

‘‘In this chapter: 
‘‘(1) UNLAWFUL ENEMY COMBATANT.—(A) 

The term ‘unlawful enemy combatant’ 
means— 

‘‘(i) a person who has engaged in hostilities 
or who has purposefully and materially sup-
ported hostilities against the United States 
or its co-belligerents who is not a lawful 
enemy combatant (including a person who is 
part of the Taliban, al Qaeda, or associated 
forces); or 

‘‘(ii) a person who, before, on, or after the 
date of the enactment of the Military Com-
missions Act of 2006, has been determined to 
be an unlawful enemy combatant by a Com-
batant Status Review Tribunal or another 
competent tribunal established under the au-
thority of the President or the Secretary of 
Defense. 

‘‘(B) CO-BELLIGERENT.—In this paragraph, 
the term ‘co-belligerent’, with respect to the 
United States, means any State or armed 
force joining and directly engaged with the 
United States in hostilities or directly sup-
porting hostilities against a common enemy. 

‘‘(2) LAWFUL ENEMY COMBATANT.—The term 
‘lawful enemy combatant’ means a person 
who is— 

‘‘(A) a member of the regular forces of a 
State party engaged in hostilities against 
the United States; 

‘‘(B) a member of a militia, volunteer 
corps, or organized resistance movement be-
longing to a State party engaged in such 
hostilities, which are under responsible com-
mand, wear a fixed distinctive sign recogniz-
able at a distance, carry their arms openly, 
and abide by the law of war; or 

‘‘(C) a member of a regular armed force 
who professes allegiance to a government en-
gaged in such hostilities, but not recognized 
by the United States. 

‘‘(3) ALIEN.—The term ‘alien’ means a per-
son who is not a citizen of the United States. 

‘‘(4) CLASSIFIED INFORMATION.—The term 
‘classified information’ means the following: 

‘‘(A) Any information or material that has 
been determined by the United States Gov-
ernment pursuant to statute, Executive 
order, or regulation to require protection 
against unauthorized disclosure for reasons 
of national security. 

‘‘(B) Any restricted data, as that term is 
defined in section 11 y. of the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2014(y)). 

‘‘(5) GENEVA CONVENTIONS.—The term ‘Ge-
neva Conventions’ means the international 
conventions signed at Geneva on August 12, 
1949. 
‘‘§ 948b. Military commissions generally 

‘‘(a) PURPOSE.—This chapter establishes 
procedures governing the use of military 

commissions to try alien unlawful enemy 
combatants engaged in hostilities against 
the United States for violations of the law of 
war and other offenses triable by military 
commission. 

‘‘(b) AUTHORITY FOR MILITARY COMMISSIONS 
UNDER THIS CHAPTER.—The President is au-
thorized to establish military commissions 
under this chapter for offenses triable by 
military commission as provided in this 
chapter. 

‘‘(c) CONSTRUCTION OF PROVISIONS.—The 
procedures for military commissions set 
forth in this chapter are based upon the pro-
cedures for trial by general courts-martial 
under chapter 47 of this title (the Uniform 
Code of Military Justice). Chapter 47 of this 
title does not, by its terms, apply to trial by 
military commission except as specifically 
provided in this chapter. The judicial con-
struction and application of that chapter are 
not binding on military commissions estab-
lished under this chapter. 

‘‘(d) INAPPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN PROVI-
SIONS.—(1) The following provisions of this 
title shall not apply to trial by military 
commission under this chapter: 

‘‘(A) Section 810 (article 10 of the Uniform 
Code of Military Justice), relating to speedy 
trial, including any rule of courts-martial 
relating to speedy trial. 

‘‘(B) Sections 831(a), (b), and (d) (articles 
31(a), (b), and (d) of the Uniform Code of 
Military Justice), relating to compulsory 
self-incrimination. 

‘‘(C) Section 832 (article 32 of the Uniform 
Code of Military Justice), relating to pre-
trial investigation. 

‘‘(2) Other provisions of chapter 47 of this 
title shall apply to trial by military commis-
sion under this chapter only to the extent 
provided by this chapter. 

‘‘(e) TREATMENT OF RULINGS AND PRECE-
DENTS.—The findings, holdings, interpreta-
tions, and other precedents of military com-
missions under this chapter may not be in-
troduced or considered in any hearing, trial, 
or other proceeding of a court-martial con-
vened under chapter 47 of this title. The find-
ings, holdings, interpretations, and other 
precedents of military commissions under 
this chapter may not form the basis of any 
holding, decision, or other determination of 
a court-martial convened under that chap-
ter. 

‘‘(f) STATUS OF COMMISSIONS UNDER COM-
MON ARTICLE 3.—A military commission es-
tablished under this chapter is a regularly 
constituted court, affording all the necessary 
‘judicial guarantees which are recognized as 
indispensable by civilized peoples’ for pur-
poses of common Article 3 of the Geneva 
Conventions. 

‘‘(g) GENEVA CONVENTIONS NOT ESTAB-
LISHING SOURCE OF RIGHTS.—No alien unlaw-
ful enemy combatant subject to trial by 
military commission under this chapter may 
invoke the Geneva Conventions as a source 
of rights. 
‘‘§ 948c. Persons subject to military commis-

sions 
‘‘Any alien unlawful enemy combatant is 

subject to trial by military commission 
under this chapter. 
‘‘§ 948d. Jurisdiction of military commissions 

‘‘(a) JURISDICTION.—A military commission 
under this chapter shall have jurisdiction to 
try any offense made punishable by this 
chapter or the law of war when committed 
by an alien unlawful enemy combatant be-
fore, on, or after September 11, 2001. 

‘‘(b) LAWFUL ENEMY COMBATANTS.—Mili-
tary commissions under this chapter shall 
not have jurisdiction over lawful enemy 
combatants. Lawful enemy combatants who 
violate the law of war are subject to chapter 
47 of this title. Courts-martial established 

under that chapter shall have jurisdiction to 
try a lawful enemy combatant for any of-
fense made punishable under this chapter. 

‘‘(c) DETERMINATION OF UNLAWFUL ENEMY 
COMBATANT STATUS DISPOSITIVE.—A finding, 
whether before, on, or after the date of the 
enactment of the Military Commissions Act 
of 2006, by a Combatant Status Review Tri-
bunal or another competent tribunal estab-
lished under the authority of the President 
or the Secretary of Defense that a person is 
an unlawful enemy combatant is dispositive 
for purposes of jurisdiction for trial by mili-
tary commission under this chapter. 

‘‘(d) PUNISHMENTS.—A military commission 
under this chapter may, under such limita-
tions as the Secretary of Defense may pre-
scribe, adjudge any punishment not forbid-
den by this chapter, including the penalty of 
death when authorized under this chapter or 
the law of war. 
‘‘§ 948e. Annual report to congressional com-

mittees 
‘‘(a) ANNUAL REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later 

than December 31 each year, the Secretary of 
Defense shall submit to the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives a report on any trials 
conducted by military commissions under 
this chapter during such year. 

‘‘(b) FORM.—Each report under this section 
shall be submitted in unclassified form, but 
may include a classified annex. 

‘‘SUBCHAPTER II—COMPOSITION OF 
MILITARY COMMISSIONS 

‘‘Sec. 
‘‘948h. Who may convene military commis-

sions. 
‘‘948i. Who may serve on military commis-

sions. 
‘‘948j. Military judge of a military commis-

sion. 
‘‘948k. Detail of trial counsel and defense 

counsel. 
‘‘948l. Detail or employment of reporters and 

interpreters. 
‘‘948m. Number of members; excuse of mem-

bers; absent and additional 
members. 

‘‘§ 948h. Who may convene military commis-
sions 
‘‘Military commissions under this chapter 

may be convened by the Secretary of Defense 
or by any officer or official of the United 
States designated by the Secretary for that 
purpose. 
‘‘§ 948i. Who may serve on military commis-

sions 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Any commissioned offi-

cer of the armed forces on active duty is eli-
gible to serve on a military commission 
under this chapter. 

‘‘(b) DETAIL OF MEMBERS.—When convening 
a military commission under this chapter, 
the convening authority shall detail as mem-
bers of the commission such members of the 
armed forces eligible under subsection (a), as 
in the opinion of the convening authority, 
are best qualified for the duty by reason of 
age, education, training, experience, length 
of service, and judicial temperament. No 
member of an armed force is eligible to serve 
as a member of a military commission when 
such member is the accuser or a witness for 
the prosecution or has acted as an investi-
gator or counsel in the same case. 

‘‘(c) EXCUSE OF MEMBERS.—Before a mili-
tary commission under this chapter is as-
sembled for the trial of a case, the convening 
authority may excuse a member from par-
ticipating in the case. 
‘‘§ 948j. Military judge of a military commis-

sion 
‘‘(a) DETAIL OF MILITARY JUDGE.—A mili-

tary judge shall be detailed to each military 
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commission under this chapter. The Sec-
retary of Defense shall prescribe regulations 
providing for the manner in which military 
judges are so detailed to military commis-
sions. The military judge shall preside over 
each military commission to which he has 
been detailed. 

‘‘(b) QUALIFICATIONS.—A military judge 
shall be a commissioned officer of the armed 
forces who is a member of the bar of a Fed-
eral court, or a member of the bar of the 
highest court of a State, and who is certified 
to be qualified for duty under section 826 of 
this title (article 26 of the Uniform Code of 
Military Justice) as a military judge in gen-
eral courts-martial by the Judge Advocate 
General of the armed force of which such 
military judge is a member. 

‘‘(c) INELIGIBILITY OF CERTAIN INDIVID-
UALS.—No person is eligible to act as mili-
tary judge in a case of a military commis-
sion under this chapter if he is the accuser or 
a witness or has acted as investigator or a 
counsel in the same case. 

‘‘(d) CONSULTATION WITH MEMBERS; INELIGI-
BILITY TO VOTE.—A military judge detailed 
to a military commission under this chapter 
may not consult with the members of the 
commission except in the presence of the ac-
cused (except as otherwise provided in sec-
tion 949d of this title), trial counsel, and de-
fense counsel, nor may he vote with the 
members of the commission. 

‘‘(e) OTHER DUTIES.—A commissioned offi-
cer who is certified to be qualified for duty 
as a military judge of a military commission 
under this chapter may perform such other 
duties as are assigned to him by or with the 
approval of the Judge Advocate General of 
the armed force of which such officer is a 
member or the designee of such Judge Advo-
cate General. 

‘‘(f) PROHIBITION ON EVALUATION OF FITNESS 
BY CONVENING AUTHORITY.—The convening 
authority of a military commission under 
this chapter shall not prepare or review any 
report concerning the effectiveness, fitness, 
or efficiency of a military judge detailed to 
the military commission which relates to his 
performance of duty as a military judge on 
the military commission. 
‘‘§ 948k. Detail of trial counsel and defense 

counsel 
‘‘(a) DETAIL OF COUNSEL GENERALLY.—(1) 

Trial counsel and military defense counsel 
shall be detailed for each military commis-
sion under this chapter. 

‘‘(2) Assistant trial counsel and assistant 
and associate defense counsel may be de-
tailed for a military commission under this 
chapter. 

‘‘(3) Military defense counsel for a military 
commission under this chapter shall be de-
tailed as soon as practicable after the swear-
ing of charges against the accused. 

‘‘(4) The Secretary of Defense shall pre-
scribe regulations providing for the manner 
in which trial counsel and military defense 
counsel are detailed for military commis-
sions under this chapter and for the persons 
who are authorized to detail such counsel for 
such commissions. 

‘‘(b) TRIAL COUNSEL.—Subject to sub-
section (e), trial counsel detailed for a mili-
tary commission under this chapter must 
be— 

‘‘(1) a judge advocate (as that term is de-
fined in section 801 of this title (article 1 of 
the Uniform Code of Military Justice) who— 

‘‘(A) is a graduate of an accredited law 
school or is a member of the bar of a Federal 
court or of the highest court of a State; and 

‘‘(B) is certified as competent to perform 
duties as trial counsel before general courts- 
martial by the Judge Advocate General of 
the armed force of which he is a member; or 

‘‘(2) a civilian who— 

‘‘(A) is a member of the bar of a Federal 
court or of the highest court of a State; and 

‘‘(B) is otherwise qualified to practice be-
fore the military commission pursuant to 
regulations prescribed by the Secretary of 
Defense. 

‘‘(c) MILITARY DEFENSE COUNSEL.—Subject 
to subsection (e), military defense counsel 
detailed for a military commission under 
this chapter must be a judge advocate (as so 
defined) who is— 

‘‘(1) a graduate of an accredited law school 
or is a member of the bar of a Federal court 
or of the highest court of a State; and 

‘‘(2) certified as competent to perform du-
ties as defense counsel before general courts- 
martial by the Judge Advocate General of 
the armed force of which he is a member. 

‘‘(d) CHIEF PROSECUTOR; CHIEF DEFENSE 
COUNSEL.—(1) The Chief Prosecutor in a mili-
tary commission under this chapter shall 
meet the requirements set forth in sub-
section (b)(1). 

‘‘(2) The Chief Defense Counsel in a mili-
tary commission under this chapter shall 
meet the requirements set forth in sub-
section (c)(1). 

‘‘(e) INELIGIBILITY OF CERTAIN INDIVID-
UALS.—No person who has acted as an inves-
tigator, military judge, or member of a mili-
tary commission under this chapter in any 
case may act later as trial counsel or mili-
tary defense counsel in the same case. No 
person who has acted for the prosecution be-
fore a military commission under this chap-
ter may act later in the same case for the de-
fense, nor may any person who has acted for 
the defense before a military commission 
under this chapter act later in the same case 
for the prosecution. 
‘‘§ 948l. Detail or employment of reporters 

and interpreters 
‘‘(a) COURT REPORTERS.—Under such regu-

lations as the Secretary of Defense may pre-
scribe, the convening authority of a military 
commission under this chapter shall detail 
to or employ for the commission qualified 
court reporters, who shall make a verbatim 
recording of the proceedings of and testi-
mony taken before the commission. 

‘‘(b) INTERPRETERS.—Under such regula-
tions as the Secretary of Defense may pre-
scribe, the convening authority of a military 
commission under this chapter may detail to 
or employ for the military commission inter-
preters who shall interpret for the commis-
sion and, as necessary, for trial counsel and 
defense counsel and for the accused. 

‘‘(c) TRANSCRIPT; RECORD.—The transcript 
of a military commission under this chapter 
shall be under the control of the convening 
authority of the commission, who shall also 
be responsible for preparing the record of the 
proceedings. 
‘‘§ 948m. Number of members; excuse of mem-

bers; absent and additional members 
‘‘(a) NUMBER OF MEMBERS.—(1) A military 

commission under this chapter shall, except 
as provided in paragraph (2), have at least 
five members. 

‘‘(2) In a case in which the accused before 
a military commission under this chapter 
may be sentenced to a penalty of death, the 
military commission shall have the number 
of members prescribed by section 949m(c) of 
this title. 

‘‘(b) EXCUSE OF MEMBERS.—No member of a 
military commission under this chapter may 
be absent or excused after the military com-
mission has been assembled for the trial of a 
case unless excused— 

‘‘(1) as a result of challenge; 
‘‘(2) by the military judge for physical dis-

ability or other good cause; or 
‘‘(3) by order of the convening authority 

for good cause. 
‘‘(c) ABSENT AND ADDITIONAL MEMBERS.— 

Whenever a military commission under this 

chapter is reduced below the number of 
members required by subsection (a), the trial 
may not proceed unless the convening au-
thority details new members sufficient to 
provide not less than such number. The trial 
may proceed with the new members present 
after the recorded evidence previously intro-
duced before the members has been read to 
the military commission in the presence of 
the military judge, the accused (except as 
provided in section 949d of this title), and 
counsel for both sides. 

‘‘SUBCHAPTER III—PRE-TRIAL 
PROCEDURE 

‘‘Sec. 
‘‘948q. Charges and specifications. 
‘‘948r. Compulsory self-incrimination prohib-

ited; treatment of statements 
obtained by torture and other 
statements. 

‘‘948s. Service of charges. 
‘‘§ 948q. Charges and specifications 

‘‘(a) CHARGES AND SPECIFICATIONS.— 
Charges and specifications against an ac-
cused in a military commission under this 
chapter shall be signed by a person subject 
to chapter 47 of this title under oath before 
a commissioned officer of the armed forces 
authorized to administer oaths and shall 
state— 

‘‘(1) that the signer has personal knowl-
edge of, or reason to believe, the matters set 
forth therein; and 

‘‘(2) that they are true in fact to the best 
of the signer’s knowledge and belief. 

‘‘(b) NOTICE TO ACCUSED.—Upon the swear-
ing of the charges and specifications in ac-
cordance with subsection (a), the accused 
shall be informed of the charges against him 
as soon as practicable. 
‘‘§ 948r. Compulsory self-incrimination pro-

hibited; treatment of statements obtained 
by torture and other statements 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—No person shall be re-

quired to testify against himself at a pro-
ceeding of a military commission under this 
chapter. 

‘‘(b) EXCLUSION OF STATEMENTS OBTAINED 
BY TORTURE.—A statement obtained by use 
of torture shall not be admissible in a mili-
tary commission under this chapter, except 
against a person accused of torture as evi-
dence that the statement was made. 

‘‘(c) STATEMENTS OBTAINED BEFORE ENACT-
MENT OF DETAINEE TREATMENT ACT OF 2005.— 
A statement obtained before December 30, 
2005 (the date of the enactment of the De-
fense Treatment Act of 2005) in which the de-
gree of coercion is disputed may be admitted 
only if the military judge finds that— 

‘‘(1) the totality of the circumstances ren-
ders the statement reliable and possessing 
sufficient probative value; and 

‘‘(2) the interests of justice would best be 
served by admission of the statement into 
evidence. 

‘‘(d) STATEMENTS OBTAINED AFTER ENACT-
MENT OF DETAINEE TREATMENT ACT OF 2005.— 
A statement obtained on or after December 
30, 2005 (the date of the enactment of the De-
fense Treatment Act of 2005) in which the de-
gree of coercion is disputed may be admitted 
only if the military judge finds that— 

‘‘(1) the totality of the circumstances ren-
ders the statement reliable and possessing 
sufficient probative value; 

‘‘(2) the interests of justice would best be 
served by admission of the statement into 
evidence; and 

‘‘(3) the interrogation methods used to ob-
tain the statement do not amount to cruel, 
inhuman, or degrading treatment prohibited 
by section 1003 of the Detainee Treatment 
Act of 2005. 
‘‘§ 948s. Service of charges 

‘‘The trial counsel assigned to a case be-
fore a military commission under this chap-
ter shall cause to be served upon the accused 
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and military defense counsel a copy of the 
charges upon which trial is to be had. Such 
charges shall be served in English and, if ap-
propriate, in another language that the ac-
cused understands. Such service shall be 
made sufficiently in advance of trial to pre-
pare a defense. 

‘‘SUBCHAPTER IV—TRIAL PROCEDURE 
‘‘Sec. 
‘‘949a. Rules. 
‘‘949b. Unlawfully influencing action of mili-

tary commission. 
‘‘949c. Duties of trial counsel and defense 

counsel. 
‘‘949d. Sessions. 
‘‘949e. Continuances. 
‘‘949f. Challenges. 
‘‘949g. Oaths. 
‘‘949h. Former jeopardy. 
‘‘949i. Pleas of the accused. 
‘‘949j. Opportunity to obtain witnesses and 

other evidence. 
‘‘949k. Defense of lack of mental responsi-

bility. 
‘‘949l. Voting and rulings. 
‘‘949m. Number of votes required. 
‘‘949n. Military commission to announce ac-

tion. 
‘‘949o. Record of trial. 
‘‘§ 949a. Rules 

‘‘(a) PROCEDURES AND RULES OF EVI-
DENCE.—Pretrial, trial, and post-trial proce-
dures, including elements and modes of 
proof, for cases triable by military commis-
sion under this chapter may be prescribed by 
the Secretary of Defense, in consultation 
with the Attorney General. Such procedures 
shall, so far as the Secretary considers prac-
ticable or consistent with military or intel-
ligence activities, apply the principles of law 
and the rules of evidence in trial by general 
courts-martial. Such procedures and rules of 
evidence may not be contrary to or incon-
sistent with this chapter. 

‘‘(b) RULES FOR MILITARY COMMISSION.—(1) 
Notwithstanding any departures from the 
law and the rules of evidence in trial by gen-
eral courts-martial authorized by subsection 
(a), the procedures and rules of evidence in 
trials by military commission under this 
chapter shall include the following: 

‘‘(A) The accused shall be permitted to 
present evidence in his defense, to cross-ex-
amine the witnesses who testify against him, 
and to examine and respond to evidence ad-
mitted against him on the issue of guilt or 
innocence and for sentencing, as provided for 
by this chapter. 

‘‘(B) The accused shall be present at all 
sessions of the military commission (other 
than those for deliberations or voting), ex-
cept when excluded under section 949d of this 
title. 

‘‘(C) The accused shall receive the assist-
ance of counsel as provided for by section 
948k. 

‘‘(D) The accused shall be permitted to rep-
resent himself, as provided for by paragraph 
(3). 

‘‘(2) In establishing procedures and rules of 
evidence for military commission pro-
ceedings, the Secretary of Defense may pre-
scribe the following provisions: 

‘‘(A) Evidence shall be admissible if the 
military judge determines that the evidence 
would have probative value to a reasonable 
person. 

‘‘(B) Evidence shall not be excluded from 
trial by military commission on the grounds 
that the evidence was not seized pursuant to 
a search warrant or other authorization. 

‘‘(C) A statement of the accused that is 
otherwise admissible shall not be excluded 
from trial by military commission on 
grounds of alleged coercion or compulsory 
self-incrimination so long as the evidence 
complies with the provisions of section 948r 
of this title. 

‘‘(D) Evidence shall be admitted as authen-
tic so long as— 

‘‘(i) the military judge of the military 
commission determines that there is suffi-
cient basis to find that the evidence is what 
it is claimed to be; and 

‘‘(ii) the military judge instructs the mem-
bers that they may consider any issue as to 
authentication or identification of evidence 
in determining the weight, if any, to be 
given to the evidence. 

‘‘(E)(i) Except as provided in clause (ii), 
hearsay evidence not otherwise admissible 
under the rules of evidence applicable in 
trial by general courts-martial may be ad-
mitted in a trial by military commission if 
the proponent of the evidence makes known 
to the adverse party, sufficiently in advance 
to provide the adverse party with a fair op-
portunity to meet the evidence, the inten-
tion of the proponent to offer the evidence, 
and the particulars of the evidence (includ-
ing information on the general cir-
cumstances under which the evidence was 
obtained). The disclosure of evidence under 
the preceding sentence is subject to the re-
quirements and limitations applicable to the 
disclosure of classified information in sec-
tion 949j(c) of this title. 

‘‘(ii) Hearsay evidence not otherwise ad-
missible under the rules of evidence applica-
ble in trial by general courts-martial shall 
not be admitted in a trial by military com-
mission if the party opposing the admission 
of the evidence demonstrates that the evi-
dence is unreliable or lacking in probative 
value. 

‘‘(F) The military judge shall exclude any 
evidence the probative value of which is sub-
stantially outweighed— 

‘‘(i) by the danger of unfair prejudice, con-
fusion of the issues, or misleading the com-
mission; or 

‘‘(ii) by considerations of undue delay, 
waste of time, or needless presentation of cu-
mulative evidence. 

‘‘(3)(A) The accused in a military commis-
sion under this chapter who exercises the 
right to self-representation under paragraph 
(1)(D) shall conform his deportment and the 
conduct of the defense to the rules of evi-
dence, procedure, and decorum applicable to 
trials by military commission. 

‘‘(B) Failure of the accused to conform to 
the rules described in subparagraph (A) may 
result in a partial or total revocation by the 
military judge of the right of self-representa-
tion under paragraph (1)(D). In such case, the 
detailed defense counsel of the accused or an 
appropriately authorized civilian counsel 
shall perform the functions necessary for the 
defense. 

‘‘(c) DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY TO PRE-
SCRIBE REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of De-
fense may delegate the authority of the Sec-
retary to prescribe regulations under this 
chapter. 

‘‘(d) NOTIFICATION TO CONGRESSIONAL COM-
MITTEES OF CHANGES TO PROCEDURES.—Not 
later than 60 days before the date on which 
any proposed modification of the procedures 
in effect for military commissions under this 
chapter goes into effect, the Secretary of De-
fense shall submit to the Committee on 
Armed Services of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Armed Services of the House of 
Representatives a report describing the 
modification. 
‘‘§ 949b. Unlawfully influencing action of mili-

tary commission 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) No authority con-

vening a military commission under this 
chapter may censure, reprimand, or admon-
ish the military commission, or any member, 
military judge, or counsel thereof, with re-
spect to the findings or sentence adjudged by 
the military commission, or with respect to 

any other exercises of its or his functions in 
the conduct of the proceedings. 

‘‘(2) No person may attempt to coerce or, 
by any unauthorized means, influence— 

‘‘(A) the action of a military commission 
under this chapter, or any member thereof, 
in reaching the findings or sentence in any 
case; 

‘‘(B) the action of any convening, approv-
ing, or reviewing authority with respect to 
his judicial acts; or 

‘‘(C) the exercise of professional judgment 
by trial counsel or defense counsel. 

‘‘(3) Paragraphs (1) and (2) do not apply 
with respect to— 

‘‘(A) general instructional or informational 
courses in military justice if such courses 
are designed solely for the purpose of in-
structing members of a command in the sub-
stantive and procedural aspects of military 
commissions; or 

‘‘(B) statements and instructions given in 
open proceedings by a military judge or 
counsel. 

‘‘(b) PROHIBITION ON CONSIDERATION OF AC-
TIONS ON COMMISSION IN EVALUATION OF FIT-
NESS.—In the preparation of an effectiveness, 
fitness, or efficiency report or any other re-
port or document used in whole or in part for 
the purpose of determining whether a com-
missioned officer of the armed forces is 
qualified to be advanced in grade, or in de-
termining the assignment or transfer of any 
such officer or whether any such officer 
should be retained on active duty, no person 
may— 

‘‘(1) consider or evaluate the performance 
of duty of any member of a military commis-
sion under this chapter; or 

‘‘(2) give a less favorable rating or evalua-
tion to any commissioned officer because of 
the zeal with which such officer, in acting as 
counsel, represented any accused before a 
military commission under this chapter. 
‘‘§ 949c. Duties of trial counsel and defense 

counsel 
‘‘(a) TRIAL COUNSEL.—The trial counsel of a 

military commission under this chapter 
shall prosecute in the name of the United 
States. 

‘‘(b) DEFENSE COUNSEL.—(1) The accused 
shall be represented in his defense before a 
military commission under this chapter as 
provided in this subsection. 

‘‘(2) The accused shall be represented by 
military counsel detailed under section 948k 
of this title. 

‘‘(3) The accused may be represented by ci-
vilian counsel if retained by the accused, but 
only if such civilian counsel— 

‘‘(A) is a United States citizen; 
‘‘(B) is admitted to the practice of law in a 

State, district, or possession of the United 
States or before a Federal court; 

‘‘(C) has not been the subject of any sanc-
tion of disciplinary action by any court, bar, 
or other competent governmental authority 
for relevant misconduct; 

‘‘(D) has been determined to be eligible for 
access to classified information that is clas-
sified at the level Secret or higher; and 

‘‘(E) has signed a written agreement to 
comply with all applicable regulations or in-
structions for counsel, including any rules of 
court for conduct during the proceedings. 

‘‘(4) Civilian defense counsel shall protect 
any classified information received during 
the course of representation of the accused 
in accordance with all applicable law gov-
erning the protection of classified informa-
tion and may not divulge such information 
to any person not authorized to receive it. 

‘‘(5) If the accused is represented by civil-
ian counsel, detailed military counsel shall 
act as associate counsel. 

‘‘(6) The accused is not entitled to be rep-
resented by more than one military counsel. 
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However, the person authorized under regu-
lations prescribed under section 948k of this 
title to detail counsel, in that person’s sole 
discretion, may detail additional military 
counsel to represent the accused. 

‘‘(7) Defense counsel may cross-examine 
each witness for the prosecution who testi-
fies before a military commission under this 
chapter. 
‘‘§ 949d. Sessions 

‘‘(a) SESSIONS WITHOUT PRESENCE OF MEM-
BERS.—(1) At any time after the service of 
charges which have been referred for trial by 
military commission under this chapter, the 
military judge may call the military com-
mission into session without the presence of 
the members for the purpose of— 

‘‘(A) hearing and determining motions 
raising defenses or objections which are ca-
pable of determination without trial of the 
issues raised by a plea of not guilty; 

‘‘(B) hearing and ruling upon any matter 
which may be ruled upon by the military 
judge under this chapter, whether or not the 
matter is appropriate for later consideration 
or decision by the members; 

‘‘(C) if permitted by regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary of Defense, receiving the 
pleas of the accused; and 

‘‘(D) performing any other procedural func-
tion which may be performed by the military 
judge under this chapter or under rules pre-
scribed pursuant to section 949a of this title 
and which does not require the presence of 
the members. 

‘‘(2) Except as provided in subsections (c) 
and (e), any proceedings under paragraph (1) 
shall— 

‘‘(A) be conducted in the presence of the 
accused, defense counsel, and trial counsel; 
and 

‘‘(B) be made part of the record. 
‘‘(b) PROCEEDINGS IN PRESENCE OF AC-

CUSED.—Except as provided in subsections (c) 
and (e), all proceedings of a military com-
mission under this chapter, including any 
consultation of the members with the mili-
tary judge or counsel, shall— 

‘‘(1) be in the presence of the accused, de-
fense counsel, and trial counsel; and 

‘‘(2) be made a part of the record. 
‘‘(c) DELIBERATION OR VOTE OF MEMBERS.— 

When the members of a military commission 
under this chapter deliberate or vote, only 
the members may be present. 

‘‘(d) CLOSURE OF PROCEEDINGS.—(1) The 
military judge may close to the public all or 
part of the proceedings of a military com-
mission under this chapter, but only in ac-
cordance with this subsection. 

‘‘(2) The military judge may close to the 
public all or a portion of the proceedings 
under paragraph (1) only upon making a spe-
cific finding that such closure is necessary 
to— 

‘‘(A) protect information the disclosure of 
which could reasonably be expected to cause 
damage to the national security, including 
intelligence or law enforcement sources, 
methods, or activities; or 

‘‘(B) ensure the physical safety of individ-
uals. 

‘‘(3) A finding under paragraph (2) may be 
based upon a presentation, including a pres-
entation ex parte or in camera, by either 
trial counsel or defense counsel. 

‘‘(e) EXCLUSION OF ACCUSED FROM CERTAIN 
PROCEEDINGS.—The military judge may ex-
clude the accused from any portion of a pro-
ceeding upon a determination that, after 
being warned by the military judge, the ac-
cused persists in conduct that justifies exclu-
sion from the courtroom— 

‘‘(1) to ensure the physical safety of indi-
viduals; or 

‘‘(2) to prevent disruption of the pro-
ceedings by the accused. 

‘‘(f) PROTECTION OF CLASSIFIED INFORMA-
TION.— 

‘‘(1) NATIONAL SECURITY PRIVILEGE.—(A) 
Classified information shall be protected and 
is privileged from disclosure if disclosure 
would be detrimental to the national secu-
rity. The rule in the preceding sentence ap-
plies to all stages of the proceedings of mili-
tary commissions under this chapter. 

‘‘(B) The privilege referred to in subpara-
graph (A) may be claimed by the head of the 
executive or military department or govern-
ment agency concerned based on a finding by 
the head of that department or agency 
that— 

‘‘(i) the information is properly classified; 
and 

‘‘(ii) disclosure of the information would be 
detrimental to the national security. 

‘‘(C) A person who may claim the privilege 
referred to in subparagraph (A) may author-
ize a representative, witness, or trial counsel 
to claim the privilege and make the finding 
described in subparagraph (B) on behalf of 
such person. The authority of the represent-
ative, witness, or trial counsel to do so is 
presumed in the absence of evidence to the 
contrary. 

‘‘(2) INTRODUCTION OF CLASSIFIED INFORMA-
TION.— 

‘‘(A) ALTERNATIVES TO DISCLOSURE.—To 
protect classified information from disclo-
sure, the military judge, upon motion of 
trial counsel, shall authorize, to the extent 
practicable— 

‘‘(i) the deletion of specified items of clas-
sified information from documents to be in-
troduced as evidence before the military 
commission; 

‘‘(ii) the substitution of a portion or sum-
mary of the information for such classified 
documents; or 

‘‘(iii) the substitution of a statement of 
relevant facts that the classified information 
would tend to prove. 

‘‘(B) PROTECTION OF SOURCES, METHODS, OR 
ACTIVITIES.—The military judge, upon mo-
tion of trial counsel, shall permit trial coun-
sel to introduce otherwise admissible evi-
dence before the military commission, while 
protecting from disclosure the sources, 
methods, or activities by which the United 
States acquired the evidence if the military 
judge finds that (i) the sources, methods, or 
activities by which the United States ac-
quired the evidence are classified, and (ii) 
the evidence is reliable. The military judge 
may require trial counsel to present to the 
military commission and the defense, to the 
extent practicable and consistent with na-
tional security, an unclassified summary of 
the sources, methods, or activities by which 
the United States acquired the evidence. 

‘‘(C) ASSERTION OF NATIONAL SECURITY 
PRIVILEGE AT TRIAL.—During the examina-
tion of any witness, trial counsel may object 
to any question, line of inquiry, or motion to 
admit evidence that would require the dis-
closure of classified information. Following 
such an objection, the military judge shall 
take suitable action to safeguard such classi-
fied information. Such action may include 
the review of trial counsel’s claim of privi-
lege by the military judge in camera and on 
an ex parte basis, and the delay of pro-
ceedings to permit trial counsel to consult 
with the department or agency concerned as 
to whether the national security privilege 
should be asserted. 

‘‘(3) CONSIDERATION OF PRIVILEGE AND RE-
LATED MATERIALS.—A claim of privilege 
under this subsection, and any materials 
submitted in support thereof, shall, upon re-
quest of the Government, be considered by 
the military judge in camera and shall not 
be disclosed to the accused. 

‘‘(4) ADDITIONAL REGULATIONS.—The Sec-
retary of Defense may prescribe additional 

regulations, consistent with this subsection, 
for the use and protection of classified infor-
mation during proceedings of military com-
missions under this chapter. A report on any 
regulations so prescribed, or modified, shall 
be submitted to the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives not later than 60 days before the 
date on which such regulations or modifica-
tions, as the case may be, go into effect. 
‘‘§ 949e. Continuances 

‘‘The military judge in a military commis-
sion under this chapter may, for reasonable 
cause, grant a continuance to any party for 
such time, and as often, as may appear to be 
just. 
‘‘§ 949f. Challenges 

‘‘(a) CHALLENGES AUTHORIZED.—The mili-
tary judge and members of a military com-
mission under this chapter may be chal-
lenged by the accused or trial counsel for 
cause stated to the commission. The mili-
tary judge shall determine the relevance and 
validity of challenges for cause. The military 
judge may not receive a challenge to more 
than one person at a time. Challenges by 
trial counsel shall ordinarily be presented 
and decided before those by the accused are 
offered. 

‘‘(b) PEREMPTORY CHALLENGES.—Each ac-
cused and the trial counsel are entitled to 
one peremptory challenge. The military 
judge may not be challenged except for 
cause. 

‘‘(c) CHALLENGES AGAINST ADDITIONAL 
MEMBERS.—Whenever additional members 
are detailed to a military commission under 
this chapter, and after any challenges for 
cause against such additional members are 
presented and decided, each accused and the 
trial counsel are entitled to one peremptory 
challenge against members not previously 
subject to peremptory challenge. 
‘‘§ 949g. Oaths 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) Before performing 
their respective duties in a military commis-
sion under this chapter, military judges, 
members, trial counsel, defense counsel, re-
porters, and interpreters shall take an oath 
to perform their duties faithfully. 

‘‘(2) The form of the oath required by para-
graph (1), the time and place of the taking 
thereof, the manner of recording the same, 
and whether the oath shall be taken for all 
cases in which duties are to be performed or 
for a particular case, shall be as prescribed 
in regulations of the Secretary of Defense. 
Those regulations may provide that— 

‘‘(A) an oath to perform faithfully duties 
as a military judge, trial counsel, or defense 
counsel may be taken at any time by any 
judge advocate or other person certified to 
be qualified or competent for the duty; and 

‘‘(B) if such an oath is taken, such oath 
need not again be taken at the time the 
judge advocate or other person is detailed to 
that duty. 

‘‘(b) WITNESSES.—Each witness before a 
military commission under this chapter 
shall be examined on oath. 
‘‘§ 949h. Former jeopardy 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—No person may, without 
his consent, be tried by a military commis-
sion under this chapter a second time for the 
same offense. 

‘‘(b) SCOPE OF TRIAL.—No proceeding in 
which the accused has been found guilty by 
military commission under this chapter 
upon any charge or specification is a trial in 
the sense of this section until the finding of 
guilty has become final after review of the 
case has been fully completed. 
‘‘§ 949i. Pleas of the accused 

‘‘(a) ENTRY OF PLEA OF NOT GUILTY.—If an 
accused in a military commission under this 
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chapter after a plea of guilty sets up matter 
inconsistent with the plea, or if it appears 
that the accused has entered the plea of 
guilty through lack of understanding of its 
meaning and effect, or if the accused fails or 
refuses to plead, a plea of not guilty shall be 
entered in the record, and the military com-
mission shall proceed as though the accused 
had pleaded not guilty. 

‘‘(b) FINDING OF GUILT AFTER GUILTY 
PLEA.—With respect to any charge or speci-
fication to which a plea of guilty has been 
made by the accused in a military commis-
sion under this chapter and accepted by the 
military judge, a finding of guilty of the 
charge or specification may be entered im-
mediately without a vote. The finding shall 
constitute the finding of the commission un-
less the plea of guilty is withdrawn prior to 
announcement of the sentence, in which 
event the proceedings shall continue as 
though the accused had pleaded not guilty. 
‘‘§ 949j. Opportunity to obtain witnesses and 

other evidence 
‘‘(a) RIGHT OF DEFENSE COUNSEL.—Defense 

counsel in a military commission under this 
chapter shall have a reasonable opportunity 
to obtain witnesses and other evidence as 
provided in regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary of Defense. 

‘‘(b) PROCESS FOR COMPULSION.—Process 
issued in a military commission under this 
chapter to compel witnesses to appear and 
testify and to compel the production of other 
evidence— 

‘‘(1) shall be similar to that which courts 
of the United States having criminal juris-
diction may lawfully issue; and 

‘‘(2) shall run to any place where the 
United States shall have jurisdiction thereof. 

‘‘(c) PROTECTION OF CLASSIFIED INFORMA-
TION.—(1) With respect to the discovery obli-
gations of trial counsel under this section, 
the military judge, upon motion of trial 
counsel, shall authorize, to the extent prac-
ticable— 

‘‘(A) the deletion of specified items of clas-
sified information from documents to be 
made available to the accused; 

‘‘(B) the substitution of a portion or sum-
mary of the information for such classified 
documents; or 

‘‘(C) the substitution of a statement admit-
ting relevant facts that the classified infor-
mation would tend to prove. 

‘‘(2) The military judge, upon motion of 
trial counsel, shall authorize trial counsel, 
in the course of complying with discovery 
obligations under this section, to protect 
from disclosure the sources, methods, or ac-
tivities by which the United States acquired 
evidence if the military judge finds that the 
sources, methods, or activities by which the 
United States acquired such evidence are 
classified. The military judge may require 
trial counsel to provide, to the extent prac-
ticable, an unclassified summary of the 
sources, methods, or activities by which the 
United States acquired such evidence. 

‘‘(d) EXCULPATORY EVIDENCE.—(1) As soon 
as practicable, trial counsel shall disclose to 
the defense the existence of any evidence 
known to trial counsel that reasonably tends 
to exculpate the accused. Where exculpatory 
evidence is classified, the accused shall be 
provided with an adequate substitute in ac-
cordance with the procedures under sub-
section (c). 

‘‘(2) In this subsection, the term ‘evidence 
known to trial counsel’, in the case of excul-
patory evidence, means exculpatory evidence 
that the prosecution would be required to 
disclose in a trial by general court-martial 
under chapter 47 of this title. 
‘‘§ 949k. Defense of lack of mental responsi-

bility 
‘‘(a) AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE.—It is an af-

firmative defense in a trial by military com-

mission under this chapter that, at the time 
of the commission of the acts constituting 
the offense, the accused, as a result of a se-
vere mental disease or defect, was unable to 
appreciate the nature and quality or the 
wrongfulness of the acts. Mental disease or 
defect does not otherwise constitute a de-
fense. 

‘‘(b) BURDEN OF PROOF.—The accused in a 
military commission under this chapter has 
the burden of proving the defense of lack of 
mental responsibility by clear and con-
vincing evidence. 

‘‘(c) FINDINGS FOLLOWING ASSERTION OF DE-
FENSE.—Whenever lack of mental responsi-
bility of the accused with respect to an of-
fense is properly at issue in a military com-
mission under this chapter, the military 
judge shall instruct the members of the com-
mission as to the defense of lack of mental 
responsibility under this section and shall 
charge them to find the accused— 

‘‘(1) guilty; 
‘‘(2) not guilty; or 
‘‘(3) subject to subsection (d), not guilty by 

reason of lack of mental responsibility. 
‘‘(d) MAJORITY VOTE REQUIRED FOR FIND-

ING.—The accused shall be found not guilty 
by reason of lack of mental responsibility 
under subsection (c)(3) only if a majority of 
the members present at the time the vote is 
taken determines that the defense of lack of 
mental responsibility has been established. 
‘‘§ 949l. Voting and rulings 

‘‘(a) VOTE BY SECRET WRITTEN BALLOT.— 
Voting by members of a military commis-
sion under this chapter on the findings and 
on the sentence shall be by secret written 
ballot. 

‘‘(b) RULINGS.—(1) The military judge in a 
military commission under this chapter 
shall rule upon all questions of law, includ-
ing the admissibility of evidence and all in-
terlocutory questions arising during the pro-
ceedings. 

‘‘(2) Any ruling made by the military judge 
upon a question of law or an interlocutory 
question (other than the factual issue of 
mental responsibility of the accused) is con-
clusive and constitutes the ruling of the 
military commission. However, a military 
judge may change his ruling at any time dur-
ing the trial. 

‘‘(c) INSTRUCTIONS PRIOR TO VOTE.—Before 
a vote is taken of the findings of a military 
commission under this chapter, the military 
judge shall, in the presence of the accused 
and counsel, instruct the members as to the 
elements of the offense and charge the mem-
bers— 

‘‘(1) that the accused must be presumed to 
be innocent until his guilt is established by 
legal and competent evidence beyond a rea-
sonable doubt; 

‘‘(2) that in the case being considered, if 
there is a reasonable doubt as to the guilt of 
the accused, the doubt must be resolved in 
favor of the accused and he must be acquit-
ted; 

‘‘(3) that, if there is reasonable doubt as to 
the degree of guilt, the finding must be in a 
lower degree as to which there is no reason-
able doubt; and 

‘‘(4) that the burden of proof to establish 
the guilt of the accused beyond a reasonable 
doubt is upon the United States. 
‘‘§ 949m. Number of votes required 

‘‘(a) CONVICTION.—No person may be con-
victed by a military commission under this 
chapter of any offense, except as provided in 
section 949i(b) of this title or by concurrence 
of two-thirds of the members present at the 
time the vote is taken. 

‘‘(b) SENTENCES.—(1) No person may be sen-
tenced by a military commission to suffer 
death, except insofar as— 

‘‘(A) the penalty of death is expressly au-
thorized under this chapter or the law of war 

for an offense of which the accused has been 
found guilty; 

‘‘(B) trial counsel expressly sought the 
penalty of death by filing an appropriate no-
tice in advance of trial; 

‘‘(C) the accused is convicted of the offense 
by the concurrence of all the members 
present at the time the vote is taken; and 

‘‘(D) all the members present at the time 
the vote is taken concur in the sentence of 
death. 

‘‘(2) No person may be sentenced to life im-
prisonment, or to confinement for more than 
10 years, by a military commission under 
this chapter except by the concurrence of 
three-fourths of the members present at the 
time the vote is taken. 

‘‘(3) All other sentences shall be deter-
mined by a military commission by the con-
currence of two-thirds of the members 
present at the time the vote is taken. 

‘‘(c) NUMBER OF MEMBERS REQUIRED FOR 
PENALTY OF DEATH.—(1) Except as provided 
in paragraph (2), in a case in which the pen-
alty of death is sought, the number of mem-
bers of the military commission under this 
chapter shall be not less than 12. 

‘‘(2) In any case described in paragraph (1) 
in which 12 members are not reasonably 
available because of physical conditions or 
military exigencies, the convening authority 
shall specify a lesser number of members for 
the military commission (but not fewer than 
9 members), and the military commission 
may be assembled, and the trial held, with 
not fewer than the number of members so 
specified. In such a case, the convening au-
thority shall make a detailed written state-
ment, to be appended to the record, stating 
why a greater number of members were not 
reasonably available. 
‘‘§ 949n. Military commission to announce ac-

tion 
‘‘A military commission under this chapter 

shall announce its findings and sentence to 
the parties as soon as determined. 
‘‘§ 949o. Record of trial 

‘‘(a) RECORD; AUTHENTICATION.—Each mili-
tary commission under this chapter shall 
keep a separate, verbatim, record of the pro-
ceedings in each case brought before it, and 
the record shall be authenticated by the sig-
nature of the military judge. If the record 
cannot be authenticated by the military 
judge by reason of his death, disability, or 
absence, it shall be authenticated by the sig-
nature of the trial counsel or by a member of 
the commission if the trial counsel is unable 
to authenticate it by reason of his death, dis-
ability, or absence. Where appropriate, and 
as provided in regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary of Defense, the record of a mili-
tary commission under this chapter may 
contain a classified annex. 

‘‘(b) COMPLETE RECORD REQUIRED.—A com-
plete record of the proceedings and testi-
mony shall be prepared in every military 
commission under this chapter. 

‘‘(c) PROVISION OF COPY TO ACCUSED.—A 
copy of the record of the proceedings of the 
military commission under this chapter 
shall be given the accused as soon as it is au-
thenticated. If the record contains classified 
information, or a classified annex, the ac-
cused shall be given a redacted version of the 
record consistent with the requirements of 
section 949d of this title. Defense counsel 
shall have access to the unredacted record, 
as provided in regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary of Defense. 

‘‘SUBCHAPTER V—SENTENCES 
‘‘Sec. 
‘‘949s. Cruel or unusual punishments prohib-

ited. 
‘‘949t. Maximum limits. 
‘‘949u. Execution of confinement. 
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‘‘§ 949s. Cruel or unusual punishments pro-

hibited 
‘‘Punishment by flogging, or by branding, 

marking, or tattooing on the body, or any 
other cruel or unusual punishment, may not 
be adjudged by a military commission under 
this chapter or inflicted under this chapter 
upon any person subject to this chapter. The 
use of irons, single or double, except for the 
purpose of safe custody, is prohibited under 
this chapter. 
‘‘§ 949t. Maximum limits 

‘‘The punishment which a military com-
mission under this chapter may direct for an 
offense may not exceed such limits as the 
President or Secretary of Defense may pre-
scribe for that offense. 
‘‘§ 949u. Execution of confinement 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Under such regulations 
as the Secretary of Defense may prescribe, a 
sentence of confinement adjudged by a mili-
tary commission under this chapter may be 
carried into execution by confinement— 

‘‘(1) in any place of confinement under the 
control of any of the armed forces; or 

‘‘(2) in any penal or correctional institu-
tion under the control of the United States 
or its allies, or which the United States may 
be allowed to use. 

‘‘(b) TREATMENT DURING CONFINEMENT BY 
OTHER THAN THE ARMED FORCES.—Persons 
confined under subsection (a)(2) in a penal or 
correctional institution not under the con-
trol of an armed force are subject to the 
same discipline and treatment as persons 
confined or committed by the courts of the 
United States or of the State, District of Co-
lumbia, or place in which the institution is 
situated. 
‘‘SUBCHAPTER VI—POST-TRIAL PROCE-

DURE AND REVIEW OF MILITARY COM-
MISSIONS 

‘‘Sec. 
‘‘950a. Error of law; lesser included offense. 
‘‘950b. Review by the convening authority. 
‘‘950c. Appellate referral; waiver or with-

drawal of appeal. 
‘‘950d. Appeal by the United States. 
‘‘950e. Rehearings. 
‘‘950f. Review by Court of Military Commis-

sion Review. 
‘‘950g. Review by the United States Court of 

Appeals for the District of Co-
lumbia Circuit and the Su-
preme Court. 

‘‘950h. Appellate counsel. 
‘‘950i. Execution of sentence; procedures for 

execution of sentence of death. 
‘‘950j. Finality or proceedings, findings, and 

sentences. 
‘‘§ 950a. Error of law; lesser included offense 

‘‘(a) ERROR OF LAW.—A finding or sentence 
of a military commission under this chapter 
may not be held incorrect on the ground of 
an error of law unless the error materially 
prejudices the substantial rights of the ac-
cused. 

‘‘(b) LESSER INCLUDED OFFENSE.—Any re-
viewing authority with the power to approve 
or affirm a finding of guilty by a military 
commission under this chapter may approve 
or affirm, instead, so much of the finding as 
includes a lesser included offense. 
‘‘§ 950b. Review by the convening authority 

‘‘(a) NOTICE TO CONVENING AUTHORITY OF 
FINDINGS AND SENTENCE.—The findings and 
sentence of a military commission under 
this chapter shall be reported in writing 
promptly to the convening authority after 
the announcement of the sentence. 

‘‘(b) SUBMITTAL OF MATTERS BY ACCUSED TO 
CONVENING AUTHORITY.—(1) The accused may 
submit to the convening authority matters 
for consideration by the convening authority 
with respect to the findings and the sentence 

of the military commission under this chap-
ter. 

‘‘(2)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), a submittal under paragraph (1) shall be 
made in writing within 20 days after the ac-
cused has been given an authenticated record 
of trial under section 949o(c) of this title. 

‘‘(B) If the accused shows that additional 
time is required for the accused to make a 
submittal under paragraph (1), the convening 
authority may, for good cause, extend the 
applicable period under subparagraph (A) for 
not more than an additional 20 days. 

‘‘(3) The accused may waive his right to 
make a submittal to the convening author-
ity under paragraph (1). Such a waiver shall 
be made in writing and may not be revoked. 
For the purposes of subsection (c)(2), the 
time within which the accused may make a 
submittal under this subsection shall be 
deemed to have expired upon the submittal 
of a waiver under this paragraph to the con-
vening authority. 

‘‘(c) ACTION BY CONVENING AUTHORITY.—(1) 
The authority under this subsection to mod-
ify the findings and sentence of a military 
commission under this chapter is a matter of 
the sole discretion and prerogative of the 
convening authority. 

‘‘(2)(A) The convening authority shall take 
action on the sentence of a military commis-
sion under this chapter. 

‘‘(B) Subject to regulations prescribed by 
the Secretary of Defense, action on the sen-
tence under this paragraph may be taken 
only after consideration of any matters sub-
mitted by the accused under subsection (b) 
or after the time for submitting such mat-
ters expires, whichever is earlier. 

‘‘(C) In taking action under this paragraph, 
the convening authority may, in his sole dis-
cretion, approve, disapprove, commute, or 
suspend the sentence in whole or in part. The 
convening authority may not increase a sen-
tence beyond that which is found by the 
military commission. 

‘‘(3) The convening authority is not re-
quired to take action on the findings of a 
military commission under this chapter. If 
the convening authority takes action on the 
findings, the convening authority may, in 
his sole discretion, may— 

‘‘(A) dismiss any charge or specification by 
setting aside a finding of guilty thereto; or 

‘‘(B) change a finding of guilty to a charge 
to a finding of guilty to an offense that is a 
lesser included offense of the offense stated 
in the charge. 

‘‘(4) The convening authority shall serve 
on the accused or on defense counsel notice 
of any action taken by the convening au-
thority under this subsection. 

‘‘(d) ORDER OF REVISION OR REHEARING.—(1) 
Subject to paragraphs (2) and (3), the con-
vening authority of a military commission 
under this chapter may, in his sole discre-
tion, order a proceeding in revision or a re-
hearing. 

‘‘(2)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), a proceeding in revision may be ordered 
by the convening authority if— 

‘‘(i) there is an apparent error or omission 
in the record; or 

‘‘(ii) the record shows improper or incon-
sistent action by the military commission 
with respect to the findings or sentence that 
can be rectified without material prejudice 
to the substantial rights of the accused. 

‘‘(B) In no case may a proceeding in revi-
sion— 

‘‘(i) reconsider a finding of not guilty of a 
specification or a ruling which amounts to a 
finding of not guilty; 

‘‘(ii) reconsider a finding of not guilty of 
any charge, unless there has been a finding 
of guilty under a specification laid under 
that charge, which sufficiently alleges a vio-
lation; or 

‘‘(iii) increase the severity of the sentence 
unless the sentence prescribed for the offense 
is mandatory. 

‘‘(3) A rehearing may be ordered by the 
convening authority if the convening author-
ity disapproves the findings and sentence 
and states the reasons for disapproval of the 
findings. If the convening authority dis-
approves the finding and sentence and does 
not order a rehearing, the convening author-
ity shall dismiss the charges. A rehearing as 
to the findings may not be ordered by the 
convening authority when there is a lack of 
sufficient evidence in the record to support 
the findings. A rehearing as to the sentence 
may be ordered by the convening authority 
if the convening authority disapproves the 
sentence. 
‘‘§ 950c. Appellate referral; waiver or with-

drawal of appeal 
‘‘(a) AUTOMATIC REFERRAL FOR APPELLATE 

REVIEW.—Except as provided under sub-
section (b), in each case in which the final 
decision of a military commission (as ap-
proved by the convening authority) includes 
a finding of guilty, the convening authority 
shall refer the case to the Court of Military 
Commission Review. Any such referral shall 
be made in accordance with procedures pre-
scribed under regulations of the Secretary. 

‘‘(b) WAIVER OF RIGHT OF REVIEW.—(1) In 
each case subject to appellate review under 
section 950f of this title, except a case in 
which the sentence as approved under sec-
tion 950b of this title extends to death, the 
accused may file with the convening author-
ity a statement expressly waiving the right 
of the accused to such review. 

‘‘(2) A waiver under paragraph (1) shall be 
signed by both the accused and a defense 
counsel. 

‘‘(3) A waiver under paragraph (1) must be 
filed, if at all, within 10 days after notice on 
the action is served on the accused or on de-
fense counsel under section 950b(c)(4) of this 
title. The convening authority, for good 
cause, may extend the period for such filing 
by not more than 30 days. 

‘‘(c) WITHDRAWAL OF APPEAL.—Except in a 
case in which the sentence as approved under 
section 950b of this title extends to death, 
the accused may withdraw an appeal at any 
time. 

‘‘(d) EFFECT OF WAIVER OR WITHDRAWAL.— 
A waiver of the right to appellate review or 
the withdrawal of an appeal under this sec-
tion bars review under section 950f of this 
title. 
‘‘§ 950d. Appeal by the United States 

‘‘(a) INTERLOCUTORY APPEAL.—(1) Except as 
provided in paragraph (2), in a trial by mili-
tary commission under this chapter, the 
United States may take an interlocutory ap-
peal to the Court of Military Commission 
Review of any order or ruling of the military 
judge that— 

‘‘(A) terminates proceedings of the mili-
tary commission with respect to a charge or 
specification; 

‘‘(B) excludes evidence that is substantial 
proof of a fact material in the proceeding; or 

‘‘(C) relates to a matter under subsection 
(d), (e), or (f) of section 949d of this title or 
section 949j(c) of this title. 

‘‘(2) The United States may not appeal 
under paragraph (1) an order or ruling that 
is, or amounts to, a finding of not guilty by 
the military commission with respect to a 
charge or specification. 

‘‘(b) NOTICE OF APPEAL.—The United States 
shall take an appeal of an order or ruling 
under subsection (a) by filing a notice of ap-
peal with the military judge within five days 
after the date of such order or ruling. 

‘‘(c) APPEAL.—An appeal under this section 
shall be forwarded, by means specified in 
regulations prescribed the Secretary of De-
fense, directly to the Court of Military Com-
mission Review. In ruling on an appeal under 
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this section, the Court may act only with re-
spect to matters of law. 

‘‘(d) APPEAL FROM ADVERSE RULING.—The 
United States may appeal an adverse ruling 
on an appeal under subsection (c) to the 
United States Court of Appeals for the Dis-
trict of Columbia Circuit by filing a petition 
for review in the Court of Appeals within 10 
days after the date of such ruling. Review 
under this subsection shall be at the discre-
tion of the Court of Appeals. 
‘‘§ 950e. Rehearings 

‘‘(a) COMPOSITION OF MILITARY COMMISSION 
FOR REHEARING.—Each rehearing under this 
chapter shall take place before a military 
commission under this chapter composed of 
members who were not members of the mili-
tary commission which first heard the case. 

‘‘(b) SCOPE OF REHEARING.—(1) Upon a re-
hearing— 

‘‘(A) the accused may not be tried for any 
offense of which he was found not guilty by 
the first military commission; and 

‘‘(B) no sentence in excess of or more than 
the original sentence may be imposed un-
less— 

‘‘(i) the sentence is based upon a finding of 
guilty of an offense not considered upon the 
merits in the original proceedings; or 

‘‘(ii) the sentence prescribed for the offense 
is mandatory. 

‘‘(2) Upon a rehearing, if the sentence ap-
proved after the first military commission 
was in accordance with a pretrial agreement 
and the accused at the rehearing changes his 
plea with respect to the charges or specifica-
tions upon which the pretrial agreement was 
based, or otherwise does not comply with 
pretrial agreement, the sentence as to those 
charges or specifications may include any 
punishment not in excess of that lawfully ad-
judged at the first military commission. 
‘‘§ 950f. Review by Court of Military Commis-

sion Review 
‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary of De-

fense shall establish a Court of Military 
Commission Review which shall be composed 
of one or more panels, and each such panel 
shall be composed of not less than three ap-
pellate military judges. For the purpose of 
reviewing military commission decisions 
under this chapter, the court may sit in pan-
els or as a whole in accordance with rules 
prescribed by the Secretary. 

‘‘(b) APPELLATE MILITARY JUDGES.—The 
Secretary shall assign appellate military 
judges to a Court of Military Commission 
Review. Each appellate military judge shall 
meet the qualifications for military judges 
prescribed by section 948j(b) of this title or 
shall be a civilian with comparable qualifica-
tions. No person may be serve as an appel-
late military judge in any case in which that 
person acted as a military judge, counsel, or 
reviewing official. 

‘‘(c) CASES TO BE REVIEWED.—The Court of 
Military Commission Review, in accordance 
with procedures prescribed under regulations 
of the Secretary, shall review the record in 
each case that is referred to the Court by the 
convening authority under section 950c of 
this title with respect to any matter of law 
raised by the accused. 

‘‘(d) SCOPE OF REVIEW.—In a case reviewed 
by the Court of Military Commission Review 
under this section, the Court may act only 
with respect to matters of law. 
‘‘§ 950g. Review by the United States Court of 

Appeals for the District of Columbia Cir-
cuit and the Supreme Court 
‘‘(a) EXCLUSIVE APPELLATE JURISDICTION.— 

(1)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), the United States Court of Appeals for 
the District of Columbia Circuit shall have 
exclusive jurisdiction to determine the valid-
ity of a final judgment rendered by a mili-

tary commission (as approved by the con-
vening authority) under this chapter. 

‘‘(B) The Court of Appeals may not review 
the final judgment until all other appeals 
under this chapter have been waived or ex-
hausted. 

‘‘(2) A petition for review must be filed by 
the accused in the Court of Appeals not later 
than 20 days after the date on which— 

‘‘(A) written notice of the final decision of 
the Court of Military Commission Review is 
served on the accused or on defense counsel; 
or 

‘‘(B) the accused submits, in the form pre-
scribed by section 950c of this title, a written 
notice waiving the right of the accused to re-
view by the Court of Military Commission 
Review under section 950f of this title. 

‘‘(b) STANDARD FOR REVIEW.—In a case re-
viewed by it under this section, the Court of 
Appeals may act only with respect to mat-
ters of law. 

‘‘(c) SCOPE OF REVIEW.—The jurisdiction of 
the Court of Appeals on an appeal under sub-
section (a) shall be limited to the consider-
ation of— 

‘‘(1) whether the final decision was con-
sistent with the standards and procedures 
specified in this chapter; and 

‘‘(2) to the extent applicable, the Constitu-
tion and the laws of the United States. 

‘‘(d) SUPREME COURT.—The Supreme Court 
may review by writ of certiorari the final 
judgment of the Court of Appeals pursuant 
to section 1257 of title 28. 
‘‘§ 950h. Appellate counsel 

‘‘(a) APPOINTMENT.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall, by regulation, establish proce-
dures for the appointment of appellate coun-
sel for the United States and for the accused 
in military commissions under this chapter. 
Appellate counsel shall meet the qualifica-
tions for counsel appearing before military 
commissions under this chapter. 

‘‘(b) REPRESENTATION OF UNITED STATES.— 
Appellate counsel appointed under sub-
section (a)— 

‘‘(1) shall represent the United States in 
any appeal or review proceeding under this 
chapter before the Court of Military Com-
mission Review; and 

‘‘(2) may, when requested to do so by the 
Attorney General in a case arising under this 
chapter, represent the United States before 
the United States Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia Circuit or the Supreme 
Court. 

‘‘(c) REPRESENTATION OF ACCUSED.—The ac-
cused shall be represented by appellate coun-
sel appointed under subsection (a) before the 
Court of Military Commission Review, the 
United States Court of Appeals for the Dis-
trict of Columbia Circuit, and the Supreme 
Court, and by civilian counsel if retained by 
the accused. Any such civilian counsel shall 
meet the qualifications under paragraph (3) 
of section 949c(b) of this title for civilian 
counsel appearing before military commis-
sions under this chapter and shall be subject 
to the requirements of paragraph (4) of that 
section. 
‘‘§ 950i. Execution of sentence; procedures for 

execution of sentence of death 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of De-

fense is authorized to carry out a sentence 
imposed by a military commission under 
this chapter in accordance with such proce-
dures as the Secretary may prescribe. 

‘‘(b) EXECUTION OF SENTENCE OF DEATH 
ONLY UPON APPROVAL BY THE PRESIDENT.—If 
the sentence of a military commission under 
this chapter extends to death, that part of 
the sentence providing for death may not be 
executed until approved by the President. In 
such a case, the President may commute, 
remit, or suspend the sentence, or any part 
thereof, as he sees fit. 

‘‘(c) EXECUTION OF SENTENCE OF DEATH 
ONLY UPON FINAL JUDGMENT OF LEGALITY OF 
PROCEEDINGS.—(1) If the sentence of a mili-
tary commission under this chapter extends 
to death, the sentence may not be executed 
until there is a final judgment as to the le-
gality of the proceedings (and with respect 
to death, approval under subsection (b)). 

‘‘(2) A judgment as to legality of pro-
ceedings is final for purposes of paragraph (1) 
when— 

‘‘(A) the time for the accused to file a peti-
tion for review by the Court of Appeals for 
the District of Columbia Circuit has expired 
and the accused has not filed a timely peti-
tion for such review and the case is not oth-
erwise under review by that Court; or 

‘‘(B) review is completed in accordance 
with the judgment of the United States 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia 
Circuit and— 

‘‘(i) a petition for a writ of certiorari is not 
timely filed; 

‘‘(ii) such a petition is denied by the Su-
preme Court; or 

‘‘(iii) review is otherwise completed in ac-
cordance with the judgment of the Supreme 
Court. 

‘‘(d) SUSPENSION OF SENTENCE.—The Sec-
retary of the Defense, or the convening au-
thority acting on the case (if other than the 
Secretary), may suspend the execution of 
any sentence or part thereof in the case, ex-
cept a sentence of death. 
‘‘§ 950j. Finality or proceedings, findings, and 

sentences 
‘‘(a) FINALITY.—The appellate review of 

records of trial provided by this chapter, and 
the proceedings, findings, and sentences of 
military commissions as approved, reviewed, 
or affirmed as required by this chapter, are 
final and conclusive. Orders publishing the 
proceedings of military commissions under 
this chapter are binding upon all depart-
ments, courts, agencies, and officers of the 
United States, except as otherwise provided 
by the President. 

‘‘(b) PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER SOLE BASIS 
FOR REVIEW OF MILITARY COMMISSION PROCE-
DURES AND ACTIONS.—Except as otherwise 
provided in this chapter and notwithstanding 
any other provision of law (including section 
2241 of title 28 or any other habeas corpus 
provision), no court, justice, or judge shall 
have jurisdiction to hear or consider any 
claim or cause of action whatsoever, includ-
ing any action pending on or filed after the 
date of the enactment of the Military Com-
missions Act of 2006, relating to the prosecu-
tion, trial, or judgment of a military com-
mission under this chapter, including chal-
lenges to the lawfulness of procedures of 
military commissions under this chapter. 
‘‘SUBCHAPTER VII—PUNITIVE MATTERS 
‘‘Sec. 
‘‘950p. Statement of substantive offenses. 
‘‘950q. Principals. 
‘‘950r. Accessory after the fact. 
‘‘950s. Conviction of lesser included offense. 
‘‘950t. Attempts. 
‘‘950u. Solicitation. 
‘‘950v. Crimes triable by military commis-

sions. 
‘‘950w. Perjury and obstruction of justice; 

contempt. 
‘‘§ 950p. Statement of substantive offenses 

‘‘(a) PURPOSE.—The provisions of this sub-
chapter codify offenses that have tradition-
ally been triable by military commissions. 
This chapter does not establish new crimes 
that did not exist before its enactment, but 
rather codifies those crimes for trial by mili-
tary commission. 

‘‘(b) EFFECT.—Because the provisions of 
this subchapter (including provisions that 
incorporate definitions in other provisions of 
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law) are declarative of existing law, they do 
not preclude trial for crimes that occurred 
before the date of the enactment of this 
chapter. 
‘‘§ 950q. Principals 

‘‘Any person is punishable as a principal 
under this chapter who— 

‘‘(1) commits an offense punishable by this 
chapter, or aids, abets, counsels, commands, 
or procures its commission; 

‘‘(2) causes an act to be done which if di-
rectly performed by him would be punishable 
by this chapter; or 

‘‘(3) is a superior commander who, with re-
gard to acts punishable under this chapter, 
knew, had reason to know, or should have 
known, that a subordinate was about to com-
mit such acts or had done so and who failed 
to take the necessary and reasonable meas-
ures to prevent such acts or to punish the 
perpetrators thereof. 
‘‘§ 950r. Accessory after the fact 

‘‘Any person subject to this chapter who, 
knowing that an offense punishable by this 
chapter has been committed, receives, com-
forts, or assists the offender in order to 
hinder or prevent his apprehension, trial, or 
punishment shall be punished as a military 
commission under this chapter may direct. 
‘‘§ 950s. Conviction of lesser included offense 

‘‘An accused may be found guilty of an of-
fense necessarily included in the offense 
charged or of an attempt to commit either 
the offense charged or an attempt to commit 
either the offense charged or an offense nec-
essarily included therein. 
‘‘§ 950t. Attempts 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Any person subject to 
this chapter who attempts to commit any of-
fense punishable by this chapter shall be 
punished as a military commission under 
this chapter may direct. 

‘‘(b) SCOPE OF OFFENSE.—An act, done with 
specific intent to commit an offense under 
this chapter, amounting to more than mere 
preparation and tending, even though fail-
ing, to effect its commission, is an attempt 
to commit that offense. 

‘‘(c) EFFECT OF CONSUMMATION.—Any per-
son subject to this chapter may be convicted 
of an attempt to commit an offense although 
it appears on the trial that the offense was 
consummated. 
‘‘§ 950u. Solicitation 

‘‘Any person subject to this chapter who 
solicits or advises another or others to com-
mit one or more substantive offenses triable 
by military commission under this chapter 
shall, if the offense solicited or advised is at-
tempted or committed, be punished with the 
punishment provided for the commission of 
the offense, but, if the offense solicited or 
advised is not committed or attempted, he 
shall be punished as a military commission 
under this chapter may direct. 
‘‘§ 950v. Crimes triable by military commis-

sions 
‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS AND CONSTRUCTION.—In 

this section: 
‘‘(1) MILITARY OBJECTIVE.—The term ‘mili-

tary objective’ means— 
‘‘(A) combatants; and 
‘‘(B) those objects during an armed con-

flict— 
‘‘(i) which, by their nature, location, pur-

pose, or use, effectively contribute to the op-
posing force’s war-fighting or war-sustaining 
capability; and 

‘‘(ii) the total or partial destruction, cap-
ture, or neutralization of which would con-
stitute a definite military advantage to the 
attacker under the circumstances at the 
time of the attack. 

‘‘(2) PROTECTED PERSON.—The term ‘pro-
tected person’ means any person entitled to 

protection under one or more of the Geneva 
Conventions, including— 

‘‘(A) civilians not taking an active part in 
hostilities; 

‘‘(B) military personnel placed hors de 
combat by sickness, wounds, or detention; 
and 

‘‘(C) military medical or religious per-
sonnel. 

‘‘(3) PROTECTED PROPERTY.—The term ‘pro-
tected property’ means property specifically 
protected by the law of war (such as build-
ings dedicated to religion, education, art, 
science or charitable purposes, historic 
monuments, hospitals, or places where the 
sick and wounded are collected), if such 
property is not being used for military pur-
poses or is not otherwise a military objec-
tive. Such term includes objects properly 
identified by one of the distinctive emblems 
of the Geneva Conventions, but does not in-
clude civilian property that is a military ob-
jective. 

‘‘(4) CONSTRUCTION.—The intent specified 
for an offense under paragraph (1), (2), (3), (4), 
or (12) of subsection (b) precludes the appli-
cability of such offense with regard to— 

‘‘(A) collateral damage; or 
‘‘(B) death, damage, or injury incident to a 

lawful attack. 
‘‘(b) OFFENSES.—The following offenses 

shall be triable by military commission 
under this chapter at any time without limi-
tation: 

‘‘(1) MURDER OF PROTECTED PERSONS.—Any 
person subject to this chapter who inten-
tionally kills one or more protected persons 
shall be punished by death or such other pun-
ishment as a military commission under this 
chapter may direct. 

‘‘(2) ATTACKING CIVILIANS.—Any person sub-
ject to this chapter who intentionally en-
gages in an attack upon a civilian population 
as such, or individual civilians not taking 
active part in hostilities, shall be punished, 
if death results to one or more of the vic-
tims, by death or such other punishment as 
a military commission under this chapter 
may direct, and, if death does not result to 
any of the victims, by such punishment, 
other than death, as a military commission 
under this chapter may direct. 

‘‘(3) ATTACKING CIVILIAN OBJECTS.—Any 
person subject to this chapter who inten-
tionally engages in an attack upon a civilian 
object that is not a military objective shall 
be punished as a military commission under 
this chapter may direct. 

‘‘(4) ATTACKING PROTECTED PROPERTY.—Any 
person subject to this chapter who inten-
tionally engages in an attack upon protected 
property shall be punished as a military 
commission under this chapter may direct. 

‘‘(5) PILLAGING.—Any person subject to this 
chapter who intentionally and in the absence 
of military necessity appropriates or seizes 
property for private or personal use, without 
the consent of a person with authority to 
permit such appropriation or seizure, shall 
be punished as a military commission under 
this chapter may direct. 

‘‘(6) DENYING QUARTER.—Any person sub-
ject to this chapter who, with effective com-
mand or control over subordinate groups, de-
clares, orders, or otherwise indicates to 
those groups that there shall be no survivors 
or surrender accepted, with the intent to 
threaten an adversary or to conduct hos-
tilities such that there would be no survivors 
or surrender accepted, shall be punished as a 
military commission under this chapter may 
direct. 

‘‘(7) TAKING HOSTAGES.—Any person subject 
to this chapter who, having knowingly seized 
or detained one or more persons, threatens 
to kill, injure, or continue to detain such 
person or persons with the intent of compel-
ling any nation, person other than the hos-

tage, or group of persons to act or refrain 
from acting as an explicit or implicit condi-
tion for the safety or release of such person 
or persons, shall be punished, if death results 
to one or more of the victims, by death or 
such other punishment as a military com-
mission under this chapter may direct, and, 
if death does not result to any of the vic-
tims, by such punishment, other than death, 
as a military commission under this chapter 
may direct. 

‘‘(8) EMPLOYING POISON OR SIMILAR WEAP-
ONS.—Any person subject to this chapter who 
intentionally, as a method of warfare, em-
ploys a substance or weapon that releases a 
substance that causes death or serious and 
lasting damage to health in the ordinary 
course of events, through its asphyxiating, 
bacteriological, or toxic properties, shall be 
punished, if death results to one or more of 
the victims, by death or such other punish-
ment as a military commission under this 
chapter may direct, and, if death does not re-
sult to any of the victims, by such punish-
ment, other than death, as a military com-
mission under this chapter may direct. 

‘‘(9) USING PROTECTED PERSONS AS A 
SHIELD.—Any person subject to this chapter 
who positions, or otherwise takes advantage 
of, a protected person with the intent to 
shield a military objective from attack, or to 
shield, favor, or impede military operations, 
shall be punished, if death results to one or 
more of the victims, by death or such other 
punishment as a military commission under 
this chapter may direct, and, if death does 
not result to any of the victims, by such pun-
ishment, other than death, as a military 
commission under this chapter may direct. 

‘‘(10) USING PROTECTED PROPERTY AS A 
SHIELD.—Any person subject to this chapter 
who positions, or otherwise takes advantage 
of the location of, protected property with 
the intent to shield a military objective 
from attack, or to shield, favor, or impede 
military operations, shall be punished as a 
military commission under this chapter may 
direct. 

‘‘(11) TORTURE.— 
‘‘(A) OFFENSE.—Any person subject to this 

chapter who commits an act specifically in-
tended to inflict severe physical or mental 
pain or suffering (other than pain or suf-
fering incidental to lawful sanctions) upon 
another person within his custody or phys-
ical control for the purpose of obtaining in-
formation or a confession, punishment, in-
timidation, coercion, or any reason based on 
discrimination of any kind, shall be pun-
ished, if death results to one or more of the 
victims, by death or such other punishment 
as a military commission under this chapter 
may direct, and, if death does not result to 
any of the victims, by such punishment, 
other than death, as a military commission 
under this chapter may direct. 

‘‘(B) SEVERE MENTAL PAIN OR SUFFERING DE-
FINED.—In this section, the term ‘severe 
mental pain or suffering’ has the meaning 
given that term in section 2340(2) of title 18. 

‘‘(12) CRUEL OR INHUMAN TREATMENT.— 
‘‘(A) OFFENSE.—Any person subject to this 

chapter who commits an act intended to in-
flict severe or serious physical or mental 
pain or suffering (other than pain or suf-
fering incidental to lawful sanctions), in-
cluding serious physical abuse, upon another 
within his custody or control shall be pun-
ished, if death results to the victim, by death 
or such other punishment as a military com-
mission under this chapter may direct, and, 
if death does not result to the victim, by 
such punishment, other than death, as a 
military commission under this chapter may 
direct. 

‘‘(B) DEFINITIONS.—In this paragraph: 
‘‘(i) The term ‘serious physical pain or suf-

fering’ means bodily injury that involves— 
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‘‘(I) a substantial risk of death; 
‘‘(II) extreme physical pain; 
‘‘(III) a burn or physical disfigurement of a 

serious nature (other than cuts, abrasions, or 
bruises); or 

‘‘(IV) significant loss or impairment of the 
function of a bodily member, organ, or men-
tal faculty. 

‘‘(ii) The term ‘severe mental pain or suf-
fering’ has the meaning given that term in 
section 2340(2) of title 18. 

‘‘(iii) The term ‘serious mental pain or suf-
fering’ has the meaning given the term ‘se-
vere mental pain or suffering’ in section 
2340(2) of title 18, except that— 

‘‘(I) the term ‘serious’ shall replace the 
term ‘severe’ where it appears; and 

‘‘(II) as to conduct occurring after the date 
of the enactment of the Military Commis-
sions Act of 2006, the term ‘serious and non- 
transitory mental harm (which need not be 
prolonged)’ shall replace the term ‘prolonged 
mental harm’ where it appears. 

‘‘(13) INTENTIONALLY CAUSING SERIOUS BOD-
ILY INJURY.— 

‘‘(A) OFFENSE.—Any person subject to this 
chapter who intentionally causes serious 
bodily injury to one or more persons, includ-
ing lawful combatants, in violation of the 
law of war shall be punished, if death results 
to one or more of the victims, by death or 
such other punishment as a military com-
mission under this chapter may direct, and, 
if death does not result to any of the vic-
tims, by such punishment, other than death, 
as a military commission under this chapter 
may direct. 

‘‘(B) SERIOUS BODILY INJURY DEFINED.—In 
this paragraph, the term ‘serious bodily in-
jury’ means bodily injury which involves— 

‘‘(i) a substantial risk of death; 
‘‘(ii) extreme physical pain; 
‘‘(iii) protracted and obvious disfigure-

ment; or 
‘‘(iv) protracted loss or impairment of the 

function of a bodily member, organ, or men-
tal faculty. 

‘‘(14) MUTILATING OR MAIMING.—Any person 
subject to this chapter who intentionally in-
jures one or more protected persons by dis-
figuring the person or persons by any muti-
lation of the person or persons, or by perma-
nently disabling any member, limb, or organ 
of the body of the person or persons, without 
any legitimate medical or dental purpose, 
shall be punished, if death results to one or 
more of the victims, by death or such other 
punishment as a military commission under 
this chapter may direct, and, if death does 
not result to any of the victims, by such pun-
ishment, other than death, as a military 
commission under this chapter may direct. 

‘‘(15) MURDER IN VIOLATION OF THE LAW OF 
WAR.—Any person subject to this chapter 
who intentionally kills one or more persons, 
including lawful combatants, in violation of 
the law of war shall be punished by death or 
such other punishment as a military com-
mission under this chapter may direct. 

‘‘(16) DESTRUCTION OF PROPERTY IN VIOLA-
TION OF THE LAW OF WAR.—Any person subject 
to this chapter who intentionally destroys 
property belonging to another person in vio-
lation of the law of war shall punished as a 
military commission under this chapter may 
direct. 

‘‘(17) USING TREACHERY OR PERFIDY.—Any 
person subject to this chapter who, after in-
viting the confidence or belief of one or more 
persons that they were entitled to, or obliged 
to accord, protection under the law of war, 
intentionally makes use of that confidence 
or belief in killing, injuring, or capturing 
such person or persons shall be punished, if 
death results to one or more of the victims, 
by death or such other punishment as a mili-
tary commission under this chapter may di-
rect, and, if death does not result to any of 

the victims, by such punishment, other than 
death, as a military commission under this 
chapter may direct. 

‘‘(18) IMPROPERLY USING A FLAG OF TRUCE.— 
Any person subject to this chapter who uses 
a flag of truce to feign an intention to nego-
tiate, surrender, or otherwise suspend hos-
tilities when there is no such intention shall 
be punished as a military commission under 
this chapter may direct. 

‘‘(19) IMPROPERLY USING A DISTINCTIVE EM-
BLEM.—Any person subject to this chapter 
who intentionally uses a distinctive emblem 
recognized by the law of war for combatant 
purposes in a manner prohibited by the law 
of war shall be punished as a military com-
mission under this chapter may direct. 

‘‘(20) INTENTIONALLY MISTREATING A DEAD 
BODY.—Any person subject to this chapter 
who intentionally mistreats the body of a 
dead person, without justification by legiti-
mate military necessity, shall be punished as 
a military commission under this chapter 
may direct. 

‘‘(21) RAPE.—Any person subject to this 
chapter who forcibly or with coercion or 
threat of force wrongfully invades the body 
of a person by penetrating, however slightly, 
the anal or genital opening of the victim 
with any part of the body of the accused, or 
with any foreign object, shall be punished as 
a military commission under this chapter 
may direct. 

‘‘(22) SEXUAL ASSAULT OR ABUSE.—Any per-
son subject to this chapter who forcibly or 
with coercion or threat of force engages in 
sexual contact with one or more persons, or 
causes one or more persons to engage in sex-
ual contact, shall be punished as a military 
commission under this chapter may direct. 

‘‘(23) HIJACKING OR HAZARDING A VESSEL OR 
AIRCRAFT.—Any person subject to this chap-
ter who intentionally seizes, exercises unau-
thorized control over, or endangers the safe 
navigation of a vessel or aircraft that is not 
a legitimate military objective shall be pun-
ished, if death results to one or more of the 
victims, by death or such other punishment 
as a military commission under this chapter 
may direct, and, if death does not result to 
any of the victims, by such punishment, 
other than death, as a military commission 
under this chapter may direct. 

‘‘(24) TERRORISM.—Any person subject to 
this chapter who intentionally kills or in-
flicts great bodily harm on one or more pro-
tected persons, or intentionally engages in 
an act that evinces a wanton disregard for 
human life, in a manner calculated to influ-
ence or affect the conduct of government or 
civilian population by intimidation or coer-
cion, or to retaliate against government con-
duct, shall be punished, if death results to 
one or more of the victims, by death or such 
other punishment as a military commission 
under this chapter may direct, and, if death 
does not result to any of the victims, by such 
punishment, other than death, as a military 
commission under this chapter may direct. 

‘‘(25) PROVIDING MATERIAL SUPPORT FOR 
TERRORISM.— 

‘‘(A) OFFENSE.—Any person subject to this 
chapter who provides material support or re-
sources, knowing or intending that they are 
to be used in preparation for, or in carrying 
out, an act of terrorism (as set forth in para-
graph (24)), or who intentionally provides 
material support or resources to an inter-
national terrorist organization engaged in 
hostilities against the United States, know-
ing that such organization has engaged or 
engages in terrorism (as so set forth), shall 
be punished as a military commission under 
this chapter may direct. 

‘‘(B) MATERIAL SUPPORT OR RESOURCES DE-
FINED.—In this paragraph, the term ‘mate-
rial support or resources’ has the meaning 

given that term in section 2339A(b) of title 
18. 

‘‘(26) WRONGFULLY AIDING THE ENEMY.—Any 
person subject to this chapter who, in breach 
of an allegiance or duty to the United 
States, knowingly and intentionally aids an 
enemy of the United States, or one of the co- 
belligerents of the enemy, shall be punished 
as a military commission under this chapter 
may direct. 

‘‘(27) SPYING.—Any person subject to this 
chapter who with intent or reason to believe 
that it is to be used to the injury of the 
United States or to the advantage of a for-
eign power, collects or attempts to collect 
information by clandestine means or while 
acting under false pretenses, for the purpose 
of conveying such information to an enemy 
of the United States, or one of the co-bellig-
erents of the enemy, shall be punished by 
death or such other punishment as a mili-
tary commission under this chapter may di-
rect. 

‘‘(28) CONSPIRACY.—Any person subject to 
this chapter who conspires to commit one or 
more substantive offenses triable by mili-
tary commission under this chapter, and who 
knowingly does any overt act to effect the 
object of the conspiracy, shall be punished, if 
death results to one or more of the victims, 
by death or such other punishment as a mili-
tary commission under this chapter may di-
rect, and, if death does not result to any of 
the victims, by such punishment, other than 
death, as a military commission under this 
chapter may direct. 

‘‘§ 950w. Perjury and obstruction of justice; 
contempt 
‘‘(a) PERJURY AND OBSTRUCTION OF JUS-

TICE.—A military commission under this 
chapter may try offenses and impose such 
punishment as the military commission may 
direct for perjury, false testimony, or ob-
struction of justice related to military com-
missions under this chapter. 

‘‘(b) CONTEMPT.—A military commission 
under this chapter may punish for contempt 
any person who uses any menacing word, 
sign, or gesture in its presence, or who dis-
turbs its proceedings by any riot or dis-
order.’’. 

(2) TABLES OF CHAPTERS AMENDMENTS.—The 
tables of chapters at the beginning of sub-
title A, and at the beginning of part II of 
subtitle A, of title 10, United States Code, 
are each amended by inserting after the item 
relating to chapter 47 the following new 
item: 

‘‘47A. Military Commissions .............. 948a’’. 
(b) SUBMITTAL OF PROCEDURES TO CON-

GRESS.—Not later than 90 days after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of Defense shall submit to the Committees 
on Armed Services of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives a report setting 
forth the procedures for military commis-
sions prescribed under chapter 47A of title 10, 
United States Code (as added by subsection 
(a)). 
SEC. 4. AMENDMENTS TO UNIFORM CODE OF 

MILITARY JUSTICE. 

(a) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Chapter 47 
of title 10, United States Code (the Uniform 
Code of Military Justice), is amended as fol-
lows: 

(1) APPLICABILITY TO LAWFUL ENEMY COM-
BATANTS.—Section 802(a) (article 2(a)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(13) Lawful enemy combatants (as that 
term is defined in section 948a(2) of this title) 
who violate the law of war.’’. 

(2) EXCLUSION OF APPLICABILITY TO CHAPTER 
47A COMMISSIONS.—Sections 821, 828, 848, 
850(a), 904, and 906 (articles 21, 28, 48, 50(a), 
104, and 106) are amended by adding at the 
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end the following new sentence: ‘‘This sec-
tion does not apply to a military commission 
established under chapter 47A of this title.’’. 

(3) INAPPLICABILITY OF REQUIREMENTS RE-
LATING TO REGULATIONS.—Section 836 (article 
36) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘‘, except 
as provided in chapter 47A of this title,’’ 
after ‘‘but which may not’’; and 

(B) in subsection (b), by inserting before 
the period at the end ‘‘, except insofar as ap-
plicable to military commissions established 
under chapter 47A of this title’’. 

(b) PUNITIVE ARTICLE OF CONSPIRACY.—Sec-
tion 881 of title 10, United States Code (arti-
cle 81 of the Uniform Code of Military Jus-
tice), is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(a)’’ before ‘‘Any person’’; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘(b) Any person subject to this chapter 
who conspires with any other person to com-
mit an offense under the law of war, and who 
knowingly does an overt act to effect the ob-
ject of the conspiracy, shall be punished, if 
death results to one or more of the victims, 
by death or such other punishment as a 
court-martial or military commission may 
direct, and, if death does not result to any of 
the victims, by such punishment, other than 
death, as a court-martial or military com-
mission may direct.’’. 
SEC. 5. TREATY OBLIGATIONS NOT ESTAB-

LISHING GROUNDS FOR CERTAIN 
CLAIMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—No person may invoke 
the Geneva Conventions or any protocols 
thereto in any habeas corpus or other civil 
action or proceeding to which the United 
States, or a current or former officer, em-
ployee, member of the Armed Forces, or 
other agent of the United States is a party as 
a source of rights in any court of the United 
States or its States or territories. 

(b) GENEVA CONVENTIONS DEFINED.—In this 
section, the term ‘‘Geneva Conventions’’ 
means— 

(1) the Convention for the Amelioration of 
the Condition of the Wounded and Sick in 
Armed Forces in the Field, done at Geneva 
August 12, 1949 (6 UST 3114); 

(2) the Convention for the Amelioration of 
the Condition of the Wounded, Sick, and 
Shipwrecked Members of the Armed Forces 
at Sea, done at Geneva August 12, 1949 (6 
UST 3217); 

(3) the Convention Relative to the Treat-
ment of Prisoners of War, done at Geneva 
August 12, 1949 (6 UST 3316); and 

(4) the Convention Relative to the Protec-
tion of Civilian Persons in Time of War, done 
at Geneva August 12, 1949 (6 UST 3516). 
SEC. 6. IMPLEMENTATION OF TREATY OBLIGA-

TIONS. 
(a) IMPLEMENTATION OF TREATY OBLIGA-

TIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The acts enumerated in 

subsection (d) of section 2441 of title 18, 
United States Code, as added by subsection 
(b) of this section, and in subsection (c) of 
this section, constitute violations of com-
mon Article 3 of the Geneva Conventions 
prohibited by United States law. 

(2) PROHIBITION ON GRAVE BREACHES.—The 
provisions of section 2441 of title 18, United 
States Code, as amended by this section, 
fully satisfy the obligation under Article 129 
of the Third Geneva Convention for the 
United States to provide effective penal 
sanctions for grave breaches which are en-
compassed in common Article 3 in the con-
text of an armed conflict not of an inter-
national character. No foreign or inter-
national source of law shall supply a basis 
for a rule of decision in the courts of the 
United States in interpreting the prohibi-
tions enumerated in subsection (d) of such 
section 2441. 

(3) INTERPRETATION BY THE PRESIDENT.— 
(A) As provided by the Constitution and by 

this section, the President has the authority 
for the United States to interpret the mean-
ing and application of the Geneva Conven-
tions and to promulgate higher standards 
and administrative regulations for violations 
of treaty obligations which are not grave 
breaches of the Geneva Conventions. 

(B) The President shall issue interpreta-
tions described by subparagraph (A) by Exec-
utive Order published in the Federal Reg-
ister. 

(C) Any Executive Order published under 
this paragraph shall be authoritative (except 
as to grave breaches of common Article 3) as 
a matter of United States law, in the same 
manner as other administrative regulations. 

(D) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to affect the constitutional functions 
and responsibilities of Congress and the judi-
cial branch of the United States. 

(4) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 
(A) GENEVA CONVENTIONS.—The term ‘‘Ge-

neva Conventions’’ means— 
(i) the Convention for the Amelioration of 

the Condition of the Wounded and Sick in 
Armed Forces in the Field, done at Geneva 
August 12, 1949 (6 UST 3217); 

(ii) the Convention for the Amelioration of 
the Condition of the Wounded, Sick, and 
Shipwrecked Members of the Armed Forces 
at Sea, done at Geneva August 12, 1949 (6 
UST 3217); 

(iii) the Convention Relative to the Treat-
ment of Prisoners of War, done at Geneva 
August 12, 1949 (6 UST 3316); and 

(iv) the Convention Relative to the Protec-
tion of Civilian Persons in Time of War, done 
at Geneva August 12, 1949 (6 UST 3516). 

(B) THIRD GENEVA CONVENTION.—The term 
‘‘Third Geneva Convention’’ means the inter-
national convention referred to in subpara-
graph (A)(iii). 

(b) REVISION TO WAR CRIMES OFFENSE 
UNDER FEDERAL CRIMINAL CODE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 2441 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(A) in subsection (c), by striking paragraph 
(3) and inserting the following new para-
graph (3): 

‘‘(3) which constitutes a grave breach of 
common Article 3 (as defined in subsection 
(d)) when committed in the context of and in 
association with an armed conflict not of an 
international character; or’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘(d) COMMON ARTICLE 3 VIOLATIONS.— 
‘‘(1) PROHIBITED CONDUCT.—In subsection 

(c)(3), the term ‘grave breach of common Ar-
ticle 3’ means any conduct (such conduct 
constituting a grave breach of common Arti-
cle 3 of the international conventions done 
at Geneva August 12, 1949), as follows: 

‘‘(A) TORTURE.—The act of a person who 
commits, or conspires or attempts to com-
mit, an act specifically intended to inflict 
severe physical or mental pain or suffering 
(other than pain or suffering incidental to 
lawful sanctions) upon another person within 
his custody or physical control for the pur-
pose of obtaining information or a confes-
sion, punishment, intimidation, coercion, or 
any reason based on discrimination of any 
kind. 

‘‘(B) CRUEL OR INHUMAN TREATMENT.—The 
act of a person who commits, or conspires or 
attempts to commit, an act intended to in-
flict severe or serious physical or mental 
pain or suffering (other than pain or suf-
fering incidental to lawful sanctions), in-
cluding serious physical abuse, upon another 
within his custody or control. 

‘‘(C) PERFORMING BIOLOGICAL EXPERI-
MENTS.—The act of a person who subjects, or 
conspires or attempts to subject, one or 
more persons within his custody or physical 

control to biological experiments without a 
legitimate medical or dental purpose and in 
so doing endangers the body or health of 
such person or persons. 

‘‘(D) MURDER.—The act of a person who in-
tentionally kills, or conspires or attempts to 
kill, or kills whether intentionally or unin-
tentionally in the course of committing any 
other offense under this subsection, one or 
more persons taking no active part in the 
hostilities, including those placed out of 
combat by sickness, wounds, detention, or 
any other cause. 

‘‘(E) MUTILATION OR MAIMING.—The act of a 
person who intentionally injures, or con-
spires or attempts to injure, or injures 
whether intentionally or unintentionally in 
the course of committing any other offense 
under this subsection, one or more persons 
taking no active part in the hostilities, in-
cluding those placed out of combat by sick-
ness, wounds, detention, or any other cause, 
by disfiguring the person or persons by any 
mutilation thereof or by permanently dis-
abling any member, limb, or organ of his 
body, without any legitimate medical or 
dental purpose. 

‘‘(F) INTENTIONALLY CAUSING SERIOUS BOD-
ILY INJURY.—The act of a person who inten-
tionally causes, or conspires or attempts to 
cause, serious bodily injury to one or more 
persons, including lawful combatants, in vio-
lation of the law of war. 

‘‘(G) RAPE.—The act of a person who forc-
ibly or with coercion or threat of force 
wrongfully invades, or conspires or attempts 
to invade, the body of a person by pene-
trating, however slightly, the anal or genital 
opening of the victim with any part of the 
body of the accused, or with any foreign ob-
ject. 

‘‘(H) SEXUAL ASSAULT OR ABUSE.—The act 
of a person who forcibly or with coercion or 
threat of force engages, or conspires or at-
tempts to engage, in sexual contact with one 
or more persons, or causes, or conspires or 
attempts to cause, one or more persons to 
engage in sexual contact. 

‘‘(I) TAKING HOSTAGES.—The act of a person 
who, having knowingly seized or detained 
one or more persons, threatens to kill, in-
jure, or continue to detain such person or 
persons with the intent of compelling any 
nation, person other than the hostage, or 
group of persons to act or refrain from act-
ing as an explicit or implicit condition for 
the safety or release of such person or per-
sons. 

‘‘(2) DEFINITIONS.—In the case of an offense 
under subsection (a) by reason of subsection 
(c)(3)— 

‘‘(A) the term ‘severe mental pain or suf-
fering’ shall be applied for purposes of para-
graphs (1)(A) and (1)(B) in accordance with 
the meaning given that term in section 
2340(2) of this title; 

‘‘(B) the term ‘serious bodily injury’ shall 
be applied for purposes of paragraph (1)(F) in 
accordance with the meaning given that 
term in section 113(b)(2) of this title; 

‘‘(C) the term ‘sexual contact’ shall be ap-
plied for purposes of paragraph (1)(G) in ac-
cordance with the meaning given that term 
in section 2246(3) of this title; 

‘‘(D) the term ‘serious physical pain or suf-
fering’ shall be applied for purposes of para-
graph (1)(B) as meaning bodily injury that 
involves— 

‘‘(i) a substantial risk of death; 
‘‘(ii) extreme physical pain; 
‘‘(iii) a burn or physical disfigurement of a 

serious nature (other than cuts, abrasions, or 
bruises); or 

‘‘(iv) significant loss or impairment of the 
function of a bodily member, organ, or men-
tal faculty; and 
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‘‘(E) the term ‘serious mental pain or suf-

fering’ shall be applied for purposes of para-
graph (1)(B) in accordance with the meaning 
given the term ‘severe mental pain or suf-
fering’ (as defined in section 2340(2) of this 
title), except that— 

‘‘(i) the term ‘serious’ shall replace the 
term ‘severe’ where it appears; and 

‘‘(ii) as to conduct occurring after the date 
of the enactment of the Military Commis-
sions Act of 2006, the term ‘serious and non- 
transitory mental harm (which need not be 
prolonged)’ shall replace the term ‘prolonged 
mental harm’ where it appears. 

‘‘(3) INAPPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS 
WITH RESPECT TO COLLATERAL DAMAGE OR IN-
CIDENT OF LAWFUL ATTACK.—The intent speci-
fied for the conduct stated in subparagraphs 
(D), (E), and (F) or paragraph (1) precludes 
the applicability of those subparagraphs to 
an offense under subsection (a) by reasons of 
subsection (c)(3) with respect to— 

‘‘(A) collateral damage; or 
‘‘(B) death, damage, or injury incident to a 

lawful attack. 
‘‘(4) INAPPLICABILITY OF TAKING HOSTAGES 

TO PRISONER EXCHANGE.—Paragraph (1)(I) 
does not apply to an offense under subsection 
(a) by reason of subsection (c)(3) in the case 
of a prisoner exchange during wartime. 

‘‘(5) DEFINITION OF GRAVE BREACHES.—The 
definitions in this subsection are intended 
only to define the grave breaches of common 
Article 3 and not the full scope of United 
States obligations under that Article.’’. 

(2) RETROACTIVE APPLICABILITY.—The 
amendments made by this subsection, except 
as specified in subsection (d)(2)(E) of section 
2441 of title 18, United States Code, shall 
take effect as of November 26, 1997, as if en-
acted immediately after the amendments 
made by section 583 of Public Law 105–118 (as 
amended by section 4002(e)(7) of Public Law 
107–273). 

(c) ADDITIONAL PROHIBITION ON CRUEL, IN-
HUMAN, OR DEGRADING TREATMENT OR PUN-
ISHMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—No individual in the cus-
tody or under the physical control of the 
United States Government, regardless of na-
tionality or physical location, shall be sub-
ject to cruel, inhuman, or degrading treat-
ment or punishment. 

(2) CRUEL, INHUMAN, OR DEGRADING TREAT-
MENT OR PUNISHMENT DEFINED.—In this sub-
section, the term ‘‘cruel, inhuman, or de-
grading treatment or punishment’’ means 
cruel, unusual, and inhumane treatment or 
punishment prohibited by the Fifth, Eighth, 
and Fourteenth Amendments to the Con-
stitution of the United States, as defined in 
the United States Reservations, Declarations 
and Understandings to the United Nations 
Convention Against Torture and Other 
Forms of Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading 
Treatment or Punishment done at New 
York, December 10, 1984. 

(3) COMPLIANCE.—The President shall take 
action to ensure compliance with this sub-
section, including through the establishment 
of administrative rules and procedures. 
SEC. 7. HABEAS CORPUS MATTERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2241 of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
both the subsection (e) added by section 
1005(e)(1) of Public Law 109–148 (119 Stat. 
2742) and the subsection (e) added by added 
by section 1405(e)(1) of Public Law 109–163 
(119 Stat. 3477) and inserting the following 
new subsection (e): 

‘‘(e)(1) No court, justice, or judge shall 
have jurisdiction to hear or consider an ap-
plication for a writ of habeas corpus filed by 
or on behalf of an alien detained by the 
United States who has been determined by 
the United States to have been properly de-
tained as an enemy combatant or is awaiting 
such determination. 

‘‘(2) Except as provided in paragraphs (2) 
and (3) of section 1005(e) of the Detainee 
Treatment Act of 2005 (10 U.S.C. 801 note), no 
court, justice, or judge shall have jurisdic-
tion to hear or consider any other action 
against the United States or its agents relat-
ing to any aspect of the detention, transfer, 
treatment, trial, or conditions of confine-
ment of an alien who is or was detained by 
the United States and has been determined 
by the United States to have been properly 
detained as an enemy combatant or is await-
ing such determination.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
the date of the enactment of this Act, and 
shall apply to all cases, without exception, 
pending on or after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act which relate to any aspect 
of the detention, transfer, treatment, trial, 
or conditions of detention of an alien de-
tained by the United States since September 
11, 2001. 
SEC. 8. REVISIONS TO DETAINEE TREATMENT 

ACT OF 2005 RELATING TO PROTEC-
TION OF CERTAIN UNITED STATES 
GOVERNMENT PERSONNEL. 

(a) COUNSEL AND INVESTIGATIONS.—Section 
1004(b) of the Detainee Treatment Act of 2005 
(42 U.S.C. 2000dd–1(b)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘may provide’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘shall provide’’; 

(2) by inserting ‘‘or investigation’’ after 
‘‘criminal prosecution’’; and 

(3) by inserting ‘‘whether before United 
States courts or agencies, foreign courts or 
agencies, or international courts or agen-
cies,’’ after ‘‘described in that subsection’’. 

(b) PROTECTION OF PERSONNEL.—Section 
1004 of the Detainee Treatment Act of 2005 
(42 U.S.C. 2000dd–1) shall apply with respect 
to any criminal prosecution that— 

(1) relates to the detention and interroga-
tion of aliens described in such section; 

(2) is grounded in section 2441(c)(3) of title 
18, United States Code; and 

(3) relates to actions occurring between 
September 11, 2001, and December 30, 2005. 
SEC. 9. REVIEW OF JUDGMENTS OF MILITARY 

COMMISSIONS. 
Section 1005(e)(3) of the Detainee Treat-

ment Act of 2005 (title X of Public Law 109– 
148; 119 Stat. 2740; 10 U.S.C. 801 note) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘pur-
suant to Military Commission Order No. 1. 
dated August 31, 2005 (or any successor mili-
tary order)’’ and inserting ‘‘by a military 
commission under chapter 47A of title 10, 
United States Code’’; 

(2) by striking subparagraph (B) and insert-
ing the following new subparagraph (B): 

‘‘(B) GRANT OF REVIEW.—Review under this 
paragraph shall be as of right.’’; 

(3) in subparagraph (C)— 
(A) in clause (i)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘pursuant to the military 

order’’ and inserting ‘‘by a military commis-
sion’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘at Guantanamo Bay, 
Cuba’’; and 

(B) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘pursuant to 
such military order’’ and inserting ‘‘by the 
military commission’’; and 

(4) in subparagraph (D)(i), by striking 
‘‘specified in the military order’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘specified for a military commission’’. 
SEC. 10. DETENTION COVERED BY REVIEW OF DE-

CISIONS OF COMBATANT STATUS RE-
VIEW TRIBUNALS OF PROPRIETY OF 
DETENTION. 

Section 1005(e)(2)(B)(i) of the Detainee 
Treatment Act of 2005 (title X of Public Law 
109–148; 119 Stat. 2742; 10 U.S.C. 801 note) is 
amended by striking ‘‘the Department of De-
fense at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘the United States’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 1054, debate 

shall not exceed 1 hour, with 40 min-
utes equally divided and controlled by 
the chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Armed 
Services and 20 minutes equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

The gentleman from California (Mr. 
HUNTER) and the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SKELTON) each will control 
20 minutes and the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) and 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
CONYERS) each will control 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

b 1200 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on S. 
3930. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume, 
and I rise in support of S. 3930, the 
Military Commissions Act of 2006. 

Mr. Speaker, as we debated this bill 
just a few hours ago, again, I say that 
I can’t think of any better way to 
honor the fifth anniversary of Sep-
tember 11 than by establishing a sys-
tem to prosecute the terrorists who on 
that day murdered thousands of civil-
ians and who continue to seek to kill 
Americans both on and off the battle-
field. 

Mr. Speaker, I think that Justice 
Thomas described best the backdrop 
against which this legislation is being 
considered when he said, and I quote, 
‘‘We are not engaged in a traditional 
battle with a nation state but with a 
worldwide hydra-headed enemy who 
lurks in the shadows conspiring to re-
produce the atrocities of September 11, 
2001, and who has boasted of sending 
suicide bombers into civilian gath-
erings, has proudly distributed video-
tapes of beheadings of civilian workers, 
and has tortured and dismembered cap-
tured American soldiers.’’ 

So, Mr. Speaker, we have debated 
this precisely, this bill, which is pre-
cisely the same coming back over from 
the other body as the bill that we voted 
on in the full House, where I think we 
had a robust debate on the issues. But 
I would just say that this gives us a 
new body of law that provides a con-
struct under which we can carry out 
our charge. 

And this is an interesting charge to 
this body and to both Houses of Con-
gress. We were not only requested to do 
this by the President, but the Supreme 
Court in the Hamdan case essentially 
invited, in fact said that we were an es-
sential part of the construct of any tri-
bunal legislation that would set up the 
new tribunal process; that it had to be 
a construct that was participated in by 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 04:09 Nov 18, 2006 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00032 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORDCX\T37X$J0E\H29SE6.REC H29SE6cc
ol

em
an

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

71
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7937 September 29, 2006 
Congress. So you could say, I think, 
Mr. Speaker, that we have been 
charged not just by the President but 
by the Supreme Court with doing our 
job and putting together this process. 

We have pursued the terrorists across 
the globe. We have captured some, and 
we have killed many. We have pursued 
them literally to the ends of the earth. 
We have caught them at 10,000 foot ele-
vation mountain ranges in caves where 
they thought they were safe, in so- 
called safe houses that turned out not 
to be safe houses. We captured some 
who, according to our intelligence per-
sonnel, helped to design the attack 
against New York and Washington, DC, 
and Pennsylvania. And I can think of 
no more important way to memorialize 
9/11 than to produce a justice system 
that allows us to bring to justice, to 
bring to the courthouse and show jus-
tice to the widows and orphans of 9/11, 
to the American people, to our fellow 
citizens and to the world. This system 
is going to allow us to do this. 

This system is a product of extensive 
negotiations, hundreds of provisions 
that have been agreed upon and worked 
and looked at by counsel for both this 
body, the other body, the U.S. Senate 
and, of course, the administration. I 
think it is sound. I think it is solid. I 
think it will allow for the expeditious 
prosecution of people who attacked our 
country. 

It gives them a lot of rights. It gives 
a lot of rights to the terrorists that 
they would never have in their native 
land. It also gives them rights that 
American soldiers don’t have. There is 
no American soldier that has the right 
to an attorney, to a combatant status 
review and, if he doesn’t like that re-
view, to an appellate court, like the 
D.C. Circuit Court, to prove that he 
really was not a combatant in that par-
ticular conflict. 

So as the American people watch 
these trials unfold, Mr. Speaker, and 
they watch the defendants, including 
some of the people who hurt our coun-
try and helped to cause the death of 
thousands of Americans, they are going 
to watch them with their taxpayer- 
paid-for attorneys exercising their 
rights against self-incrimination, their 
right to a proof standard beyond a rea-
sonable doubt; they are going to watch 
a jury system or a commission system 
that uses a secret ballot so that supe-
rior officers can’t influence junior offi-
cers; they are going to watch all these 
safeguards that we put in place for jus-
tice, and I think the American people 
are going to say, although there will be 
some who will say they still didn’t 
have enough rights, but I think the 
American people will come down on the 
side of what we have done here in the 
House. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of S. 3930, 
the ‘‘Military Commissions Act of 2006.’’ I can 
think of no better way to honor the fifth anni-
versary of September 11th than by estab-
lishing a system to prosecute the terrorists 
who, on that day, murdered thousands of in-
nocent civilians, and who continue to seek to 
kill Americans both on and off the battlefield. 

This is vital legislation important to the na-
tional security of the United States. 

Our foremost consideration in writing this 
legislation is to protect American troops and 
American citizens from harm. 

The war against terror has produced a new 
type of battlefield and a new type of enemy. 
How is it different? We are fighting a ruthless 
enemy who does not wear a uniform. A sav-
age enemy who kills civilians, women and chil-
dren and then boasts about it. A barbaric 
enemy who beheads innocent civilians by 
sawing their heads off. An uncivilized enemy 
who does not acknowledge or respect the 
laws of war, the Geneva Conventions or any 
of the guarantees which are recognized by 
civilized nations. 

Justice Thomas put it best in Hamdan. He 
said we are ‘‘not engaged in a traditional bat-
tle with a nation-state, but with a world-wide, 
hydra-headed enemy, who lurks in the shad-
ows conspiring to reproduce the atrocities of 
September 11, 2001, and who has boasted of 
sending suicide bombers into civilian gath-
erings, has proudly distributed videotapes of 
beheadings of civilian workers, and has tor-
tured and dismembered captured American 
soldiers.’’ 

How is the battlefield new? First, it will be a 
long war. We don’t know if this enemy will be 
defeated this decade, the next decade, or 
even longer than that. Second, in this new 
war, where intelligence is more vital than ever, 
we want to interrogate the enemy. Not to de-
grade them, but to save the lives of American 
troops, American civilians, and our allies. But 
it is not practical on the battlefield to read the 
enemy their Miranda warnings. On the battle-
field we can’t have battalions of lawyers. Fi-
nally, this is an ongoing conflict and sharing 
sensitive intelligence sources, methods and 
other classified information with terrorist de-
tainees could be highly dangerous to national 
security. I am not prepared to take that risk. 

So what we have done is to develop a mili-
tary commission process that will allow for the 
effective prosecution of enemy combatants 
during this ongoing conflict. Without this ac-
tion, United States has no effective means to 
try and punish the perpetrators of September 
11th, the attack on the USS Cole and the em-
bassy bombings. 

We provide basic fairness in our prosecu-
tions, but we also preserve the ability of our 
warfighters to operate effectively on the battle-
field. 

I think a fair process has two guiding prin-
ciples: 

First, the government must be able to 
present its case fully and without compro-
mising its intelligence sources or compro-
mising military necessity; and 

Second, the prosecutorial process must be 
done fairly, swiftly and conclusively. 

Who are we dealing with in military commis-
sions? We are dealing with the enemy in war, 
not defendants in our domestic criminal justice 
system. Some of them have returned to the 
battlefield after we let them out of Guanta-
namo. Our primary purpose is to keep them 
off the battlefield. In doing so, we treat them 
humanely and if we choose to try them as war 
criminals we will give them due process rights 
that the world will respect. But we have to re-
member they are the enemy in an ongoing 
war. 

In time of war it is not practical to apply to 
rules of evidence that we do in civilian trials or 

court-martials for our troops. Commanders 
and witnesses can’t be called from the front-
line to testify in a military commission. We 
need to accommodate rules of evidence, chain 
of custody and authentication to fit the exigen-
cies of the battlefield. If hearsay is reliable we 
should use it. If sworn affidavits are reliable, 
we should use them. I note that the rules of 
evidence are relaxed in international war crime 
tribunals for Rwanda and Yugoslavia. 

The Supreme Court has suggested that 
Congress act here to fill the legal void left by 
the Hamdan decision, but in doing so let’s not 
forget our purpose is to defend the nation 
against the enemy. We won’t lower our stand-
ards, we will always treat detainees humanely, 
but we can’t be naive either. 

This war started in 1996 with the al Qaeda 
declaration of jihad against the United States. 
The Geneva Conventions were written in 1949 
and the UCMJ was adopted in 1951. These 
documents were not written to address the 
war we are now fighting. In that sense, what 
we are required to do after Hamdan is broader 
than war crimes trials, it is the start of a new 
legal analysis for the long war. It is time for us 
to think about war crime trials and a process 
that provides due process and protects na-
tional security in the new war. 

So what do we do with these new military 
commissions? We uphold basic human rights 
and state what our compliance with this stand-
ard means for the treatment of detainees. We 
do this in a way that is fair and the world will 
acknowledge as fair. 

First, we provide accused war criminals at 
least 26 rights if they are tried by a commis-
sion for a war crime. While I will not read them 
all, here are some of the essential rights we 
provide. 

Right to Counsel, provided by government 
at trial and throughout appellate proceedings; 

Impartial judge; 
Presumption of innocence; 
Standard of proof beyond a reasonable 

doubt; 
The right to be informed of the charges 

against him as soon as practicable; 
The right to service of charges sufficiently in 

advance of trial to prepare a defense; 
Mr. Speaker, since I am inserting my entire 

text in the RECORD, I will not read them all at 
this point. 

The right to reasonable continuances; 
Right to peremptory challenge against mem-

bers of the commission and challenges for 
cause against members of the commission 
and the military judge; 

Witness must testify under oath; judges, 
counsel and members of military commission 
must take oath; 

Right to enter a plea of not guilty; 
The right to obtain witnesses and other evi-

dence; 
The right to exculpatory evidence as soon a 

practicable; 
The right to be present at court with the ex-

ception of certain classified evidence involving 
national security, preservation of safety or pre-
venting disruption of proceedings; 

The right to a public trial except for national 
security issues or physical safety issues; 

The right to have any findings or sentences 
announced as soon as detennined; 

Right against compulsory self-incrimination; 
Right against double jeopardy; 
The defense of lack of mental responsibility; 
Voting by members of the military commis-

sion by secret written ballot; 
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Prohibitions against unlawful command influ-

ence toward members of the commission, 
counselor military judges; 

2⁄3 vote of members required for conviction; 
3⁄4 vote required for sentences of life or over 
ten years; unanimous verdict required for 
death penalty; 

Verbatim authenticated record of trial; 
Cruel or unusual punishments prohibited; 
Treatment and discipline during confinement 

the same as afford to prisoners in U.S. do-
mestic courts; 

Right to review of full factual record by con-
vening authority; and 

Right to at least two appeals including to a 
federal Article III appellate court. 

We provide all of these rights, and we give 
them an independent judge, and the right to at 
least two appeals, including the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia and ac-
cess to the Supreme Court. No one can say 
this is not a fair system. 

I know some of my colleagues are con-
cerned about the issue of reciprocity. I ask 
them to look at the list of rights I just summa-
rized. And also keep in mind, that these are 
rights for terrorists. If we are talking about true 
reciprocity, then we are only concerned about 
how the enemy will treat American terrorists. 
These are not our rules for POWs. We treat 
the legitimate enemy differently and expect 
them to treat our troops the same. 

How do we try the enemy for war crimes? 
In this Act, Congress authorizes the establish-
ment of military commissions for alien unlawful 
enemy combatants, which is the legal term we 
use to define international terrorists and those 
who aid and support them, in a new separate 
chapter of Title 10 of the U.S.C. Code, Chap-
ter 47A. While this new chapter is based upon 
the Uniform Code of Military Justice, it creates 
an entirely new structure for these trials. 

In this bill we provide standards for the ad-
mission of evidence, including hearsay evi-
dence and other statements, that are adapted 
to military exigencies and provide the military 
judge the necessary discretion to determine if 
the evidence is reliable and probative. 

I want to talk a little bit about how we han-
dle classified evidence. We had three hearings 
on this bill in addition to briefings and meet-
ings with experts. I asked every witness the 
same question. If we have an informant, either 
a CIA agent or an undercover witness of some 
sort, are we going to tell Kalid Sheik Moham-
mad who the informant is? This legislation 
does not allow KSM to learn the identity of the 
informant. After several twists and turns in the 
road, after meeting with the Senate and the 
White House in marathon sessions over the 
weekend, we have crafted a solution that does 
not allow the KSM to learn the identify of the 
informant, yet provides a fair trial. How do we 
do this? We address this in Section 949d(f) of 
Section 3. Classified evidence is protected 
and is privileged from disclosure to the jury 
and the accused if disclosure would be detri-
mental to national security. The accused is 
permitted to be present at all phases of the 
trial and no evidence is presented to the jury 
that is not also provided to the accused. 

Section 949d(f) makes a clear statement 
that sources, methods, or activities will be pro-
tected and privileged and not shown to the ac-
cused, however, the substantive findings of 
the sources, methods, or activities will be ad-
missible in an unclassified form. This allows 
the prosecution to present its best case while 

protecting classified information. In order to do 
this, the military judge questions the informant 
outside the presence of the jury and the de-
fendant. In order to give the jury and the de-
fendant a redacted version or the infornant’s 
statement, the just must find: (1) that the 
sources, methods, or activities by which the 
U.S. acquired the evidence are classified and 
(2) the evidence is reliable. Once the judge 
stamps the informant as reliable, the inform-
ant’s redacted statement is given to both the 
jury and the accused. It removes the con-
frontation issue, yet allows the accused to see 
the substance of the evidence against him. I 
think these rules protect classified evidence 
and yet preserve a fair trial. 

Unauthorized disclosures, not only of classi-
fied information, but also of our interrogation 
techniques, are extremely damaging to our in-
telligence efforts. Our personnel have encoun-
tered enemy combatants trained to resist dis-
closed interrogation techniques thanks to 
leakers in our media. I’m pleased that with the 
current Military Commission legislation moving 
forward, we have reaffirmed our strict adher-
ence to the U.S. anti-torture laws, while at the 
same time allowing our CIA to move forward 
with an effective interrogation program whose 
techniques will not be published in the Federal 
Register, or God forbid, in another newspaper 
disclosure. This legislation preserves the nec-
essary flexibility for the President and the CIA 
to utilize all lawful and effective methods of in-
terrogation. Let me be clear: the bill defines 
the specific conduct that is prohibited under 
Common Article 3, but it does not purport to 
identify interrogation practices to the enemy or 
to take any particular means of interrogation 
off the table. Rather, this legislation properly 
leaves the decision as to the methods of inter-
rogation to the President and to the intel-
ligence professionals at the CIA, so that they 
may carry forward this vital program that, as 
the President explained, serves to gather the 
critical intelligence necessary to protect the 
country from another catastrophic terrorist at-
tack. 

One other point I want to make for the 
record. As I mentioned earlier, we have modi-
fied the rules of evidence to adapt to the bat-
tlefield. One of the principles used by the judi-
ciary in criminal prosecutions of our citizens is 
called the ‘‘fruit of the poisonous tree doc-
trine.’’ The rule provides that evidence derived 
from information acquired by police officials or 
the government through unlawful means is not 
admissible in a criminal prosecution. I want to 
make it clear that it is our intent with the legis-
lation not to have this doctrine apply to evi-
dence in military commissions. While evidence 
obtained improperly will not be used directly 
against an accused, we will not limit the use 
of any evidence derived from such evidence. 
The deterrent effect of the exclusionary rule is 
not something that our soldiers consider when 
they are fighting a war. The theory of the ex-
clusionary rule is that if the constable blun-
ders, the accused will not suffer. However, we 
are not going to say that if the soldier blun-
ders, we are not going to punish a savage ter-
rorist. Some rights are reserved for our citi-
zens. Some rights are reserved for civilized 
people. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a complicated piece of 
legislation. In addition to establishing an entire 
legal process from start to finish, we address 
the application of common Article 3 of the Ge-
neva conventions to our current laws. 

Section 5 clarifies that the Geneva Conven-
tions are not an enforceable source of rights 
in any habeas corpus or other civil action or 
proceeding by an individual in U.S. courts. 

Section 6 of the bill amends 18 U.S.C. Sec-
tion 2441, the War Crimes Act to criminalize 
grave breaches of common Article 3 of the 
Geneva Conventions. As amended, the War 
Crimes Act will fully satisfy our treaty obliga-
tions under common Article 3. This amend-
ment is necessary because currently Section 
(c)(3) of the War Crimes Act defines a war 
crime as any conduct which constitutes a vio-
lation of Common Article 3. Common Article 3 
prohibits some actions that are universally 
condemned, such as murder and torture but 
also prohibits ‘‘outrages upon personal dignity’’ 
and ‘‘humiliating and degrading treatment,’’ 
phrases which are vague and do not provide 
adequate guidance to our personnel. Since 
violation of Common Article 3 is a felony 
under the War Crimes Act, it is necessary to 
amend it to provide clarity and certainty to the 
interpretation of this statute. The surest way to 
achieve that clarity and certainty is to define a 
list of specific offenses that constitute war 
crimes punishable as grave violations of Com-
mon Article 3. This is something we need 
now, because of the Hamdan decision. 

Section 6 of the bill also provides that any 
detainee under the custody or physical control 
of the United States will not be subject to 
‘‘cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or 
punishment’’ prohibited by the Fifth, Eighth 
and Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitu-
tion, as defined by the U.S. reservations to the 
UN Convention against Torture. This defines 
our obligations under Common Article 3 by 
reference to the U.S. constitutional standard 
adopted by the Detainee Treatment Act of 
2005. 

Section 7 of the bill addresses the question 
of judicial review of claims by detainees by 
amending 28 U.S.C. Section 2241 to clarify 
the intent of the Detainee Treatment Act of 
2005 to limit the right of detainees to chal-
lenge their detention. The practical effect of 
this amendment will be to eliminate the hun-
dreds of detainee lawsuits that are pending in 
courts throughout the country and to consoli-
date all detainee treatment cases in the D.C. 
Circuit. However, I want to stress that under 
this provision detainees will retain their oppor-
tunity to file legitimate challenges to their sta-
tus and to challenge convictions by military 
commissions. Every detainee under confine-
ment in Guantanmo Bay will have their deten-
tion reviewed by the U.S. Court of Appeals for 
the District of Columbia. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER and my other col-
leagues are going to speak on the rest of the 
bill, but before I finish I want to make one 
point very clear. This legislation does not con-
done or authorize torture in any way. In fact, 
we make it a war crime, punishable by death, 
for one of our soldiers or interrogators to tor-
ture someone to death. Let me emphasize this 
again. In Section 6 of this bill, we amend 18 
U.S.C. 2441, the War Crimes Act. In this 
amendment we explicitly provide that torture 
inflicted upon a person in custody for the pur-
pose of obtaining information is a war crime 
for which we may prosecute one of our own 
citizens. While most of this legislation deals 
with how we handle the enemy, I want to 
make it crystal clear that nothing in what we 
are doing condones or allows torture in any 
way. 
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There is more to this bill than military com-

missions, however. H.R. 6166 addresses an 
issue that Supreme Court created in the 
Hamdan case. The Court in Hamdan decided 
that Common Article 3 of the Geneva Conven-
tions—a article that many assumed only ap-
plied to regular armies—applies to terrorist or-
ganizations, like al Qaeda. As a result of this 
decision, our brave personnel in the military 
and other national security agencies are faced 
with an unpredictable legal landscape because 
the meaning of certain elements of Common 
Article 3 are vague. 

For example, would a female interrogator of 
a male Muslim detainee be guilty of violating 
Common Article 3 because the mere scenario 
constitutes an outrage upon personal dignity? 
Such a situation is untenable. It is unfair to our 
personnel out in the field trying to protect lives 
here at home. It is Congress’ responsibility to 
draw the lines of what conduct will be criminal. 

As a result, we need to amend the War 
Crimes Act to make clear that only grave 
breaches of Common Article 3 constitutes a 
war crime under U.S. law. Let me be clear, 
under international law a party to the treaty is 
responsible for incorporating only grave 
breaches of Common Article 3 in its penal 
code. My point is simple: Today the Congress 
is complying with our treaty obligations under 
Geneva Conventions and today the Congress 
is following the guidance of the Supreme 
Court in Hamdan (even though many believe 
that the Court’s decision was ill construed). 

Now, some have suggested that H.R. 6166 
condones torture or that this bill implicitly per-
mits ‘‘enhanced torture techniques’’. These 
suggestions are absolutely false and they fly 
in the face of the very words that appear on 
the pages of this bill. 

First—it is illegal under U.S. law to torture. 
This was true before H.R. 6166 and it will re-
main true. Moreover, H.R. 6166 makes torture 
a war crime that can result in the death pen-
alty. This means that under the War Crimes 
Act, any U.S. personnel that engages in Tor-
ture will be subject to prosecution for commit-
ting a war crime. Additionally, in the context of 
military commissions, a statement obtained 
through torture is not admissible. 

Second—this bill makes clear that the way 
we treat our detainees is guided by treatment 
standards set by the Congress—last year—in 
the Detainee Treatment Act, also known as 
the McCain amendment. This standard is 
based upon the familiar standards of the U.S. 
Constitution. Thus, ‘‘cruel, inhuman, and de-
grading treatment or punishment’’ under this 
section means the cruel, unusual, inhumane 
treatment or punishment prohibited by the 
Fifth, Eighth, and Fourteenth Amendments to 
the Constitution, as defined by the U.S. res-
ervations to the UN Convention Against Tor-
ture. 

I believe that the Constitution, which pro-
vides the fundamental, underlying protections 
for the citizens of the United States, provides 
more than sufficient protections for unlawful 
enemy combatants. Why should accused ter-
rorist enjoy protections that exceed what the 
Constitution provides to United States citi-
zens? 

Mr. Speaker, in summary, I believe that this 
legislation is the best way to prosecute enemy 
terrorists and to protect U.S. Government per-
sonnel and service members who are fighting 
them. 

I urge my colleagues to support this vital 
legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

The history of tribunals goes back to 
during and after the Second World War: 
The German saboteurs who were cap-
tured at Ponte Verde, Florida, and 
Long Island were tried before a tri-
bunal; the Japanese leaders who car-
ried out such inhumane treatment to-
ward the American soldiers and pris-
oners of war, among them General 
Yamashita and General Tojo; and, of 
course, the Nuremberg trials held in 
Nuremberg, Germany, after the war of 
the Nazis who perpetrated those var-
ious crimes. 

Now, here we are trying to establish 
a tribunal or a commission, which we 
should do and need to do. The Supreme 
Court, as a result of the Hamdan deci-
sion, said that we in Congress need to 
do it as opposed to an Executive Order. 
But what we needed to do was to be 
tough on terrorists. And being a former 
prosecuting attorney and knowing that 
the specter that hangs over every pros-
ecutor’s head is that a hard-won vic-
tory in court will be overturned by an 
appellate court or by a Supreme Court, 
we should be tough on the terrorists; 
not just tough on them with the law 
but tough on them with certainty, not 
giving the opportunity through legisla-
tion for the overturning of a convic-
tion. 

Now, as you know, Mr. Speaker, 
there are two ways in which a convic-
tion may be overturned. Number one is 
on the evidence; a mistake made by the 
judge or a comment made by the pros-
ecutor. On the other hand, someone 
may have their conviction overturned 
in the event that the law upon which 
the conviction is based is unconstitu-
tional. In my debate and comments re-
cently, I pointed out some seven areas 
of constitutional uncertainty which 
may very well cause a reversal of a 
conviction. Consequently, I think this 
bill before us, as I have said before, is 
flawed and that will cause us not only 
to be not tough but to be uncertain 
that these convictions will be upheld. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I will 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume to say, first, that I appreciate the 
gentleman’s participation in the hear-
ings and the briefings and the markup 
that we had on the initial bill that 
came out of the Armed Services Com-
mittee 52–8, and I would remind my 
colleagues that, in fact, the appellate 
route in this particular bill provides 
for the court of military review, a new 
court to be set up as a first appellate 
stop; and secondly, the D.C. Circuit 
Court. And in channeling all of the ac-
tions to the D.C. Circuit Court, we are 
going to a court that has lots of experi-
ence, is building a body of experience 
in this type of work, and that will keep 
us from rifle-shooting actions out 
throughout the country. 

I think that makes for an efficient 
process, and it provides now two appel-

late reviews, whereas the Democrat 
substitute had only one appellate re-
view before you would apply for final 
review by the Supreme Court, which 
might or might not occur. So instead 
of one review, we have two reviews. 
And I think that that is a strength-
ening, if you will, of this bill that is 
one more measure to ensure that as we 
move forward on this process of bring-
ing to justice those who attacked our 
country, we give them a robust right of 
appeal. 

Having said that, Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Indiana (Mr. BUYER), who is the chair-
man of the Veterans’ Affairs Com-
mittee and a former JAG officer him-
self. 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I was a 
good listener to my colleague, Mr. 
SKELTON, and we have worked very 
well over the years. Sometimes we dis-
agree, but I think more times we agree 
than disagree. 

In review of the section, though, I 
would say to my good friend from Mis-
souri that, with regard to how individ-
uals are tried, I have worked with the 
administration and the Senate and 
with my good friend LINDSEY GRAHAM. 
When you start this legislative process, 
Mr. SKELTON, and you start with five 
amendments and you end up with a col-
loquy, some good things must have 
happened in the process. So I just want 
my good friend from Missouri to know 
that a lot of the concerns I had have 
been worked out with Mr. HUNTER, 
with his cooperation, and with the Sen-
ate and with the administration. 

I know some of you have some con-
cerns that didn’t get worked out, and I 
can understand that and I can relate to 
the gentleman, but with regard to a 
process here, the Supreme Court struck 
down the tribunals, said the Congress 
needs to act on this to come up with a 
process, and when I examined this, we 
took some of the best, not only of our 
own legal system, but we took some of 
the best out of the UCMJ, and we took 
some of the best out of the world court 
to create the military commissions. 

So, now, when you look at title 18, 
the first chapter will be the Federal 
criminal code that will apply to United 
States citizens. The second chapter 
then is the UCMJ, and the third chap-
ter will now be the Code of Military 
Commissions. In my judgment, the 
Code of Military Commissions is in fact 
a process that will reflect America’s 
values, and it will be balanced against 
the protection of our national security, 
and it has indispensable judicial guar-
antees that are recognized by the 
world. 

The Supreme Court, yes, they will 
examine our commissions, no dif-
ferently than how they examine the 
tribunals, but I am left in an area of 
good comfort, and that is my counsel 
that I now give to my country, of 26 
years’ experience not only as a mili-
tary JAG officer but also the 14 years 
here helping lead our country. I am 
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comfortable with regard to this proc-
ess, not only if I were the military 
prosecutor but even if I were the mili-
tary defense counsel, about the protec-
tions that we are affording not only 
this unlawful enemy combatant but 
making sure that we have a balance of 
interests. 

Yesterday, on the floor, a couple of 
our colleagues had raised some issues 
as to whether American citizens could 
be subject to the Code of Military Com-
missions and whether or not, if an 
American citizen was even classified as 
an enemy combatant, could they then 
be subject to a military tribunal. The 
answer is no. American citizens can-
not. Mr. HUNTER has made it very clear 
in this language. 

So even a strict constructionist, 
when they read this language in the 
Supreme Court, it is very clear. Sec-
tion 948 says this does not apply to 
American citizens; that it only applies 
to aliens. But let’s go with an example: 
Let’s say an American citizen has been 
arrested for aiding and abetting a ter-
rorist, maybe even participating in a 
conspiracy, or maybe participating in 
an action that harmed or killed Amer-
ican citizens. 

b 1215 

That American citizen cannot be 
tried in the military commission. His 
coconspirators could be tried in a mili-
tary commission if they were an alien, 
but if that other coconspirator is an 
American citizen, they will be pros-
ecuted under title 18 of the first chap-
ter of a Federal crime, or even we could 
assimilate the State laws under the As-
similated Crimes Act. 

I am trying to go into details, and I 
want to share with the American peo-
ple here beyond the rhetoric that some-
times you hear on the floor, that with 
regard to the process itself, I am very 
comfortable with the fact that Amer-
ican citizens cannot be tried in this. 

The reason I am spending a little 
time on it is that there was an edi-
torial that went out there by a law pro-
fessor published in the Los Angeles 
Times. Let me tell you, as a lawyer 
myself, just because a law professor 
says it, I am going to tell you what: 
not necessarily true. 

I read his editorial, and I also then 
looked at the law. Let me now speak 
unto the law professor: read the bill. 
Just like what you would do to your 
law students, you would tell them to 
read the bill. And when you read the 
bill and when you open it up, you 
would find that the words you wrote so 
that the readers in Southern California 
would somehow take what, action, or 
give you credit or credence to your 
words, your words are false. And that is 
completely unfortunate. 

So hopefully people will begin to un-
derstand that this whole issue about 
these military commissions applying 
to American people is not true at all. 

In the end, let me thank Mr. HUNTER 
on a good work product. I do wish that, 
in the end, that this really could have 

been a product, Mr. SKELTON, that the 
two of you could have brought to-
gether. I don’t know what happened 
there, because I have such respect for 
both of you. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. NADLER). 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I am not 
going to get into any of the torture as-
pects of this bill, but I do want to ad-
dress the due process aspects of this 
bill. 

The distinguished chairman says we 
have created a system of justice with 
plenty of rights. Well, we have created 
two systems of justice. First of all, it 
doesn’t have so many rights. You can 
appeal from the military tribunal, but 
the military tribunal can hear hearsay 
evidence and it can hear evidence ob-
tained under coercion, if not torture. 
That is debatable. 

But the appeal is only on matters of 
law, not fact. So if it is determined 
that it is you and not someone whose 
name is similar to you who is the un-
lawful enemy combatant by the mili-
tary tribunal, you can’t appeal that de-
cision. You can only appeal the process 
of that decision. The civilian courts 
have nothing to say on questions of 
fact. That is number one. 

Number two, much more important, 
the President under this bill has the 
ability, or Federal bureaucrats, for 
that matter, to point their finger at 
anybody in this country or abroad, as 
long as he is not a citizen, and say you 
are an enemy combatant because I say 
so; and because I say so, we are going 
to throw you in jail forever and you 
have no right to have a military com-
mission. We may put you before a mili-
tary commission, in which case what 
they were talking about applies. We 
may put you before a combat status re-
view tribunal, in which case what they 
were talking about applies; but there is 
no right to do that. 

The bill specifically says that this 
whole process is exempt from the 
speedy trial requirements of law. So 
you may be in jail forever because your 
name was similar to the real guy. 

The bill assumes that we need not 
have the normal protections that we 
have had since the Magna Carta for 
people to at least say habeas corpus; 
bring the body, sir King, before the 
magistrate to make sure you have the 
right guy, to make sure there is some 
basis for holding this person and de-
priving him of liberty. 

There is no such right. This person 
can be in jail forever without ever 
going to a military tribunal, without 
ever going to a combat status review 
tribunal, without anything. 

This, Mr. Speaker, is irrelevant and 
unconstitutional. This is un-American. 
It is against all our traditions, to be 
able to say that people have no rights. 
It specifically says you have no right 
to go to any court, a military tribunal 
or a regular court, to protest that you 
are being tortured or to allege that you 
are being tortured. You can’t get into 

court. If you are being tortured, too 
bad. No one knows about it. 

Secondly, you cannot go to court to 
say they got the wrong guy, because 
cops never make mistakes, no one ever 
makes a mistake. 

And, finally, the bill is also unconsti-
tutional because it sets up two systems 
of justice. If you pick up two people in 
New York, one of them is a citizen, 
they go to the Federal court, and you 
accuse them of being unlawful enemy 
combatants, they go to the regular 
American system of justice. One is 
awaiting citizenship but is a perma-
nent resident, he goes through this 
other. He has no rights and can be in 
jail forever. That is clearly unconstitu-
tional. It is a denial of equal protec-
tion. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. BUYER). 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, when the 
gentleman says the President can 
make any determination he wanted 
with regard to status, I would just like 
the gentleman to know that the deter-
mination of one’s status is done by a 
tribunal under article V of the Geneva 
Conventions. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUYER. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. NADLER. It is supposed to be 
done by a tribunal under article V, but 
the President claims the power. We 
have never held such a tribunal. 

Mr. BUYER. Wait a minute. Reclaim-
ing my time, please do not come to the 
floor and make things up. As a JAG of-
ficer in the first Gulf War, I wrote the 
practice and procedures for article V 
tribunals. I participated in the tribu-
nals to determine status, a person’s 
status. The President of the United 
States does not participate in that 
process. 

So, please, don’t be silly and just 
make things up. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just go to the 
Detainee Act. It says that review is 
done by the District of Columbia relat-
ing to any aspect of the detention of an 
alien, and we have expanded it from 
Guantanamo Bay to anywhere, who has 
been determined by the United States 
District Court of Appeals for the Dis-
trict of Columbia Circuit in accordance 
with the procedures set forth in section 
1405. So there is a process whereby the 
review is made with respect to the sta-
tus of that alien. 

Let me go to a second point. The gen-
tleman spoke about hearsay evidence 
being allowed. That is true. Hearsay 
evidence is allowed, with certain re-
strictions. The judge has to find that it 
is probative, that it is relevant and 
that it is reliable. 

The war crimes tribunals in Yugo-
slavia and Rwanda allow hearsay evi-
dence. As I recall, the bill that was of-
fered by Mr. SKELTON, that was voted 
on in the HASC, in the Armed Services 
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Committee, also allowed for the use of 
hearsay evidence. 

So hearsay evidence, I would say to 
my friends, is not excluded and has not 
historically been excluded in war 
crimes trials in Rwanda, in Yugoslavia. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, first I would make ref-
erence to my friend from Indiana (Mr. 
BUYER), and thank him for his com-
ments. I am sorry that we don’t agree 
on the basis of this. But thank you for 
your comments a few moments ago. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH). 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Missouri for his 
defense of basic constitutional prin-
ciples. I would say that the basic 
premise of military commissions, that 
the U.S. military should try unlawful 
enemy combatants using draconian 
rules, that basic premise is false. 

The jury of commissioned military 
officers are not peers of these detain-
ees. The detainees are accused of 
crimes against humanity and should be 
tried like all other such persons. The 
U.S. should hand over these detainees 
to the International Criminal Court. 
The U.S. should offer evidence that 
would be legal under our Constitution 
and the Geneva Conventions. This 
model of justice would set a precedent 
for other nations where the rule of law 
remains unfair, unjust, and inhumane. 

The wrong approach is to create a 
court system that has more in common 
with the nations that torture, jail and 
hold indefinitely anyone without le-
gitimate evidence. 

The second point: H.R. 6166 and S. 
3930 cast a wide net in defining unlaw-
ful enemy combatants that would in-
clude any American supporter of a na-
tional liberation movement which is 
seeking to overthrow a U.S. Govern-
ment-supported despot. 

For instance, with such a loose defi-
nition, the thousands of Americans, 
many of whom are church clergy, who 
provided support to the armed and un-
armed opposition to the disposed dicta-
torships of El Salvador and Nicaragua, 
could have been designated as unlawful 
enemy combatants. 

This hypothetical could occur since, 
one, it would only take a determina-
tion by the President or Secretary of 
Defense that the opposition to a U.S.- 
favored dictator was engaged in hos-
tilities against the U.S., and that, two, 
the act of solidarity by the American 
clergymen supported the opposition 
group. 

This is very dangerous. It is widely 
known that the U.S. conducted a dirty 
war throughout Central and South 
America to uphold repressive regimes 
there. 

The third point I would like to make 
is that H.R. 6166 and S. 3930 could make 
similar solidarity actions in the future 
a crime. Those crimes should not be 
triable by military commissions. They 
would be new crimes and expose Ameri-
cans to prosecution simply for sup-

porting unfortunate people in other 
countries who are struggling for their 
freedom. 

The other point is that H.R. 6166 and 
S. 3930 create a large loophole to keep 
administration officials out of jail for 
violations of the War Crimes Act of 
1996. Section 4 amends the War Crimes 
Act to immunize from prosecution ci-
vilians who subject people to horrific 
abuse that may fall short of the defini-
tion of torture. 

It is clear that senior administrative 
officials signed off on aggressive and il-
legal techniques and are potentially 
liable under the War Crimes Act of 
1996. Instead, Congress is going to gut 
the War Crimes Act to protect those 
who permitted torture of detainees. 

If those who think the so-called war 
on terror is about ideas such as good 
versus evil and democracy versus thug-
gery, then H.R. 6166 sends the wrong 
message about the true values of Amer-
icans. Let’s stand up for the principles 
that this country was founded upon. 
Let’s stand up for the Constitution, for 
the land of the free, for the home of the 
brave. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just make a 
comment about the fact that we enu-
merate the crimes that might be com-
mitted, what we call the grave offenses 
under article III. 

I think that it accrues to the benefit 
of our soldiers, sailors, airmen and ma-
rines and our intelligence agents that 
they know what the crimes are when 
they have people in custody, and the 
fact that those grave crimes, and they 
are enumerated, are defined, gives clar-
ity to our folks so they know what the 
offenses are. I think that serves the 
purpose. It does not disserve the pur-
pose. 

But the idea that we have also re-
served to the President on nongrave of-
fenses, and again, one of the examples 
that was given by expert testimony 
was if you use the term ‘‘degrading,’’ 
you could charge that a female colonel 
JAG officer interrogating a Muslim 
male is in and of itself degrading, be-
cause it is a female interrogating a 
male, and in their culture that would 
be considered to be degrading. 

I think it is important not to expose 
that female JAG officer to liability. 
And it is important, therefore, when 
you have what you might consider to 
be minor infractions to not label that 
person, that American, a war criminal, 
but to allow the President as Com-
mander in Chief to put forth regula-
tions. 

So I think this is a good fit, and it 
gives the thing that is most important 
to personnel, and that is clarity. 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BUYER. What I would like to 
share with everyone, having done in-
terrogations, I have interrogated Iraqi 
high command when I was at the West-

ern Enemy Prisoner of War Camp. I as-
sure you that trying to use any type of 
method to torture or beat the person 
you are trying to interrogate, I assure 
you, you never want to do that as an 
interrogator, because whatever he is 
going to say is really not going to be 
helpful to you. So as an interrogator, it 
is the last thing. It wouldn’t even enter 
your mind that you want to do this 
type of thing. 

The only time, I won’t say the only 
time, some of the most difficult situa-
tions are usually what we find in the 
field where time is of the essence, 
where someone has just been killed, 
you are in a battlefield situation, you 
have gotten a prisoner and you need to 
know who they are and where they just 
went. That is generally where bad 
things happen. It is not at a garrison, 
in prison or a detention center. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. WU). 

(Mr. WU asked and was given permis-
sion to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, this is a sad 
day in the long history of this Chamber 
and of this Congress because today we 
break faith with the basic tenets of 
Anglo-American law that have come 
down from the Magna Carta, through 
the attempts of Charles I to suspend 
the writ of habeas corpus, to the chal-
lenges that American Presidents have 
faced in every stressful conflict situa-
tion in this Nation’s history. 

b 1230 

Although we should care about the 
rights of aliens seized in other coun-
tries, we should care, what we are de-
bating today are the rights of Amer-
ican citizens here in the United States. 

If my wife, a sixth generation Orego-
nian, were seized up and detained under 
the law we are considering today, she 
would disappear into a black hole of de-
tention with no access to article 3 
courts. At best, she would get a mili-
tary tribunal, and that is not what 
American citizens deserve. The 
Koramatsu case from World War II is 
still the law of the land. It has not 
been overturned. And what it stands 
for is the proposition that civilians can 
be held by the military in this country. 
The Koramatsu case has been called a 
gun pointed at the heart of our civil 
liberties, and today this Congress loads 
that weapon. 

This law is unwise as it is unconsti-
tutional, and we should not be enacting 
this in haste. The great writ is one of 
our great protections. It applies to all 
Americans, and Americans should not 
be tried by a military tribunal. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I recog-
nize the ranking member of the Judici-
ary Committee (Mr. CONYERS) for 1 
minute. 

Mr. CONYERS. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. He has done great 
legal work from the Armed Services 
Committee. 

I just keep going through my mind, 
and this is getting to be a night and 
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day job, because I have a Member I re-
spect so much in judiciary, Mr. LUN-
GREN, who keeps trying to tell us that 
there are two writs of habeas corpus. A 
wonderful idea, if it were only true. 

The statutory writ of habeas corpus, 
I say to my colleague from California, 
is to implement the great writ in the 
Constitution. So to be telling us re-
peatedly, repeatedly, and I have got 
the cases, I have been waiting for this 
great moment in American judiciary 
history, that there are two writs and 
that you have got to know which one 
you are talking about is absolutely in-
correct. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Texas, SHEILA JACKSON-LEE. 

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Let me 
thank the distinguished ranking mem-
ber of the Armed Services for his very 
insightful, instructive messages on the 
dilemma we face in Iraq and Afghani-
stan. Let me also acknowledge that 
there are individuals who have had 
firsthand experience in the military 
courts. 

Having gone to a law school that had 
a very outstanding JAG school, I un-
derstand the importance of military 
law and was one time a member of the 
U.S. Military Court of Appeals. 

But I think it is important that we 
make this argument understandable, 
because in a few hours the President 
will give to my friends on the other 
side of the aisle an opportunity of brag-
ging rights by having signed a bill that 
has been rushed through this process 
and has totally ignored the Supreme 
Court’s decision. 

Why are we standing here on this 
side of the aisle seemingly making ar-
guments that don’t promote security 
and safety in the United States? Well, 
that interpretation is totally wrong, 
because not one of us wants to take 
away the tools that would ensure 
America’s security. But what we are 
concerned about are the faces here who 
represent those who have lost their 
lives on the front lines of Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, and they continue over and 
over again. We have concerns about the 
life they sacrifice and the soldiers that 
they left behind. We know that soldiers 
don’t leave comrades on the battle-
field, injured or lost in the line of bat-
tle. 

Today, this military tribunal com-
mission will leave our soldiers on the 
battlefield, for what it does is it cre-
ates the atmosphere, no matter wheth-
er we are in a guerilla war or we are in 
the confrontational wars that we know 
of World War I and II. It is to ensure 
that the treatment of our soldiers, if 
caught by the enemy, will reflect the 
lack of treatment that we have given 
here. 

Mr. SKELTON has made it very clear, 
we could fix this, because he would 
have provided an expedited Constitu-
tion review of the entire matter to give 

the opportunity for entry into the 
courts under habeas. It would also re-
quire that these military commissions, 
because they are eliminating rights, we 
are not saying releasing people, we are 
saying eliminating rights, that then 
get translated to the miserable treat-
ment of those who were incarcerated or 
taken off the battlefield that are our 
soldiers. 

Secondly, it refuses to give reauthor-
ization language to the military com-
missions. We don’t know where we will 
be in 3 years. We don’t know how nega-
tively this will impact our soldiers on 
the battlefield, which next conflict 
that, God forbid, we may have to be en-
gaged in. 

Also, the language that my friends 
have go beyond the scope of the Su-
preme Court’s decision in Hamdan to 
decide whether or not detainees have 
habeas rights. The court already de-
cided they do. Or whether or not the 
habeas provisions in the Detainee 
Treatment Act are constitutionally 
legal. The habeas provisions in the leg-
islation are contrary to congressional 
intent in the Detainee Treatment Act. 
In that act, Congress did not intend to 
strip the courts of jurisdiction over the 
pending habeas. 

In addition, although my friends say 
they fixed it, they also deny the rights 
which I had an amendment to to utilize 
the Geneva Conventions language to 
say that you were tortured or not tor-
tured, even if you would put that de-
fense in a classified presentation. 

So in concluding, let me say we owe 
them a debt of gratitude. Let’s vote 
down this tribunal to save future lives. 

I rise in strong opposition to S. 3930, the 
Military Commissions Act. I oppose this bill be-
cause I stand strong for our troops. I stand 
strong for the Constitution. I stand strong for 
the values that have made our country, the 
United States of America, the greatest country 
in the history of the world. I oppose this legis-
lation because it is not becoming a nation that 
is strong in its values, confident of its future, 
and proud of its ancient heritage. 

Mr. Speaker, let us be crystal clear: All 
Americans, and Democrats especially, want 
those responsible for 9/11 and other terrorist 
acts to be tried fairly and punished accord-
ingly, and we want those convictions to be 
upheld by our courts. 

Democrats want the President to have the 
best possible intelligence to prevent future ter-
rorist attacks on the United States and its al-
lies. 

Democrats agreed with the President when 
he said ‘‘whether the terrorists are brought to 
justice or justice brought to the terrorists, jus-
tice will be done.’’ But Democrats understand 
that justice requires the Congress to establish 
a system for trying suspected terrorists that 
not only is fundamentally fair but also con-
sistent with the Geneva Convention. 

We should abide by the Geneva Convention 
not out of some slavish devotion to inter-
national law or desire to coddle terrorists, but 
because adherence to the Geneva Convention 
protects American troops and affirms Amer-
ican values. 

S. 3930, the compromise before us, in-
cludes some improvements that I strongly sup-

port. For example, evidence obtained through 
torture can no longer be used against the ac-
cused. Similarly, the compromise bill provides 
that hearsay evidence can be challenged as 
unreliable. 

Perhaps the most important improvement 
over the bill passed by the House is that ac-
cused terrorists will have the right to rebut all 
evidence offered by the prosecution. As is the 
case in the existing military justice system, 
classified evidence can be summarized, re-
dacted, declassified, or otherwise made avail-
able to the accused without compromising 
sources or methods. This change to the bill 
goes a long way toward minimizing the 
chance that an accused may be convicted 
with secret evidence, a shameful practice fa-
vored by dictators and totalitarians but be-
neath the dignity of a great nation like the 
United States. As Senator JOHN MCCAIN said: 

I think it’s important that we stand by 200 
years of legal precedents concerning classi-
fied information because the defendant 
should have a right to know what evidence is 
being used. 

However, I am concerned that there is rea-
son to believe that even with this compromise 
legislation, this system of military commissions 
may lead to endless litigation and get struck 
down by the courts. Then we would find our-
selves back here again next year, or five 
years from now, trying to develop a system 
that can finally bring the likes of Khalid Sheik 
Mohammed to justice. Why would we want to 
give terrorist detainees a ‘‘get out of jail free’’ 
card when we can avoid that by establishing 
military commissions that work. As currently 
written, the compromise bill has provisions 
that could lead to the reversal of a conviction. 

Specifically, the bill contains a section that 
strips the federal courts of jurisdiction over ha-
beas corpus petitions filed prior to the pas-
sage of the Detainee Treatment Act last De-
cember on behalf of detainees at Guantanamo 
Bay. Mr. Speaker, nine former federal judges 
were so alarmed by this prospect that they 
were compelled go public with their concerns: 

Congress would thus be skating on this 
constitutional ice in depriving the federal 
courts of their power to hear the cases of 
Guantanamo detainees. . . . If one goal of 
the provision is to bring these cases to a 
speedy conclusion, we can assure from our 
considerable experience that eliminating ha-
beas would be unconstitutional. 

Mr. Speaker, common Article 3 of the Gene-
va Convention requires that a military commis-
sion be a regularly constituted court affording 
all the necessary ‘‘judicial guarantees which 
are recognized as indispensable by civilized 
peoples. Notwithstanding the provision in the 
House bill that the military commissions estab-
lished therein satisfy this standard, the fact is 
that other nations will agree. Simply saying so 
does not make it so. Moreover, they may well 
be right. Consider this, Mr. Speaker: 

The compromise allows statements to be 
entered into evidence that were obtained 
through cruel, inhuman and degrading treat-
ment and lesser forms of coercion if the 
statement was obtained before passage of the 
Detainee Treatment Act last December. 

To provide limited immunity to govern-
ment agents involved in the CIA detention 
and interrogation program, the bill amends 
the War Crimes Act of 1996 to encompass 
only ‘‘grave breaches’’ of the Geneva Conven-
tions. U.S. agents could not be tried under 
the War Crimes Act of 1996 to encompass 
only ‘‘grave breaches’’ of the Geneva Conven-
tion. U.S. agents could not be tried under the 
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War Crimes Act for past actions that de-
graded and humiliated detainees. The bill 
also limits any use of international law such 
as the Geneva Convention in interpreting the 
War Crimes Act. 

Mr. Speaker, what is sometimes lost sight of 
in all the tumult and commotion is that the rea-
son we have observed the Geneva Conven-
tions ‘‘ since their adoption in 1949 is to pro-
tect members of our military. But as the Judge 
Advocate Generals pointed out, the com-
promise bill could place United States 
servicemembers at risk by establishing an en-
tirely new international standard that American 
troops could be subjected to if captured over-
seas. As Rear Admiral Bruce McDonald testi-
fied: 

I go back to the reciprocity issue that we 
raised earlier, that I would be very con-
cerned about other nations looking in on the 
United States and making a determination 
that, if it’s good enough for the United 
States, it’s good enough for us, and perhaps 
doing a lot of damage and harm internation-
ally if one of our servicemen or -women were 
taken and held as a detainee. 

What’s more, Mr. Speaker, the Geneva 
Conventions also protect those not in uni-
form—special forces personnel, diplomatic 
personnel, CIA agents, contractors, journalists, 
missionaries, relief workers and all other civil-
ians. Changing our commitment to this treaty 
could endanger them, as well. 

We can fix these deficiencies easily if we 
only we have the will. What we should do is 
recommit the bill with instructions to add two 
important elements: (1) expedited constitu-
tional review of the legislation; and (2) a re-
quirement that these military commissions be 
reauthorized after three years. 

Under expedited review, the constitutionality 
of the military commission system could be 
tested and determined quickly and early—be-
fore there are trials and convictions. And it 
would help provide stability and sure-footing 
for novel legislation that sets up a military 
commissions system unlike anything in Amer-
ican history. 

Such an approach provides no additional 
rights to alleged terrorists. All it does is give 
the Supreme Court of the United States the 
ability to decide whether the military commis-
sions system under this act is legal or not. It 
simply guarantees rapid judicial review. 

REQUIRING REAUTHORIZATION IN THREE YEARS 
Second, any system of military commissions 

to deal with detainees should be required to 
be reauthorized in three years. There are sev-
eral good for requiring Congress to reaffirm its 
judgment that such tribunals are necessary: 

The Military Commissions Act of 2006 is a 
far-reaching measure that implements an en-
tirely new kind of military justice system out-
side the Uniform Code of Military Justice. It 
has many complex provisions. 

This legislation has been rushed to the floor. 
It has numerous provisions that are still poorly 
understood by many in Congress. By requiring 
a reauthorization in three years, we give Con-
gress the ability to carefully review how this 
statute is working in the real world. 

Providing for a reauthorization in three years 
is the best way to ensure congressional over-
sight. This reauthorization requirement will 
allow Congress to evaluate the effectiveness 
of the military commission provisions and de-
cide whether they need any modifications in 
the future. 

The reauthorization requirement in the PA-
TRIOT Act has worked well—compelling Con-

gress to review how various provisions in the 
PATRIOT Act have worked. As a result of 
congressional review, important modifications 
in the PATRIOT Act were signed into law in 
January 2006 when 16 provisions were reau-
thorized. 

Mr. Speaker, even Republicans on the 
House Judiciary Committee admitted that the 
only way Congress was able to get informa-
tion out of the Justice Department about the 
operation of the PATRIOT Act was that Con-
gress had to reauthorize it—similarly, the only 
way Congress will be able to perform proper 
oversight on military commissions is this simi-
lar requirement that the program must be re-
authorized. The reauthorization requirement is 
a critical tool in Congress’ ability to hold the 
Administration accountable and review the 
military commission program’s performance. 

Mr. Speaker, I cannot recall being asked to 
render final judgment on a matter of such 
scope, consequence, and moment in so short 
a period of time with such a sparsely devel-
oped legislative record. Now is not the time to 
rush blindly forward. Rather, now more than 
ever, it is important to take our time and make 
the right decision and establish the right pol-
icy. And the right policy is not to jettison the 
Geneva Convention. 

We should not try to redefine the Geneva 
Convention. We should not do anything to 
alter our international obligations in an elec-
tion-year rush. We cannot use international 
law only when it is convenient and expedient. 
Our commitment to the Geneva Conventions 
gives us the moral high ground. This is true in 
both a long war against radical terrorists and 
a war for the hearts and minds of people from 
every religion and every nation. If we com-
promise our values, the terrorists win. As Sen-
ator MCCAIN has said: ‘‘This is not about the 
terrorists are, this is about who we are.’’ 

The United States was one of the prime ar-
chitects of the Geneva Conventions and other 
international laws. Our goal was to protect 
prisoners of war in all kinds of armed conflicts 
and insure that no one would be outside the 
law of war. Coming shortly after World War II, 
they knew the horrors of war but they still 
chose to limit the inhumanity of war by estab-
lishing minimum protections of due process 
and humane treatment, even for those ac-
cused of grave breaches of the Conventions. 

Mr. Speaker, our nation has the finest mili-
tary in the world. Our nation also deserves to 
have the finest military justice system in the 
world. I oppose S. 3930 because it departs 
significantly from the tried and true procedures 
established in the UCMJ. 

The United States has long served as the 
model for the world of a civilized society that 
effectively blends security and human liberty. 
When we refuse to observe the very inter-
national standards for the treatment of detain-
ees, which we were so instrumental in devel-
oping, we provide encouragement for others 
around the world to do the same. Our British 
allies have demonstrated that these traditional 
principles can be adhered to without distin-
guishing the ability to provide for the security 
of its citizens. We must do likewise. 

Mr. Speaker, the treatment and trials of de-
tainees by the United States is too important 
not to do it right. In the words of Jonathan 
Winthrop, often quoted by President Reagan, 
‘‘for we must consider that we shall be as a 
City upon a hill. The eyes of all people are 
upon us.’’ Let us act worthy of ourselves and 
our nation. 

So Mr. Speaker, I stand in opposition to this 
legislation. But I do not stand alone. I stand 
with former Secretary of State Colin Powell. I 
stand with former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
John Vesey. I stand with the 911 Families Op-
posed to Administration Efforts to Undermine 
Geneva Conventions. I stand with the retired 
federal judges and admirals and Judge Advo-
cate Generals. 

The bill before us is not the right way to do 
justice by the American people. I therefore 
cannot support it and I urge my colleagues to 
reject it. We have time to come up with a bet-
ter product and we should. The American peo-
ple deserve no less. The eyes of the world are 
upon us. Let us act worthy of ourselves. 

Mr. SKELTON. I yield 11⁄2 minutes to 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
NADLER). 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, this bill 
says the term ‘‘unlawful enemy com-
batant,’’ means, one, a person who is 
engaged in hostilities or who is pur-
posefully and materially supportive of 
hostilities against the United States; 
or, two, a person who has been deter-
mined to be an unlawful enemy combat 
status, review tribunal, or another 
competent tribunal established under 
the authority of the President. 

In other words, you could become an 
unlawful enemy combatant because 
you are adjudged by a tribunal; or, one, 
because the President says so without 
a tribunal. Otherwise, this language 
has no meaning. That’s page 3 of the 
bill. 

And if you look at page 93 of the bill, 
you find that no court shall have juris-
diction to hear an application for writ 
of habeas corpus or for an application 
relating to any aspect of the detention 
transfer, treatment, trial, or condi-
tions of confinement of an alien who is 
an unlawful enemy combatant. 

In other words, anyone other than 
the citizen can be accused by the Presi-
dent or by any bureaucrat of being an 
unlawful enemy combatant, thrown 
into jail, and get no benefits. 

We have heard repeatedly that we are 
giving rights to terrorism. No, we are 
not. We are not trying to give rights to 
terrorists. We are saying that before 
someone is accused of rape or murder, 
you don’t string them up; you first give 
them a trial and then string them up. 

And what they are saying, what this 
bill says is the President or his des-
ignee can designate someone as an un-
lawful enemy combatant, and, with no 
trial, no hearing, no status review, no 
nothing, throw them in jail forever. 
That is un-American. It is worse than 
what we rebelled against the King of 
England for in 1776, and we should be 
ashamed of ourselves. 

Mr. HUNTER. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume, Mr. Speaker. 
And let me make five points here. 

First, there is nothing in this lan-
guage that directs people to pick up or 
not pick up people. This is the lan-
guage. This bill designs and constructs 
military commissions. On page 8 of the 
bill it gives the jurisdiction of the com-
mission, and it says: ‘‘A military com-
mission under this chapter shall have 
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jurisdiction to try any offense made 
punishable by this chapter or the law 
of war when committed by an alien un-
lawful enemy combatant before, on, or 
after September 11, 2001.’’ That would 
allow us also to try those folks from 
the Cole and the Embassy bombings. 

With respect to habeas, there is no 
soldier in the world, no POW in the 
world from our research who has a ha-
beas right. 

And let me go to Mr. WU’s point. Mr. 
WU said, when we pointed out the De-
tainee Treatment Act provided for re-
view, he said that he thought it expired 
because it was attached to an appro-
priations bill and expired annually. 
That is not so. It is a permanent code. 
So the Detainee Treatment Act is in 
place. And if the gentleman can show 
me where it is expired, we will be 
happy to entertain that. 

Secondly, the gentleman also said 
that it was procedural only. I am refer-
ring to the Detainee Treatment Act 
that says that the court has the juris-
diction to review relating to any as-
pect, and I am quoting, any aspect of 
the detention of the person in question, 
relating to any aspect. And, of course, 
that would go as to whether he was a 
combatant. So it was not as you stated, 
it is not simply a procedural review. 

So I just want to go over those 
points. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. SKELTON. I yield 2 minutes to 

the gentlewoman from California (Mrs. 
DAVIS), who is a member of the Armed 
Services Committee. 

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I want to give this administration, 
any administration, the ability to pros-
ecute, convict, and punish individuals 
who have committed terrorist acts and 
who are planning acts against the 
United States. But we must do this 
under the guidelines outlined by the 
Supreme Court in Hamdan v. Rumsfeld. 

The Court entrusted this Congress 
with the duty to reform military tribu-
nals in a matter consistent with the 
Constitution and international treaty 
obligations. 

While the Senate attempted to re-
spect our obligations under Geneva, 
concern remains. We have heard that 
on many occasions that this bill will 
grant the Executive the power to de-
fine certain types of interrogation 
methods that may be inconsistent with 
common article 3 of the Geneva Con-
ventions. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, in response to 
Hamdan, the House Armed Services 
Committee heard from current and 
former judge advocate generals. Mr. 
Speaker, I listened to them. Their tes-
timony was compelling. Many spoke 
out against modifying the Geneva Con-
ventions in any way, in anyway, be-
cause of the risk that this provision 
could put our troops in harm’s way and 
could be found to be inconsistent with 
Hamdan. Congress must ensure that 
this doesn’t happen. 

In this bill, I believe, Mr. Speaker, 
that we miss an opportunity to be ab-

solutely clear on these points and to 
show the world that America can be 
tough on terrorism while staying true 
to the values we hold so dear. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. If the 
gentlewoman would yield just for a mo-
ment. I thank you for your comments. 
I think it should be clear that the 
framework for soldiers may not be ha-
beas in civilian language, but there is a 
procedure that soldiers would have to 
be able to petition their detention, and 
it is a military term. And what we are 
seeing in the military tribunals com-
mission language is that doesn’t exist. 

b 1245 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, in clos-
ing, let me say that being tough on ter-
rorists not only centers about a convic-
tion, a judgment rendered on what 
they did, whether it be the death pen-
alty, life imprisonment or a term of 
years but also centers upon the fact 
that there is certainty after a convic-
tion; and the last thing I want to see 
coming out of this is for there to be a 
reversal on appeal which destroys cer-
tainty because of what we did in this 
law. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the balance of my time to the distin-
guished chairman of our Veterans Com-
mittee and former JAG officer, Mr. 
BUYER, for our closing remarks. 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, to bring a 
chill into the debate, the issue of who 
can be detained is not addressed in this 
bill. This bill is about trying alien de-
tainees who are unlawful enemy com-
batants. Nothing in this bill changes 
the Detainee Treatment Act of 2005. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PRICE of Georgia). All time has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of S. 
3930, the Military Commissions Act of 
2006, which is identical to legislation 
this House passed in a bipartisan man-
ner on Wednesday evening by a vote 
253–168. The other body voted 65–34 to 
approve this bill last night. 

Let me say that the only reason we 
are here today is because the other 
body has committed a flagrant act of 
legislative plagiarism, once again. The 
House passed its version of the bill 
first. They would not take up a bill 
with an ‘‘H.R.’’ number but instead 
picked up the work product that this 
House did, put an ‘‘S.’’ number on it, 
and thus required us to have an hour 
debate on this issue for a second time. 

I regret that, and I think all of the 
arguments that were made on Wednes-
day when we fully and thoroughly de-
bated this bill are just as valid today 
as they were 2 days ago. Because there 
is not one word changed in the legisla-
tion between the time it passed the 
House and the time the Senate reintro-
duced it with an ‘‘S.’’ number and put 

us through an hour debate on the rule 
and an hour debate on the same bill, in 
my opinion unnecessarily. 

Having said that, on the merits of 
the bill, the way we treat terrorist 
enemy combatants sends a strong sig-
nal to the rest of the world about our 
commitment to the rule of law. This 
legislation says we will not subject 
enemy combatants in our custody to 
the cruel and brutal treatment they 
regularly utilize against our soldiers 
and civilians. 

At the same time, this bill makes it 
clear to the terrorists and their law-
yers in America that America will not 
allow them to subvert our judicial 
process nor to disrupt the war on terror 
with unnecessary or frivolous lawsuits. 
The bill strikes the right balance. It es-
tablishes a mechanism that is full and 
fair but also is orderly and efficient. 

Indeed, the bill provides some 26 new 
rights to terrorist detainees, far more 
rights than any other system employed 
in history to try suspected war crimi-
nals. Those who have suggested that 
this legislation will be found unconsti-
tutional are misguided. 

In this legislation, we accomplish 
precisely what a majority of the Su-
preme Court, and particularly Justice 
Breyer, invited us to do in the Hamdan 
case: construct a full set of rules for 
conducting military commissions that 
meet the fundamental test of fairness 
under our Constitution. 

On habeas corpus, let me again re-
state Congress’ understanding of the 
law, because it is against this backdrop 
that we pass this legislation today. 

The Supreme Court has never held 
that the Constitution’s protections, in-
cluding habeas corpus, extend to non-
citizens held outside the United States. 
To repeat, the Supreme Court has 
never held that the habeas corpus pro-
tections contained in the Constitution 
apply to noncitizens held outside the 
United States. 

In fact, the Supreme Court rejected 
such an argument in the 1950 case of 
Johnson v. Eisentrager. That portion 
of Eisentrager is still good law. More-
over, in the 1990 Verdugo case, the 
court reiterated that aliens detained in 
the United States but with no substan-
tial connection to our country cannot 
avail themselves of the Constitution’s 
protections. 

If the Supreme Court follows its own 
precedents and takes seriously its invi-
tation to Congress to legislate in this 
area, the Court should have no problem 
concluding that this bill passes con-
stitutional muster. 

As we consider this legislation, it is 
important to remember, first and fore-
most, that this bill is about pros-
ecuting the most dangerous terrorist 
that America has ever confronted, indi-
viduals like Khalid Sheikh Mohammed, 
the mastermind of the 9/11 attacks, or 
Ahbd Nashiri, who planned the attack 
on the USS Cole. None of their victims 
was treated with the same kind of re-
spect for human life and the rule of law 
that is embodied in this legislation. 
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I urge my colleagues to support this 

legislation, and let me reiterate for my 
colleagues the 26 rights for terrorist 
detainees that are created by this leg-
islation. They include: 

The right to be informed of the 
charges against them as soon as prac-
ticable; 

The right to service of charges suffi-
ciently in advance of trial to prepare a 
defense; 

The right to reasonable continu-
ances; 

The right to preemptory challenge 
against members of the commission 
and challenges for cause against mem-
bers of the commission and the mili-
tary judge; 

Witness must testify under oath, and 
judges, counsels and members of the 
military commission must take an 
oath. 

There is a right to enter a plea of not 
guilty. 

There is a right to obtain witnesses 
in other evidence. 

There is a right to exculpatory evi-
dence as soon as possible. 

There is a right to be present in 
court with the exception of certain 
classified evidence involving national 
security, preservation of safety or pre-
venting disruption of proceedings; 

The right to a public trial except for 
national security issues or physical 
safety issues; 

The right to have any findings or 
sentences announced as soon as deter-
mined; 

The right against compulsory self-in-
crimination; 

The right against double jeopardy; 
The defense of lack of mental respon-

sibility; 
Voting by members of the military 

commission by secret written ballot; 
Prohibition against unlawful com-

mand influence toward members of the 
commission, counsel or military 
judges; 

Two-thirds vote of members required 
for conviction and three-quarters vote 
required for sentence of life or over 10 
years, and unanimous verdict required 
for the death penalty; 

Verbatim authenticated record of 
trial; 

Cruel or unusual punishments are 
prohibited; 

Treatment and discipline during con-
finement the same as afforded to pris-
oners in U.S. domestic courts; 

The right to review the full factual 
record by the convening authority; and 

The right to at least two appeals, in-
cluding to a Federal Article III appel-
late court. 

I submit, Mr. Speaker, that none of 
the people who have been beheaded by 
terrorists had any of those rights. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to begin by 
inserting the New York Times editorial 
of September 28 entitled ‘‘Rushing Off 
a Cliff.’’ 

[From the New York Times, Sept. 28, 2006] 
RUSHING OFF A CLIFF 

Here’s what happens when this irrespon-
sible Congress railroads a profoundly impor-
tant bill to serve the mindless politics of a 
midterm election: The Bush administration 
uses Republicans’ fear of losing their major-
ity to push through ghastly ideas about 
antiterrorism that will make American 
troops less safe and do lasting damage to our 
217-year-old nation of laws—while actually 
doing nothing to protect the nation from ter-
rorists. Democrats betray their principles to 
avoid last-minute attack ads. Our democracy 
is the big loser. 

Republicans say Congress must act right 
now to create procedures for charging and 
trying terrorists—because the men accused 
of plotting the 9/11 attacks are available for 
trial. That’s pure propaganda. Those men 
could have been tried and convicted long 
ago, but President Bush chose not to. He 
held them in illegal detention, had them 
questioned in ways that will make real trials 
very hard, and invented a transparently ille-
gal system of kangaroo courts to convict 
them. 

It was only after the Supreme Court issued 
the inevitable ruling striking down Mr. 
Bush’s shadow penal system that he adopted 
his tone of urgency. It serves a cynical goal: 
Republican strategists think they can win 
this fall, not by passing a good law but by 
forcing Democrats to vote against a bad one 
so they could be made to look soft on ter-
rorism. 

Last week, the White House and three Re-
publican senators announced a terrible deal 
on this legislation that gave Mr. Bush most 
of what he wanted, including a blanket waiv-
er for crimes Americans may have com-
mitted in the service of his antiterrorism 
policies. Then Vice President Dick Cheney 
and his willing lawmakers rewrote the rest 
of the measure so that it would give Mr. 
Bush the power to jail pretty much anyone 
he wants for as long as he wants without 
charging them, to unilaterally reinterpret 
the Geneva Conventions, to authorize what 
normal people consider torture, and to deny 
justice to hundreds of men captured in error. 

These are some of the bill’s biggest flaws: 
Enemy Combatants: A dangerously broad 

definition of ‘‘illegal enemy combatant’’ in 
the bill could subject legal residents of the 
United States, as well as foreign citizens liv-
ing in their own countries, to summary ar-
rest and indefinite detention with no hope of 
appeal. The president could give the power to 
apply this label to anyone he wanted. 

The Geneva Conventions: The bill would 
repudiate a half-century of international 
precedent by allowing Mr. Bush to decide on 
his own what abusive interrogation methods 
he considered permissible. And his decision 
could stay secret—there’s no requirement 
that this list be published. 

Habeas Corpus: Detainees in U.S. military 
prisons would lose the basic right to chal-
lenge their imprisonment. These cases do not 
clog the courts, nor coddle terrorists. They 
simply give wrongly imprisoned people a 
chance to prove their innocence. 

Judicial Review: The courts would have no 
power to review any aspect of this new sys-
tem, except verdicts by military tribunals. 
The bill would limit appeals and bar legal ac-
tions based on the Geneva Conventions, di-
rectly or indirectly. All Mr. Bush would have 
to do to lock anyone up forever is to declare 
him an illegal combatant and not have a 
trial. 

Coerced Evidence: Coerced evidence would 
be permissible if a judge considered it reli-
able—already a contradiction in terms—and 
relevant. Coercion is defined in a way that 
exempts anything done before the passage of 

the 2005 Detainee Treatment Act, and any-
thing else Mr. Bush chooses. 

Secret Evidence: American standards of 
justice prohibit evidence and testimony that 
is kept secret from the defendant, whether 
the accused is a corporate executive or a 
mass murderer. But the bill as redrafted by 
Mr. Cheney seems to weaken protections 
against such evidence. 

Offenses: The definition of torture is unac-
ceptably narrow, a virtual reprise of the 
deeply cynical memos the administration 
produced after 9/11. Rape and sexual assault 
are defined in a retrograde way that covers 
only forced or coerced activity, and not 
other forms of nonconsensual sex. The bill 
would effectively eliminate the idea of rape 
as torture. 

There is not enough time to fix these bills, 
especially since the few Republicans who call 
themselves moderates have been whipped 
into line, and the Democratic leadership in 
the Senate seems to have misplaced its 
spine. If there was ever a moment for a fili-
buster, this was it. 

We don’t blame the Democrats for being 
frightened. The Republicans have made it 
clear that they’ll use any opportunity to 
brand anyone who votes against this bill as 
a terrorist enabler. But Americans of the fu-
ture won’t remember the pragmatic argu-
ments for caving in to the administration. 

They’ll know that in 2006, Congress passed 
a tyrannical law that will be ranked with the 
low points in American democracy, our gen-
eration’s version of the Alien and Sedition 
Acts. 

Mr. Speaker, the New York Times 
editorial summarizes the simple fact 
that what we are doing is giving the 
President the power to jail, and I am 
quoting from the editorial, pretty 
much anyone he wants for as long as he 
wants without charging them, to uni-
laterally reinterpret the Geneva Con-
ventions, to authorize what normal 
people consider torture, and to deny 
justice to hundreds of men captured in 
error. 

I want to repeat that, because I could 
have taken a lot of time to say the 
same thing. 

The President in this measure would 
be given the power to jail pretty much 
anyone he wants for as long as he 
wants without charging them, to uni-
laterally reinterpret the Geneva Con-
ventions, to authorize what normal 
people consider torture, and to deny 
justice to hundreds of men captured in 
error. 

Is there anybody that would really 
want to implement a piece of legisla-
tion on this last day before recess that 
would do that? 

Well, maybe there is innocent error. I 
have talked about the very esteemed 
Attorney General from California who 
has up until today been arguing that 
there are two writs of habeas corpus. 

But then I come to the gentleman 
from Indiana who says that there is 
nothing in this bill that relates to who 
can be detained. He says absolutely 
nothing. 

The first page of the bill starts off 
with ‘‘unlawful enemy combatant.’’ 
The term ‘‘unlawful enemy combat-
ant’’ means a person who has engaged 
in hostilities or who has purposefully 
or materially supported hostilities 
against the United States, and they go 
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on to tell you that he can be subjected 
to a combatant status review tribunal 
or any other tribunal established under 
the authority of the President or the 
Secretary of Defense. That’s the first 
page. 

Then I get to my esteemed chairman 
of the committee that the United 
States has never held that people can 
be detained outside of the U.S. and 
have habeas rights. Well, as my col-
league, the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. NADLER), points out, we are talk-
ing about being picked up and held in-
definitely from Chicago. You don’t 
have to be outside of the U.S. That’s 
the problem. This is the most drastic 
piece of legislation that has ever come 
before the House of Representatives 
dealing with the writ of habeas corpus. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. NAD-
LER). 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, the rad-
ical nature of this bill is that, as the 
gentleman from Michigan said, any-
body picked up in Chicago can be sub-
ject to this bill. The President can de-
termine unilaterally, look at para-
graph 1 on page 3, that someone is an 
unlawful enemy combatant, or they 
can put the person before a tribunal, 
paragraph 2 on page 3, to decide if he is 
an enemy combatant. But you don’t 
have to have a tribunal. 

A little later it says that military 
tribunals are not subject to the speedy 
trial rule. So someone can be deter-
mined by the executive branch to be an 
unlawful enemy combatant, someone 
in America, never have a trial, never 
go before a combat status review tri-
bunal, never go before a military com-
mission, have none of the rights every-
body is talking about, and be held in 
jail forever. That is wrong. 

Secondly, the gentleman who was de-
bating me before said soldiers have 
never had rights to habeas corpus. Cer-
tainly, if you pick up someone on the 
battlefield with a rifle in his arms, he 
shouldn’t have habeas corpus. But if 
you pick up somebody in Chicago or 
New York or Los Angeles, who is to say 
that person is an unlawful enemy com-
batant? If you pick up somebody in 
Chicago or New York and say he is a 
murderer or a rapist and you want to 
hold him in jail until you can have a 
trial, you go before a judge and say, 
here is our evidence. There is some evi-
dence that he is, in fact, a murderer or 
rapist to justify keeping him in jail. 

b 1300 

Under this, though, you say he is an 
unlawful enemy combatant and that’s 
that. You never hear from him again. 
That is against all our traditions. It 
makes the President a dictator because 
someone who claims the power to put 
someone in jail forever, with no hear-
ing, no evidence, and no recourse, is a 
dictator. And on page 93 of the bill it 
says that no court shall have jurisdic-
tion to entertain habeas corpus, which 
is simply a request to say show me why 
you are holding me in jail, or to enter-

tain any action saying, Hey, you are 
torturing me, about the condition of 
confinement. So you can take this per-
son because the President says so, put 
him in jail, subject him to any torture 
or whatever, and whatever you write in 
the law doesn’t matter because no 
court can hear the case. There is no 
one to bring the complaint before it. 
That is wrong and it is insupportable. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, the gentleman from California, Mr. 
LUNGREN, was so moved by the last 
speech that I yield him 2 minutes. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I thank the gen-
tleman for the time. 

Mr. Speaker, let me make clear, first 
of all, the distinguished ranking mem-
ber of the full committee referred to 
the first page of the bill, but he needs 
to go on further, to section 948b sub-
section (a), which defines the purpose 
of the military tribunals, where it 
says: ‘‘This chapter establishes proce-
dures governing the use of military 
commissions to try alien unlawful 
enemy combatants.’’ So where initially 
he referred to the definition of unlaw-
ful enemy combatants, this bill refers 
to ‘‘alien’’ unlawful enemy combatants 
engaged in hostilities against the U.S. 
So you can’t pick up just anybody in 
the United States. 

Section 948a(3) defines an alien as a 
person who is not a citizen of the 
United States. Therefore, the language 
of the bill before us precludes the use 
of military commissions to try citizens 
of the U.S. 

Second, the limitations on habeas 
corpus also only apply to alien enemy 
combatants. By its very terms, section 
7 says that ‘‘no court, justice, or judge 
shall have jurisdiction to hear or con-
sider an application for a writ of ha-
beas corpus filed by or on behalf of an 
alien detained by the United States 
who has been determined by the United 
States to have been properly detained 
. . . ’’ Therefore, under the expressed 
terms of the bill, an American citizen 
will have the unencumbered ability to 
challenge his or her detention as they 
have under the Constitution. 

So let’s not confuse it. Let’s read all 
sections of the bill. We are dealing 
with, as the bill says, ‘‘alien unlawful 
enemy combatants,’’ those people who 
are not in uniform, those people who 
are not following the rules of inter-
national law with respect to war, those 
people who hide behind women and 
children, those people who use the very 
fact that they are not identified as 
‘‘legal combatants’’ to try to kill and 
maim Americans around the world. 

That is what this tribunal is set up 
for, and to give them more rights than 
they would have virtually anywhere 
else and in any other system, as articu-
lated by the chairman of the full com-
mittee. So let’s not confuse the facts. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE), 
a superlative member of the com-
mittee. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the distinguished gen-
tleman. He has waged a powerful argu-
ment. 

My good friend from California is ar-
guing, if we had taken the time to clar-
ify this bill. Let me tell you what is 
really in the bill. 

First of all, as I continue to acknowl-
edge the existence of the lost lives of 
our soldiers, the bill does not clarify 
this whole definition. We have 11,000 
non-U.S. citizens serving in the United 
States Army. We have individuals who 
are U.S. legal aliens, United States 
citizens. There is no clarification that 
they could not be defined as an unlaw-
ful enemy combatant. The definition of 
‘‘alien’’ is unclear. In some places it is 
defined; in some places it is not. 

In addition, the Geneva Conventions 
is not respected. We have taken this 
away from the McCain-Warner com-
promise, and we have destroyed it be-
cause what we have done is given the 
President, not this President, any 
President, the ability to adjudge what 
the Geneva Conventions, how to inter-
pret it, how to utilize it. 

This is a wrong way to ago. This 
should have more time. This is not a 
political opportunity. This is not a 
campaign speech. These are the lives of 
our soldiers. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I will in-
sert into the RECORD a letter from ad-
mirals and, as well, the 9/11 families op-
posing the military tribunal commis-
sion. 

SEPTEMBER 12, 2006. 
Senator JOHN WARNER, 
Chairman, U.S. Senate Committee on Armed 

Services, Russell Office Building, U.S. Sen-
ate, Washington, DC. 

Senator CARL LEVIN, 
Ranking Member, U.S. Senate Committee on 

Armed Services, Russell Office Building, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

We find it necessary yet again to commu-
nicate with you about issues arising out of 
our policies concerning detainees held at 
Guantanamo Bay. It would appear that each 
time the U.S. Supreme Court speaks, efforts 
are taken to reverse by legislation the deci-
sion of the Court. We refer, of course, to the 
Supreme Court’s Rasul and Hamdan deci-
sions and to the provision in the Administra-
tion’s proposed Military Comissions Act of 
2006 that would strip the federal courts of ju-
risdiction over even the pending habeas cases 
that have been brought by the detainees at 
Guantanamo to challenge the basis for their 
detention. We urge you to reject any such 
habeas-stripping provision. 

As we have argued and agreed since 9/11, it 
is necessary for Congress to enact legislation 
to create military commissions that recog-
nize both the basic notions of due process 
and the need for specialized rules and proce-
dures to deal with the new paradigm we call 
the war on terror. This effort must cover 
those already charged with violating the 
laws of war and those newly transferred to 
Guantanamo Bay. 

But the military commissions we are now 
fashioning will have no application to the 
vast majority of the detainees who have 
never been charged, and most likely never 
will be charged. These detainees will not go 
before any commissions, but will continue to 
be held as ‘‘enemy combatants.’’ It is critical 
to these detainees, who have not been 
charged with any crime, that Congress not 
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strip the courts of jurisdiction to hear their 
pending habeas cases. The habeas cases are 
the only avenue open for them to challenge 
the bases for their detention—potentially 
life imprisonment—as ‘‘enemy combatants.’’ 

We strongly agree with those who have ar-
gued that we must arrive at a position wor-
thy of American values, i.e., that we will not 
allow military commissions to rely on secret 
evidence, hearsay, and evidence obtained by 
torture. But it would be utterly inconsistent, 
and unworthy of American values, to include 
language in the draft bill that would, at the 
same time, strip the courts of habeas juris-
diction and allow detainees to be held, poten-
tially for life, based on CSRT determinations 
that relied on just such evidence. The effect 
would be to give greater protections to the 
likes of Khalid Sheikh Mohammed than to 
the vast majority of the Guantanamo detain-
ees, who claim that they had nothing to do 
with al Qaeda or the Taliban. 

We are on a course that should have been 
plotted and navigated years ago, and we 
might be close to consensus. We ask that, in 
the closing moments of your consideration of 
this vital bill, you restore the faith of those 
who long have been a voice for simple com-
mitment to our longstanding basic prin-
ciples, to our integrity as a nation, and to 
the rule of law. We urge you to oppose any 
further erosion of the proper authority of 
our courts and to reject any provision that 
would strip the courts of habeas jurisdiction. 

As Alexander Hamilton and James Madi-
son emphasized in the Federalist Papers, the 
writ of habeas corpus embodies principles 
fundamental to our nation. It is the essence 
of the rule of law, ensuring that neither king 
nor executive may deprive a person of liberty 
without some independent review to ensure 
that the detention has a reasonable basis in 
law and fact. That right must be preserved. 
Fair hearings do not jeopardize our security. 
They are what our country stands for. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN D. HUTSON, 

Rear Admiral, JAGC, 
USN (Ret.). 

DONALD J. GUTER, 
Rear Admiral JAGC, 

USN (Ret.). 
DAVID M. BRAHMS, 

Brigadier General, 
USMC (Ret.). 

9/11 FAMILIES OPPOSE ADMINISTRATION EF-
FORTS TO UNDERMINE GENEVA CONVENTIONS 
WASHINGTON, D.C.—Today 9/11 family mem-

bers sent a letter to the Senate strongly op-
posing the Bush Administration’s proposals 
to undermine the Geneva Conventions, de-
criminalize brutal interrogations and create 
military commissions lacking fundamental 
due process guarantees. 

The letter challenges the Administration’s 
claim that the Military Commissions Act of 
2006 is needed to make America safer. ‘‘There 
are those who would like to portray the leg-
islation as a choice between supporting the 
rights of terrorists and keeping the United 
States safe. We reject this argument. We be-
lieve that adopting policies against ter-
rorism which honor our values and our inter-
national commitments makes us safer and is 
the smarter strategy.’’ 

The letter urges members of Congress to 
reject any legislation which is at all ambig-
uous on the criminality of brutal interroga-
tion techniques and to oppose supporting 
military trials that lack due process and ju-
dicial accountability. 

The letter was signed by the parents of a 
FDNY fireman killed in the World Trade 
Center collapse, the mother of a NYPD po-
liceman, along with relatives of victims from 
all four of the attacks, including a passenger 
on Flight 93 that crashed in Pennsylvania. 

The letter closes by urging members of 
Congress to ‘‘reject the Administration’s ill- 
conceived proposals which will make us both 
less safe and less proud as a nation.’’ 

SEPTEMBER 14, 2006. 
DEAR SENATOR: As members of families 

who lost loved ones in the 9/11 attacks, we 
are writing to express our deep concern over 
the provisions of the Administration’s pro-
posed Military Commissions Act of 2006. 

There are those who would like to portray 
the legislation as a choice between sup-
porting the rights of terrorists and keeping 
the United States safe. We reject this argu-
ment. We believe that adopting policies 
against terrorism which honor our values 
and our international commitments makes 
us safer and is the smarter strategy. 

We do not believe that the United States 
should decriminalize cruel and inhuman in-
terrogations. The Geneva Convention rules 
against brutal interrogations have long had 
the strong support of the U.S. because they 
protect our citizens. We should not be send-
ing a message to the world that we now be-
lieve that torture and cruel treatment is 
sometimes acceptable. Moreover, the Admin-
istration’s own representatives at the Pen-
tagon have strongly affirmed in just the last 
few days that torture and abuse do not 
produce reliable information. No legislation 
should have your support if it is at all am-
biguous on this issue. 

Nor do we believe that it is in the interest 
of the United States to create a system of 
military courts that violate basic notions of 
due process and lack truly independent judi-
cial oversight. Not only does this violate our 
most cherished values and send the wrong 
message to the world, it also runs the risk 
that the system will again be struck down 
resulting in even more delay. 

We believe that we must have policies that 
reflect what is best in the United States 
rather than compromising our values out of 
fear. As John McCain has said, ‘‘This is not 
about who the terrorists are, this is about 
who we are.’’ We urge you to reject the Ad-
ministration’s ill-conceived proposals which 
will make us both less safe and less proud as 
a nation. 

Sincerely, 
Marilynn Rosenthal, Nicholas H. Ruth, 

Adele Welty, Nissa Youngren, Terry 
Greene, John LeBlanc, Andrea 
LeBlanc, Ryan Amundson, Barry 
Amundson, Colleen Kelly, Terry Kay 
Rockefeller, John William Harris. 

David Potorti, Donna Marsh O’ Connor, 
Kjell Youngren, Blake Allison, Tia 
Kminek, Jennifer Glick, Lorie Van 
Auken, Mindy Kleinberg, Anthony 
Aversano, Paula Shapiro, Valerie 
Lucznikowska, Lloyd Glick. 

James and Patricia Perry, Anne M. 
Mulderry, Marion Kminek, Alissa 
Rosenberg-Torres, Kelly Campbell, 
Bruce Wallace, John M. Leinung, 
Kristen Breitweiser, Patricia Casazza, 
Michael A. Casazza, Loretta J. Filipov, 
Joan Glick. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER), our distinguished 
whip. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Michigan for yield-
ing. 

I rise to talk about briefly coddling 
terrorists. 

There is no one in this body, no one 
in this country who wants to coddle 
terrorists. But let me remind my 
friends that Saddam Hussein was taken 
out of a hole and captured. And we did 

not torture him, and we have accorded 
him legal rights to hear the evidence, 
to address the court, and be rep-
resented by counsel. Why did we do 
that? Because we wanted to coddle 
Saddam Hussein? Did this administra-
tion want to coddle Saddam Hussein? 
Absolutely not. But because our values 
and the values of the international 
community suggested that. 

And the ‘‘Butcher of Belgrade,’’ 
Milosevic, who murdered tens of thou-
sands of people and ethnically cleansed 
2 million people, we accorded him legal 
rights because we wanted to coddle 
him? No. Because that was our value 
system. 

And, yes, even the butchers of Berlin, 
those who murdered millions of people 
in the Second World War, at 
Nuremburg were given their rights to 
see the evidence, to confront their ac-
cusers, and to have the proof adduced 
at trial. Why did we do that? Because 
we wanted to coddle the butchers of 
Berlin? Absolutely not. It was because 
those are our values, the values of the 
international community, and the val-
ues of our Founding Fathers. 

Let us not rush to judgment in this 
instance. Let us recognize and honor 
our values. That does not mean that we 
coddle the murderer, the rapist, or the 
terrorist. It means that we want a civ-
ilized society in which to live in this 
country and, yes, around the world. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
15 seconds to my colleague from Or-
egon (Mr. WU). 

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, we do a grave 
injustice today because this statute ap-
plies to American citizens as well as 
everybody else. 

Fred Korematsu was a U.S. citizen. 
He was picked up on a U.S. street. And 
we issued an apology years later. 

If we pass this bill today, some future 
Congress, long after we are out of of-
fice, long after we are dead, some fu-
ture Congress will be issuing an apol-
ogy. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, this has been an exceed-
ingly interesting discussion here today. 
I only close by reminding the distin-
guished member of the Judiciary Com-
mittee from California that in the 
opening parts of this law, this bill, 
there is no word ‘‘alien’’ anywhere in 
it. It is referring to an unlawful enemy 
combatant. An unlawful enemy com-
batant could be an American. 

And so I oppose this legislation, fi-
nally, because it endangers our troops 
because we are lowering the standards 
set forth in the Geneva Conventions by 
allowing the President to unilaterally 
interpret the conventions and that can 
be operative against our own troops. 
Don’t endanger our own troops. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, there is one issue that 
really has not come up in this debate, 
and that is the immunity that is given 
in this bill to the people who are inter-
rogating the enemy combatants. 
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We need to pass this bill so that in-

terrogations can start up again because 
without the immunity, anybody who is 
hired by the United States Government 
to try to find out whom they are plan-
ning on blowing up next would be sub-
ject to a lawsuit that would be filed by 
some attorney that would claim that 
he was representing the public interest. 

This is a protection bill for the inter-
rogators. It is something that is need-
ed, and that is another reason why it 
ought to pass. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I will not 
take up any more time speaking about why I 
oppose this bill. I spoke at length during the 
House debate, and nothing has changed over 
the past 48 hours to make me believe that un-
dermining our history, values and constitu-
tional commitment to human rights, civil rights, 
the rule of law, due process and judicial re-
view is the right thing to do. 

Instead, I would like to submit for the 
RECORD the views of others in the face of this 
monumental mistake this Congress is making 
in submitting to the demands of an imperial 
White House. 

I ask unanimous consent to submit into the 
RECORD the following materials: 

1. Resolution Condemning Torture by the 
Conference of Major Superiors of Men; 

2. A September 22, 2006 letter from human 
rights organizations to the U.S. Senate regard-
ing the Military Commissions Act of 2006; 

3. September 28, 2006 New York Times 
editorial, ‘‘Rushing Off a Cliff;’’ and 

4. ‘‘Questions for the Interrogators,’’ Com-
mentary by Fareed Zakaria, September 25, 
2006, Newsweek 

RESOLUTION CONDEMNING TORTURE 
CMSM condemns torture in all its forms 

regardless of putative justification, and en-
courages support and help for victims of tor-
ture throughout the world, but especially in 
areas under the control of the United States 
Government. 

Rationale: Jesus’ death and resurrection 
revealed the infinite value of each human 
being in God’s eyes. [Cf. Mt 5:44–48; 10:29–31] 
Torture is a denial of that value. The Cat-
echism of the Catholic Church condemns tor-
ture as ‘‘contrary to respect for the person 
and for human dignity,’’ and Gaudium et 
Spes of the Second Vatican Council [#27] 
characterizes as criminal ‘‘all violations of 
the integrity of the human person, such as 
mutilation, physical and mental torture, 
undue psychological pressures,’’ including 
them in a list that also contains ‘‘all of-
fenses against life itself, such as murder, 
genocide, abortion, euthanasia and willful 
suicide.’’ 

Resolution: Given the universal condemna-
tion of torture in both International Law 
and religious documents, the Conference of 
Major Superiors of Men resolves: 

To condemn unequivocally any use of tor-
ture by agents of any government for any 
reason; 

To encourage its constituencies to use 
their resources of education, preaching and 
advocacy to eliminate use of torture as con-
trary to both natural law and human dig-
nity, and in fundamental opposition to God’s 
salvific love for humanity: 

To join with others to work in advocacy 
for the abolition of torture, and to offer help 
and support to victims of torture. 

The Justice and Peace office will be re-
sponsible for implementation. 

Additional Facts/Related Circumstances: 
Background: ‘‘The torturer has become like 

the pirate and slave trader before him hostis 
humani generis, an enemy of all mankind.’’ 
So proclaimed the US Court of Appeals for 
the Second Circuit in 1980 [Filartiga v. Pena- 
Irala, 630 F.2d 876 (2nd Cir.(N.Y.) Jun 30, 
1980)]. In his 1958 Chicago address to the 
Radio and Television News Directors Asso-
ciation, Edward R. Murrow said, ‘‘Not every 
story has two sides.’’ 

The United Nations Convention against 
Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or De-
grading Treatment or Punishment [1984] de-
fines torture as follows: 

For the purposes of this Convention, the 
term ‘‘torture’’ means any act by which se-
vere pain or suffering, whether physical or 
mental, is intentionally inflicted on a person 
for such purposes as obtaining from him or a 
third person information or a confession, 
punishing him for an act he or a third person 
has committed or is suspected of having 
committed, or intimidating or coercing him 
or a third person, or for any reason based on 
discrimination of any kind, when such pain 
or suffering is inflicted by or at the instiga-
tion of or with the consent or acquiescence 
of a public official or other person acting in 
an official capacity. It does not include pain 
or suffering arising only from, inherent in or 
incidental to lawful sanctions. [A listing of 
other international documents that condemn 
torture is available at www.apt.ch/un/ 
Torture%20Definition.doc.] 

Recent actions brought to light about the 
involvement of the U.S. military and other 
branches of the government in the applica-
tion of torture to prisoners demand a faith- 
based response. The USCCB has spoken as 
follows on the issue: 

The United States has a long history of 
leadership and strong support for human 
rights around the world. Ratifications of the 
Convention on Civil and Political Rights and 
the Convention Against Torture embody our 
nation’s commitment to establishing stand-
ards of conduct and prohibiting torture and 
other acts of inhumane treatment of persons 
in U.S. custody. Tragically, our nation’s 
record has been marred by reported in-
stances of abusive treatment of enemy com-
batants held in military prisons in Iraq, Af-
ghanistan and Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. [The 
complete document is available at 
www.usccb.org/sdwp/international/ 
senateletterretorture100405.pdf.] 

The CMSM Executive Committee issued a 
statement in May of 2004 that included the 
following: 

The Executive Committee of the Con-
ference of Major Superiors of Men is greatly 
disturbed by the revelations of torture and 
abuse by U.S. military personnel. We have 
consistently called for U.S. troops to abide 
by international standards and laws that 
govern the treatment of detainees and have 
questioned the lack of access that inter-
national monitoring organizations such as 
the Red Cross, the Red Crescent, Amnesty 
International have had at detention centers 
in Iraq, Afghanistan, and Guantanamo Bay. 
Reports by independent organizations and 
military personnel, combined with the pho-
tographs and the admission by Administra-
tion officials of the abuses indicate that the 
U.S. military personnel and others con-
tracted by the U.S. to work in the detention 
centers must be monitored to protect the 
rights and dignity of detainees. 

As people of faith and as leaders of the 
Catholic congregations of the nearly 23,000 
brothers and priests in the United States we 
believe that we must address this issue. Each 
human being is created with God-given dig-
nity and each life is precious. This dignity 
must always be upheld and protected but es-
pecially so when an individual is being de-
tained and his or her rights are already lim-
ited. They deserved to be treated with dig-

nity and protected from violence and humil-
iation. As Christians we are deeply troubled 
that much of the humiliation and abuse vio-
lates the beliefs and practices of Islam. As 
U.S. citizens we are ashamed that those who 
represent our nation are perpetrating these 
abuses. We believe that as a nation we stand 
for the protection of human rights and up-
hold the dignity of all peoples regardless of 
their ethnic or religious background and we 
hold our national and military leaders re-
sponsible for the conditions that made these 
abuses not only possible, but who refused to 
acknowledge them even after they knew of 
the abuses. 

George Hunsinger of the National Reli-
gious Campaign against Torture adapted 
these words from Dr. Martin Luther King, 
Jr., delivered at Riverside Church in New 
York in 1967: 

A time comes when silence is betrayal. 
[People] do not easily assume the task of op-
posing their government’s policy, especially 
in time of war. We must speak with all the 
humility that is appropriate to our limited 
vision, but we must speak. For we are deeply 
in need of a new way beyond the darkness so 
close around us. We are called upon to speak 
for the weak, for the voiceless, for the vic-
tims of our nation, for those it calls 
‘‘enemy,’’ for no document from human 
hands can make these humans any less our 
brothers and sisters. 

Resources: A powerful article by Gary 
Haugen titled ‘‘Silence on Suffering: Where 
are the voices from the Christian community 
on cruel and degrading treatment of detain-
ees?’’ appeared in Christianity Today in Oc-
tober of 2005. 

Other useful links: The National Religious 
Campaign against Torture; Torture Aboli-
tion and Survivors Network International; 
Amnesty International; and Center for the 
Victims of Torture. 

Origin of Proposal: CMSM Justice and 
Peace Committee. 

Budget: none. 
Contact Person: T. Michael McNulty, SJ, 

Justice and Peace Director. 

SEPTEMBER 22, 2006. 
Hon. JOHN WARNER, 
Hon. JOHN MCCAIN, 
Hon. LINDSEY GRAHAM, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATORS WARNER, MCCAIN AND 
GRAHAM: We write to express our grave con-
cerns over the reported agreement reached 
with the White House on the text of the Mili-
tary Commissions Act of 2006. 

While the agreement rejects the Adminis-
tration’s proposal to define and narrow the 
scope of US obligations under Common Arti-
cle Three of the Geneva Conventions, its lan-
guage concerning the War Crimes Act con-
tains potentially dangerous ambiguities. 
These ambiguities create serious risks for 
American servicemembers as well as detain-
ees in US custody. We believe that a good 
faith interpretation of U.S. law, including 
the Detainee Treatment Act, and U.S. inter-
national obligations make it absolutely 
clear that practices such as waterboarding, 
cold cell, prolonged standing, sleep depriva-
tion, threats and assaults on prisoners are il-
legal. These and similar abusive techniques 
manifestly cause serious mental and phys-
ical suffering and constitute grave breaches 
of Common Article 3. Nonetheless, for sev-
eral years there have been persistent reports 
that such techniques have been used on de-
tainees. Moreover, troubling legal justifica-
tions for them have been devised and pro-
vided to U.S. interrogators. Some of those 
spurious legal justifications, such as the 
Bybee Memorandum, have now been aban-
doned; but there are continuing reports that 
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other legal justifications have been provided 
for conduct we consider to be indisputably il-
legal under both U.S. and international law. 

Against this background of repeated legal 
contortions used to justify and permit tor-
ture and abuse—some abandoned, some ap-
parently still in effect—it is absolutely es-
sential that the Congress be clear that these 
kinds of abusive interrogation techniques 
are illegal and covered by the War Crimes 
Act. We urge you to leave no shred of doubt 
on these crucial issues by naming specific 
techniques which amount to per se viola-
tions of the War Crimes Act or, at a min-
imum, creating a legislative record that 
these techniques are prohibited. 

We also oppose the provisions in the bill 
that strip individuals who are detained by 
the United States of the ability to challenge 
the factual and legal basis of their detention. 
Habeas corpus is necessary to avoid wrongful 
deprivations of liberty and to ensure that ex-
ecutive detentions are not grounded in tor-
ture or other abuse. Likewise, we are deeply 
concerned about the provisions that permit 
the use of evidence obtained through coer-
cion. 

This letter is not intended to offer a com-
prehensive catalogue of the provisions in the 
proposed compromise legislation which are 
of great concern. We appreciate the efforts 
you have made to insure that abusive inter-
rogations cannot take place and to provide 
fair judicial procedures for detainees. How-
ever, we do not believe that the proposed 
compromise can be said to have satisfied 
those important goals and feel strongly that 
these issues must be resolved. 

Sincerely, 
Center for Victims of Torture; Brennan 

Center for Justice at NYU Law School; 
Center for American Progress Action 
Fund; Physicians for Human Rights; 
Washington Office on Latin America; 
Open Society Policy Center; Amnesty 
International USA; Human Rights 
Watch; Center for National Security 
Studies; Human Rights First; Amer-
ican Civil Liberties Union; Robert F. 
Kennedy Memorial Center for Human 
Rights; Center for Human Rights and 
Global Justice, NYU School of Law. 

[From the New York Times, Sept. 28, 2006] 
RUSHING OFF A CLIFF 

Here’s what happens when this irrespon-
sible Congress railroads a profoundly impor-
tant bill to serve the mindless politics of a 
midterm election: The Bush administration 
uses Republicans’ fear of losing their major-
ity to push through ghastly ideas about 
antiterrorism that will make American 
troops less safe and do lasting damage to our 
217-year-old nation of laws—while actually 
doing nothing to protect the nation from ter-
rorists. Democrats betray their principles to 
avoid last-minute attack ads. Our democracy 
is the big loser. 

Republicans say Congress must act right 
now to create procedures for charging and 
trying terrorists—because the men accused 
of plotting the 9/11 attacks are available for 
trial. That’s pure propaganda. Those men 
could have been tried and convicted long 
ago, but President Bush chose not to. He 
held them in illegal detention, had them 
questioned in ways that will make real trials 
very hard, and invented a transparently ille-
gal system of kangaroo courts to convict 
them. 

It was only after the Supreme Court issued 
the inevitable ruling striking down Mr. 
Bush’s shadow penal system that he adopted 
his tone of urgency. It serves a cynical goal: 
Republican strategists think they can win 
this fall, not by passing a good law but by 
forcing Democrats to vote against a bad one 

so they could be made to look soft on ter-
rorism. 

Last week, the White House and three Re-
publican senators announced a terrible deal 
on this legislation that gave Mr. Bush most 
of what he wanted, including a blanket waiv-
er for crimes Americans may have com-
mitted in the service of his antiterrorism 
policies. Then Vice President Dick Cheney 
and his willing lawmakers rewrote the rest 
of the measure so that it would give Mr. 
Bush the power to jail pretty much anyone 
he wants for as long as he wants without 
charging them, to unilaterally reinterpret 
the Geneva Conventions, to authorize what 
normal people consider torture, and to deny 
justice to hundreds of men captured in error. 

These are some of the bill’s biggest flaws: 
Enemy Combatants: A dangerously broad 

definition of ‘‘illegal enemy combatant’’ in 
the bill could subject legal residents of the 
United States, as well as foreign citizens liv-
ing in their own countries, to summary ar-
rest and indefinite detention with no hope of 
appeal. The president could give the power to 
apply this label to anyone he wanted. 

The Geneva Conventions: ’The bill would 
repudiate a half-century of international 
precedent by allowing Mr. Bush to decide on 
his own what abusive interrogation methods 
he considered permissible. And his decision 
could stay secret—there’s no requirement 
that this list be published. 

Habeas Corpus: Detainees in U.S. military 
prisons would lose the basic right to chal-
lenge their imprisonment. These cases do not 
clog the courts, nor coddle terrorists. They 
simply give wrongly imprisoned people a 
chance to prove their innocence. 

Judicial Review: The courts would have no 
power to review any aspect of this new sys-
tem, except verdicts by military tribunals. 
The bill would limit appeals and bar legal ac-
tions based on the Geneva Conventions, di-
rectly or indirectly. All Mr. Bush would have 
to do to lock anyone up forever is to declare 
him an illegal combatant and not have a 
trial. 

Coerced Evidence: Coerced evidence would 
be permissible if a judge considered it reli-
able—already a contradiction in terms—and 
relevant. Coercion is defined in a way that 
exempts anything done before the passage of 
the 2005 Detainee Treatment Act, and any-
thing else Mr. Bush chooses. 

Secret Evidence: American standards of 
justice prohibit evidence and testimony that 
is kept secret from the defendant, whether 
the accused is a corporate executive or a 
mass murderer. But the bill as redrafted by 
Mr. Cheney seems to weaken protections 
against such evidence. 

Offenses: The definition of torture is unac-
ceptably narrow, a virtual reprise of the 
deeply cynical memos the administration 
produced after 9/11. Rape and sexual assault 
are defined in a retrograde way that covers 
only forced or coerced activity, and not 
other forms of nonconsensual sex. The bill 
would effectively eliminate the idea of rape 
as torture. 

There is not enough time to fix these bills, 
especially since the few Republicans who call 
themselves moderates have been whipped 
into line, and the Democratic leadership in 
the Senate seems to have misplaced its 
spine. If there was ever a moment for a fili-
buster, this was it. 

We don’t blame the Democrats for being 
frightened. The Republicans have made it 
clear that they’ll use any opportunity to 
brand anyone who votes against this bill as 
a terrorist enabler. But Americans of the fu-
ture won’t remember the pragmatic argu-
ments for caving in to the administration. 

They’ll know that in 2006, Congress passed 
a tyrannical law that will be ranked with the 
low points in American democracy, our gen-

eration’s version of the Alien and Sedition 
Acts. 

[From Newsweek, Sept. 25, 2006] 
QUESTIONS FOR THE INTERROGATORS 

(By Fareed Zakaria] 
A fierce debate over military tribunals has 

erupted in Washington. This is great news. 
The American constitutional system is fi-
nally working. The idea that the war on ter-
ror should be fought unilaterally by the ex-
ecutive branch—a theory the Bush adminis-
tration promulgated for its entire first 
term—has died. The secret prisons have 
come out of the dark. Guantánamo will have 
to be closed or transformed. 

The president and the legislative branch 
are negotiating a new system to determine 
the guilt or innocence of terrorism suspects, 
and it will have to pass muster with the 
courts. It is heartening as well that some of 
the key senators challenging the president’s 
position are senior Republicans. Principle is 
triumphing over partisanship. Let’s hope the 
debate will end with the United States’ em-
bracing a position that will allow America to 
reclaim the moral high ground. 

The administration’s policy has undergone 
a sea change. The executive branch has aban-
doned the idea that ‘‘enemy combatants’’— 
that is, anyone so defined by the White 
House or Defense Department—may be 
locked up indefinitely without ever being 
charged, that secret prisons can be main-
tained, that congressional input or oversight 
is unnecessary and that international laws 
and treaties are irrelevant. The Geneva Con-
ventions, in particular, were dismissed dur-
ing the administration’s first term by the 
then White House counsel Alberto Gonzales 
for their ‘‘quaint’’ protections of prisoners 
and ‘‘obsolete’’ limitations on interroga-
tions. Donald Rumsfeld publicly announced 
that the Conventions no longer applied. The 
Bush administration’s basic legal argument, 
formulated by officials like the Justice De-
partment’s John Yoo, was that this was a 
new kind of war, that the executive branch 
needed complete freedom and flexibility, 
with no checks or balances. 

‘‘There has been a paradigm shift on this 
whole issue,’ a senior administration official 
told me last week. ‘‘The whole legal frame-
work that underpinned the administration’s 
approach in the first term is gone. John 
Yoo’s arguments are simply no longer appli-
cable. You may disagree with where we draw 
the lines, but we’re now using concepts, prin-
ciples and approaches that are familiar, 
within the American legal tradition and that 
of other civilized nations.’’ 

The administration was forced to do much 
of this by the Supreme Court’s recent 
Hamdan decision and by the bold opposition 
of senators like John McCain and Lindsey 
Graham. But several officials, wishing to re-
main anonymous because of the sensitivity 
of the matter, said Secretary of State 
Condoleezza Rice and national security ad-
viser Stephen Hadley had been urging move-
ment in this direction for some time. ‘‘We 
concluded that this whole structure of pris-
oners, interrogations, trials and tribunals 
had to be placed on a sustainable basis,’’ said 
one official. ‘‘That meant Congress had to be 
involved and the president had to explain the 
programs and procedures publicly.’’ 

The crucial issue, on which former Sec-
retary of State Colin Powell and other dis-
tinguished military figures have stood up to 
Bush, is the treatment of prisoners under the 
Geneva Conventions. Powell explained to me 
his deep concerns about safeguarding Amer-
ican troops if ‘‘we start monkeying around 
with the common understanding of the Con-
ventions.’’ The administration claims that it 
merely wants to provide specific guidelines, 
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but the real aim appears to be to let CIA em-
ployees engage in ‘‘rough’’ interrogations 
without fear of legal sanctions. 

Powell and the senators argue that the 
guidelines are better left as they are—with a 
kind of calculated ambiguity that deters 
U.S. interrogators from testing the limits. 
‘‘Clarifying’ our treaty obligations will be 
seen as ‘withdrawing’ from them,’’ warns 
Senator Graham, a former staff judge advo-
cate in the Air National Guard. He’s right. 
No other nation has sought to narrow the 
Geneva Conventions’ scope by ‘‘clarifying’’ 
them. Does the United States want to be the 
first? Why not retain the status quo and then 
consult with other countries that are also 
grappling with terror suspects and arrive at 
a genuinely ‘‘common’’ clarification of the 
Conventions? If we ‘‘clarify’’ the Conven-
tions to allow, say, waterboarding and other 
‘‘rough’’ procedures, what happens to a CIA 
operative who is captured in a foreign coun-
try? Can that country ‘‘clarify’’ the Conven-
tions and torture him? If it does, would the 
United States have any basis to condemn it 
and take action under international law? 

Powell made another argument to me. 
‘‘Part of the war on terror is an ideological 
and political struggle,’’ he said. ‘‘Our moral 
posture is one of our best weapons. We’re not 
doing so well on the public-diplomacy front. 
This would be the wrong signal to send the 
world.’’ The administration seems blind to 
this political reality. After Guantánamo, 
Abu Ghraib, Haditha and more, America des-
perately needs a symbol that showcases its 
basic decency. Quibbling with the Geneva 
Conventions is the wrong signal, by the 
wrong administration, at the wrong time. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, the 
Senate-passed bill before us today is identical 
to H.R. 6166. I could not support that bill when 
the House considered it earlier this week, and 
nothing that has happened since then has 
caused me to change my view that it should 
not be enacted. So, I must continue to oppose 
it. 

As I said earlier, I agree that Congress 
should establish clear statutory authority for 
detaining unlawful enemy combatants and 
using military tribunals to try them. In fact, I 
thought this should have been done long age 
because I took seriously the warnings of legal 
experts who said the system established by 
President Bush’s unilateral Executive Order 
lacked departed too far from America’s funda-
mental legal traditions to be immune from seri-
ous legal challenges. 

That is why for several years I have cospon-
sored bills to replace that Executive Order with 
a sound statute that would allow prosecutions 
to proceed without the same vulnerability to 
challenge. 

Unfortunately, until recently neither the 
president nor the Republican leadership 
thought there was a need for Congress to 
act—the president preferred to insist on unilat-
eral assertions of executive authority, and the 
leadership was content with an indolent abdi-
cation of Congressional authority and respon-
sibility. 

Then, earlier this year, the Supreme Court 
put an end to that approach with its decision 
in the case of Hamdan v. Rumsfeld, which 
struck down the system established by the Ex-
ecutive Order—just what many of us had seen 
coming, and which we had sought to avoid 
through legislation. 

So, we are voting on this bill only because 
the Supreme Court has forced the Administra-
tion to do what it should have done much 
sooner—come to Congress for legislation. And 

the voting is occurring this week, under rushed 
procedures that do not permit consideration of 
any changes, because, above all, the Repub-
licans have decided they need to claim a leg-
islative victory when they go home to cam-
paign, to help take voters’ minds off the Ad-
ministration’s missteps and their own failures. 

But I think it is less important to get the job 
done before the election than to do it right. 
And, regrettably, I remain convinced that this 
bill fails that test. 

I remain concerned about the bill’s specific 
provisions. But just as serious are my con-
cerns about what the bill does not say. In par-
ticular, I am concerned about the lack of any 
provisions to prevent indefinite detentions of 
American citizens who have never left the 
United States. 

I cannot support any legislation intended to 
give the president—any president, of any party 
authority to throw an American citizen into 
prison without what the Supreme Court has 
described as ‘‘a meaningful opportunity to con-
test the factual basis for that detention before 
a neutral decisionmaker.’’ 

As I said when the House first debated this 
legislation, I prefer to err on the side of cau-
tion when I must vote on a measure that is not 
more clear on this point. And since that earlier 
debate, my concern—and my unwillingness to 
vote for this legislation—has been heightened 
by analyses of experts such as Professor 
Bruce Akerman of the Yale Law School. 

In an analysis published after the earlier 
vote here in the House—which I am attaching 
for the benefit of our colleagues—Professor 
Akerman says: ‘‘The legislation . . . author-
izes the president to seize American citizens 
as enemy combatants, even if they have 
never left the United States. And once thrown 
into military prison, they cannot expect a trial 
by their peers or any other of the normal pro-
tections of the Bill of Rights. . . . This grants 
the president enormous power over citizens 
and legal residents. They can be designated 
as enemy combatants if they have contributed 
money to a Middle Eastern charity, and they 
can be held indefinitely in a military prison. 
. . . What is worse, if the federal courts sup-
port the president’s initial detention decision, 
ordinary Americans would be required to de-
fend themselves before a military tribunal with-
out the constitutional guarantees provided in 
criminal trials.’’ 

And, as Professor Akerman notes: ‘‘We are 
not dealing with hypothetical abuses. The 
president has already subjected a citizen to 
military confinement. Consider the case of 
Jose Padilla. A few months after 9/11, he was 
seized by the Bush administration as an 
‘‘enemy combatant’’ upon his arrival at Chi-
cago’s O’Hare International Airport. He was 
wearing civilian clothes and had no weapons. 
Despite his American citizenship, he was held 
for more than three years in a military brig, 
without any chance to challenge his detention 
before a military or civilian tribunal. After a 
federal appellate court upheld the president’s 
extraordinary action, the Supreme Court re-
fused to hear the case, handing the adminis-
tration’s lawyers a terrible precedent. . . . 

‘‘But the bill also reinforces the presidential 
claims, made in the Padilla case, that the 
commander in chief has the right to designate 
a U.S. citizen on American soil as an enemy 
combatant and subject him to military justice. 
Congress is poised to authorize this presi-
dential overreaching. Under existing constitu-

tional doctrine, this show of explicit congres-
sional support would be a key factor that the 
Supreme Court would consider in assessing 
the limits of presidential authority.’’ 

I do not have the legal expertise to say that 
Professor Akerman is completely right in this 
analysis. But I cannot in good conscience vote 
for this bill on the mere hope that he is wrong. 

And, as I said when the House first consid-
ered this bill, it is clear that several of its provi-
sions raise enough legal questions that mili-
tary lawyers say there is a good chance the 
Supreme Court will rule it unconstitutional. 

They may or may not be right about that, 
but their views deserve to be taken seri-
ously—not only because we in Congress have 
sworn to uphold the Constitution but also be-
cause if our goal truly is to avoid unnecessary 
delays in bringing terrorists to justice, we need 
to take care to craft legislation that can and 
will operate soon, not only after prolonged 
legal challenges. 

Finally, I remain concerned that the bill 
gives the president the authority to ‘‘interpret 
the meaning and application’’ of U.S. obliga-
tions under the Geneva Conventions. Instead 
of clearly banning abuse and torture, the bill 
leaves in question whether or not we are au-
thorizing the Executive Branch to carry out 
some of the very things the Geneva Conven-
tions seek to ban. 

I cannot forget or discount the words of 
RADM Bruce MacDonald, the Navy’s Judge 
Advocate General, who told the Armed Serv-
ices Committee ‘‘I go back to the reciprocity 
issue that we raised earlier, that I would be 
very concerned about other nations looking in 
on the United States and making a determina-
tion that, if it’s good enough for the United 
States, it’s good enough for us, and perhaps 
doing a lot of damage and harm internationally 
if one of our service men or women were 
taken and held as a detainee.’’ 

I share that concern, and could not in good 
conscience support legislation that could put 
our men and women in uniform at risk. 

Mr. Speaker, as I said earlier, establishing a 
system of military tribunals to bring to trial 
some of the worst terrorists in the world 
shouldn’t be a partisan matter. It also should 
not be handled in a rush, without adequate 
care to get it right. Unfortunately, that has 
been the process used to develop this legisla-
tion and the result is a measure that I think 
has too many flaws to deserve enactment as 
it stands. 

So, as I said earlier, I cannot support it. 
[From the Los Angeles Times, Sept. 28, 2006] 

THE WHITE HOUSE WARDEN 
(By Bruce Ackerman) 

Buried in the complex Senate compromise 
on detainee treatment is a real shocker, 
reaching far beyond the legal struggles about 
foreign terrorist suspects in the Guantanamo 
Bay fortress. The compromise legislation, 
which is racing toward the White House, au-
thorizes the president to seize American citi-
zens as enemy combatants, even if they have 
never left the United States. And once 
thrown into military prison, they cannot ex-
pect a trial by their peers or any other of the 
normal protections of the Bill of Rights. 

This dangerous compromise not only au-
thorizes the president to seize and hold ter-
rorists who have fought against our troops 
‘‘during an armed conflict,’’ it also allows 
him to seize anybody who has ‘‘purposefully 
and materially supported hostilities against 
the United States.’’ This grants the presi-
dent enormous power over citizens and legal 
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residents. They can be designated as enemy 
combatants if they have contributed money 
to a Middle Eastern charity, and they can be 
held indefinitely in a military prison. 

Not to worry, say the bill’s defenders. The 
president can’t detain somebody who has 
given money innocently, just those who con-
tributed to terrorists on purpose. 

But other provisions of the bill call even 
this limitation into question. What is worse, 
if the federal courts support the president’s 
initial detention decision, ordinary Ameri-
cans would be required to defend themselves 
before a military tribunal without the con-
stitutional guarantees provided in criminal 
trials. 

Legal residents who aren’t citizens are 
treated even more harshly. The bill entirely 
cuts off their access to federal habeas corpus, 
leaving them at the mercy of the president’s 
suspicions. 

We are not dealing with hypothetical 
abuses. The president has already subjected 
a citizen to military confinement. Consider 
the case of Jose Padilla. A few months after 
9/11, he was seized by the Bush administra-
tion as an ‘‘enemy combatant’’ upon his ar-
rival at Chicago’s O’Hare International Air-
port. He was wearing civilian clothes and 
had no weapons. Despite his American citi-
zenship, he was held for more than three 
years in a military brig, without any chance 
to challenge his detention before a military 
or civilian tribunal. After a federal appellate 
court upheld the president’s extraordinary 
action, the Supreme Court refused to hear 
the case, handing the administration’s law-
yers a terrible precedent. 

The new bill, if passed, would further en-
trench presidential power. At the very least, 
it would encourage the Supreme Court to 
draw an invidious distinction between citi-
zens and legal residents. There are tens of 
millions of legal immigrants living among 
us, and the bill encourages the justices to 
uphold mass detentions without the sem-
blance of judicial review. 

But the bill also reinforces the presidential 
claims, made in the Padilla case, that the 
commander in chief has the right to des-
ignate a U.S. citizen on American soil as an 
enemy combatant and subject him to mili-
tary justice. Congress is poised to authorize 
this presidential overreaching. Under exist-
ing constitutional doctrine, this show of ex-
plicit congressional support would be a key 
factor that the Supreme Court would con-
sider in assessing the limits of presidential 
authority. 

This is no time to play politics with our 
fundamental freedoms. Even without this 
massive congressional expansion of the class 
of enemy combatants, it is by no means clear 
that the present Supreme Court will protect 
the Bill of Rights. The Korematsu case—up-
holding the military detention of tens of 
thousands of Japanese Americans during 
World War II—has never been explicitly 
overruled. It will be tough for the high court 
to condemn this notorious decision, espe-
cially if passions are inflamed by another 
terrorist incident. But congressional support 
of presidential power will make it much easi-
er to extend the Korematsu decision to fu-
ture mass seizures. 

Though it may not feel that way, we are 
living at a moment of relative calm. It would 
be tragic if the Republican leadership 
rammed through an election-year measure 
that would haunt all of us on the morning 
after the next terrorist attack. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to S. 3930, the Military Commission 
Act of 2006 because it is too broad, overly in-
clusive and potentially unconstitutional. While I 
also vividly remember the horrors of the 9/11 
terrorist attacks, I believe that Congress 

should carefully and constitutionally craft a bill 
which effectively punishes all terrorists and po-
tential terrorists while at the same time main-
taining the safety and security of our citizens 
from future terrorist attacks. 

The definition of an ‘‘unlawful combatant’’ in 
Section 948(a.) of this bill is indicative of its 
over-inclusiveness. It creates legal loopholes 
and in my view, leaves even U.S. Citizens vul-
nerable to being classified as unlawful com-
batants. This definition does not exclude nor 
does it seek to exclude U.S. Citizens from 
being indefinitely detained. The President or 
one of his designees can simply determine 
that a fellow U.S. Citizen is an ‘‘unlawful 
enemy combatant’’ and this would suffice as 
sufficient evidence to detain this citizen indefi-
nitely without any access to his family, an at-
torney or any form of judicial review. 

Furthermore, the term ‘‘purposefully and 
materially supported hostilities’’ is overly broad 
and would lead to many innocent acts being 
transformed into terrorist activities. 

In an article, Aziz Huq astutely dem-
onstrates the broadness of the term by show-
ing how a fictional character that owns a 
bodega and allowed Lebanese immigrants to 
use its services to send money to ‘‘West 
Beqaa’’, an area within the Hezbollah con-
trolled area of Lebanon protectorate is found 
to have ‘‘purposefully and materially supported 
hostilities. This scenario is not very far- 
fetched, this piece of legislation has the poten-
tial to impact the very foundation of civil lib-
erties and fundamental freedoms on which this 
country is built. It will impact the American 
Citizen’s freedom of speech, freedom of asso-
ciation and the list could go on. 

The bill also further undermines U.S. credi-
bility in the eyes of the international commu-
nity by granting the President the authority to 
interpret Art. III of the Geneva Convention an 
international treaty to which the U.S. is a sig-
natory. This language sets a bad precedence 
in the international community and only frus-
trates the goals of established international 
laws, norms and customs. 

If the U.S. President is allowed to reinterpret 
and apply an international treaty, what would 
stop other nations from doing the same? Addi-
tionally, as noted in his letter to Senator 
MCCAIN, former U.S. Secretary of State Colin 
Powell, posited that allowing the President to 
interpret the Geneva Convention would ex-
pose U.S. soldiers to more dangers. Colin 
Powell emphatically opposed this provision. 

S. 3930 also violates separation of powers 
and the constitutional protection this provides, 
by stripping the federal court of its habeas re-
view. The independence of the judiciary is one 
of the fundamental principles on which this de-
mocracy is built. Under this bill, the normal ap-
peals process would not be available to the 
detained ‘‘unlawful enemy combatant.’’ Instead 
the detainee who wishes to appeal an adverse 
decision has to appeal to a newly established 
‘‘Court of Military Commission Review’’. 

Terrorists must be brought to justice and we 
must act accordingly to secure our country 
and our citizens. However, these same goals 
can be achieved in a constitutional manner. I 
urge my colleagues to oppose this unworthy 
bill. 

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, the final lan-
guage for the bill was brought to the floor 
quickly and without thorough review by the 
House. I believe that it is important to have a 
system to try accused terrorists for their war 

crimes in a quick and fair way. In my original 
review of the bill, I believed that it took steps 
to protect fundamental human rights, prevent 
torture and provide for a fair legal process. 

As I have heard from more and more legal 
experts and from my constituents, it is clear 
that this bill does not create a system that 
meets our high American standards for a fair 
trial and human rights. 

Make no mistake; I believe that convicted 
terrorists must be punished for their war 
crimes. But it must be done in such a way that 
the American people are confident that our 
values are upheld. I do not believe that this bill 
makes this clear to the American people or to 
the international community that looks to us as 
a place of human rights and fairness. 

Some people may question me for changing 
my vote. I believe that elected officials must 
have the strength to recognize new informa-
tion and to take it into account to make the 
right decision. I wish President Bush would do 
the same thing with our policies in Iraq. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield back the balance of my time 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 1054, 
the Senate bill is considered read and 
the previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the third reading 
of the Senate bill. 

The Senate bill was ordered to be 
read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the Sen-
ate bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 5122, 
JOHN WARNER NATIONAL DE-
FENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 2007 

Mr. HUNTER of California (during 
consideration of H. Res. 1053) sub-
mitted the following conference report 
and statement on the bill (H.R. 5122) to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2007 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes: 

[Conference Report will appear in 
Book II of CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
dated September 29, 2006.] 

f 

WAIVING REQUIREMENT OF 
CLAUSE 6(a) OF RULE XIII WITH 
RESPECT TO CONSIDERATION OF 
CERTAIN RESOLUTIONS 

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
by direction of the Committee on 
Rules, I call up House Resolution 1053 
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation. 
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The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-

lows: 
H. Res. 1053 

Resolved, That the requirement of clause 
6(a) of rule XIII for a two-thirds vote to con-
sider a report from the Committee on Rules 
on the same day it is presented to the House 
is waived with respect to any resolution re-
ported on the legislative day of September 
29, 2006. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. COLE) is 
recognized for 1 hour. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and insert tabular 
and extraneous material into the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 

for the purpose of debate only, I yield 
the customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MCGOVERN), pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. Dur-
ing consideration of this resolution, all 
time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only. 

Mr. Speaker, on Thursday night the 
Rules Committee met and reported a 
rule for consideration of resolutions re-
ported by the Rules Committee on the 
same day. The rule waives clause 6(a) 
of rule XIII and applies a special waiver 
to any resolutions reported this legis-
lative day. 

Mr. Speaker, it is of the utmost im-
portance for the House to pass this rule 
and move the debate along so that im-
portant legislation may be considered 
before the House adjourns. Legislation 
that may be considered under this 
same-day rule may include the fiscal 
year 2007 National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act and the Port Security Act and 
other measures brought to the floor 
through a special rule reported by the 
committee. This rule will provide the 
House the flexibility and ability to 
move the remaining legislation in a 
timely and efficient manner so that we 
can adjourn this legislative day. 

To that end, Mr. Speaker, I urge sup-
port of the rule and the underlying bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Oklahoma 
for yielding me the customary 30 min-
utes, and I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
this martial law rule. 

It is not unusual for a rush of bills, 
especially conference reports, to come 
to the House floor in the final hours be-
fore a recess or a final adjournment no 
matter who holds the majority. We are 
used to seeing that. But the manner in 
which this House has conducted busi-
ness over the past week should be a 
matter of grave concern to all Mem-
bers no matter what side of the aisle 
they sit on. 

Closed rules have become a norm in 
this Chamber. Bills that have not gone 
through committee hearings, markup, 
or open debate or with a chance for 
Members to offer and debate thought-
ful amendments, bills that magically 
appear out of thin air with the Repub-
lican leadership asking Members to 
vote ‘‘yes’’ on far-reaching legislation 
that nobody has actually read. 

Mr. Speaker, we cannot continue to 
operate the United States House of 
Representatives in such a fashion. 

b 1315 

It demeans our democracy. It is bad 
enough that this House is passing bills 
that will be signed into law that under-
mine our system of justice and due 
process both here at home and inter-
nationally. But the very way in which 
this House has carried out legislative 
business this week is an affront to the 
Democratic process. 

I know that we all want to return 
home to our districts to meet with our 
constituents and prepare for the up-
coming elections, but I genuinely 
worry about how we are living up to 
our oaths of office when I look at how 
the Republican leadership has shut 
down debate on some of the most sig-
nificant issues facing our country. 

Mr. Speaker, there are only a few 
hours left before Congress adjourns to 
go home. After the most do-nothing 
Congress in the history of the country, 
Republican leadership continues to ig-
nore critical issues that are absolutely 
important to the American people in a 
rush to get out of Washington. 

Some of us, Mr. Speaker, have spo-
ken in the past about the culture of 
corruption that exists in this institu-
tion; and it is more than just about the 
antics of Mr. DeLay and Mr. 
Cunningham and Mr. Abramoff. This 
culture of corruption that we talk 
about is also about a corruption of the 
process that allows for this Congress to 
become a place where trivial issues get 
debated passionately and important 
ones not at all. It is a process where 
rank and file Members of both parties, 
not just Democrats but Republicans, 
routinely get locked out of the ability 
to offer amendments and to be heard 
on the floor of the people’s House. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, when gas prices 
went sky high, President Bush and the 
Republican-controlled Congress gave 
tax breaks to the oil companies. They 
did not give us an opportunity to de-
bate and to vote on a real energy bill 
that would provide funding for alter-
native sources of renewable energy. 
But that is how they responded to that 
crisis. 

When our troops in Iraq and Afghani-
stan needed body armor, we got ‘‘mis-
sion accomplished’’. Mr. Speaker, the 
headlines of the last week alone should 
show not only how messed up things 
are in Iraq but how this administration 
has deceived the American people and 
deceived this Congress. 

And what has been the response of 
Congress over these many months? Has 

it been to hold the administration ac-
countable? Has it been to conduct prop-
er oversight? 

No. It has been a rubber stamp. Just 
let things go on as they are. Stay the 
course, which has become code for stay 
forever. With American workers crying 
out for an increase in the minimum 
wage, President Bush and the Repub-
lican-controlled Congress forced 
through an estate tax cut benefiting 
only the wealthiest people in this coun-
try. 

Mr. Speaker, the Federal minimum 
wage is at $5.15 an hour. $5.15 an hour. 
It has been frozen that way for 9 years. 
Now, during those same 9 years, this 
Congress has given itself pay increases 
of $31,600. I mean, we have the time. We 
have the time to give ourselves a pay 
raise in this body, but we do not have 
the time to give the American workers 
a pay raise? $5.15 an hour is what the 
current Federal minimum wage is. 

And would you not think that there 
would be a sense of urgency in this 
House of Representatives to not ad-
journ until we have a clean up or down 
vote on the minimum wage? No, that is 
not part of why we are having a mar-
tial law rule here today. They are not 
doing this so they can bring up the 
Federal minimum wage, an increase in 
the Federal minimum wage. That is 
not what this is about. 

Mr. Speaker, with the cost of college 
tuition skyrocketing and student aid 
not meeting the need, President Bush 
and the Republican-controlled Con-
gress instead give us a bill congratu-
lating Little League teams. We have 
done nothing in this Congress to ad-
dress the real concern and the real 
need out there by so many American 
families to help pay for the cost of a 
college education. 

And as thousands of our senior citi-
zens fall into the doughnut hole of the 
Medicare Prescription Drug Plan, 
President Bush and the Republican- 
controlled Congress answered their 
pleas for help by naming more post of-
fices. We were not given the oppor-
tunity to fix the doughnut hole in that 
prescription drug bill. 

We have not been given the oppor-
tunity to do what Democrats have been 
demanding for a long time, and that is 
to give the Federal Government the 
ability to negotiate lower drug prices 
for our senior citizens. That is how the 
Veterans Administration does it. The 
VA negotiates on behalf of all of our 
veterans, thereby getting a better price 
so that our veterans do not have to pay 
as much for prescription drugs. 

Why cannot we do the same thing for 
Medicare beneficiaries? We are not 
doing it because the prescription drug 
industry and the pharmaceuticals do 
not want it, and they have contributed 
mightily to the majority party’s cam-
paign for reelection. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time for a new di-
rection; and I hope that my colleagues 
will indicate their frustration with the 
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way this House has been run and dem-
onstrate their dismay at the lack of ac-
complishment of this Congress by vot-
ing ‘‘no’’ on this martial law rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to just disagree 
with my good friend from Massachu-
setts on his characterization of the ac-
complishments of this Congress. As a 
matter of fact, if you start ticking off 
the record, it is pretty impressive: 
bankruptcy reform, class action law-
suit reform, a transportation bill that 
put more money into our infrastruc-
ture than any transportation bill in 
American history, significant energy 
legislation passed last year, dealing 
with the entitlement spending prob-
lem, an across-the-board budget cut. 

All of those are genuine accomplish-
ments. Pension reform, bill after bill 
after bill. Some of them bipartisan, 
some of them, frankly, passed without 
the cooperation of our friends. 

And, frankly, to criticize us for min-
imum wage, when in this House we 
have voted on and passed the minimum 
wage increase and passed, along with 
it, a reform of the death tax and tax 
extender bills that are important, I 
think is somewhat disingenuous. 

That legislation passed with a major-
ity vote on this floor; and, frankly, a 
majority of the other body favored that 
legislation. Our friends on the other 
side of the aisle used their friends on 
the other side of the rotunda to rou-
tinely block progress. Even when the 
majority of the United States Senate 
agrees with the will of this House, as 
was the case with the minimum wage, 
with ANWR, and another piece of legis-
lation with the tax extenders, with re-
form of the death tax, an obstruc-
tionist minority of Democrats on the 
other side keep a bipartisan majority 
from actually reaching the magic 60 
vote level that is required in moving 
legislation forward. 

We are not responsible for that. 
Frankly, I am proud of what we have 
moved through the floor here. 

I also want to disagree with my good 
friend on the Medicare measure that he 
discussed in his remarks. Quite frank-
ly, it is something that I think our 
good friends on the other side of the 
aisle are embarrassed that they did not 
support. It was the largest expansion of 
spending for senior citizens and entitle-
ment spending since 1965. Since 1965. 

Now the argument that the Demo-
crats advanced that night, and I was 
here, was it is not enough. They were 
not willing to vote for something that 
was the largest increase in almost 40 
years. It simply was not enough. And I 
think now that tens of thousands of 
seniors are getting health care that in 
the past they were not able to get, and 
that our friends on the other side had 
nothing to do with that accomplish-
ment puts them in the position where 
they feel like they have to take away 

from the achievement that they could 
have been part of but rejected the op-
portunity to participate in. 

Finally, let me just conclude my ob-
servation that there are only two times 
when we get criticized from the other 
side of the aisle. That is when we do 
something and when we do not. 

Day after day, and particularly 
morning after morning this week, we 
have heard demands from the floor or 
from the well of this body on the floor 
that we have up or down votes on issue 
after issue after issue. Now when we 
are bringing important issues for up or 
down votes, issues that in many cases 
have been dealt with for months 
through the committee process, we are 
dealing with conference reports or pro-
viding an up or down opportunity, we 
are criticized for that. So I suspect we 
are going to be criticized regardless of 
what we do. 

What I am pleased with is the record 
of accomplishment that this Congress 
has to offer to the American people in 
issue after issue. My only regret is 
that, frankly, our friends on the other 
side of the aisle have so often chosen to 
obstruct rather than participate, in my 
opinion, constructively in this process. 

I hope that that changes ahead. 
Frankly, there have been times when it 
has been different on this floor. I would 
hold the pension reform bill out as an 
example of that. I would also point out 
on things like the PATRIOT Act, 
where we had 40 odd of our friends from 
the other side participating; tort re-
form, where 70 odd of our friends par-
ticipated on the other side; there have 
been many instances of bipartisan re-
form cooperation. Unfortunately, in 
my opinion, it has diminished as we 
have moved forward in the Congress 
and moved closer to November. 

I hope on the other side of November 
that will change. But I, for one, am 
very proud of this Congress and what it 
has accomplished; and I look forward 
to working with our friends on the 
other side of the aisle so we can accom-
plish more in the months that remain 
in this Congress and, frankly, in the 
next one. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate my friend 
saying he looks forward to working 
with us. I look forward to the day that 
the majority decides to work with 
those of us in the minority in this Con-
gress. 

You know, one of the frustrations 
that we have, and, again, we have not 
been given an answer to this question, 
is why on some of the most important 
pieces of legislation that have come be-
fore this Congress, issues involving 
wire tapping, issues involving torture, 
would these bills be brought to the 
floor under a closed process when there 
were Democrats and Republicans both 
coming before the Rules Committee 
who wanted to have input, who wanted 
to make their amendments in order, 
who had some good ideas. 

You may not agree with everything. 
You do not have a monopoly on good 
ideas. But the fact of the matter is, to 
shut people down, to just shut every-
body out, that not only diminishes this 
institution, it diminishes this democ-
racy. It is why we believe that there is 
a culture of corruption that exists in 
this Congress. You have corrupted this 
process. 

You know, my friend likes to say he 
is very proud of the record of the Re-
publican Congress. Well, the fact of the 
matter is, he and a handful of others 
may be the only people who think that 
this Congress has done a good job. 
There is a reason why only 25 percent 
of the American people approve of the 
job that this Congress is doing. They 
are disgusted with the lack of accom-
plishment on issues that make a dif-
ference in their lives. 

I do not know about my colleague 
from Oklahoma, but when I go home, 
you know, I have a lot of seniors tell-
ing me that they have hit that dough-
nut hole in the prescription drug bill. 
They do not know what to do about it. 
I have a lot of my senior citizens say to 
me, why in the world will you not give 
the Federal Government the ability to 
negotiate lower drug prices for our sen-
ior citizens? What is so radical about 
that? 

I mean, that is one of those best-busi-
ness type practices. Why cannot you 
allow our Government to negotiate 
lower drug prices for our senior citi-
zens? The reason why is because the 
people who have funded the Republican 
National Committee and the cam-
paigns, the pharmaceutical industries, 
do not want that. 

There are people asking me all of the 
time, you know, why has this Congress 
not implemented the 9/11 Commission 
recommendations to make our country 
safer? You know, a nonpartisan com-
mission that has set forth an agenda 
that I think almost everybody agrees 
with, and yet we cannot implement 
those recommendations. 

On the minimum wage, you play poli-
tics with the minimum wage. If you 
cared about the workers of this coun-
try who are earning a minimum wage, 
then you would bring up a minimum 
wage that would pass. But, no, in order 
to help low-income workers, you have 
got to help the richest people in this 
country. You want to play politics 
with that issue. 

The minimum wage has been stuck 
at $5.15 an hour for 9 years. You do not 
have the time to give these workers an 
increase, but yet we can all give our-
selves a pay increase. No wonder why 
the American people are so fed up with 
this Congress. 

On student aid, students returning to 
college continue to confront sky-
rocketing tuition costs; and yet the 
Republican Congress made it harder to 
pay for college by cutting $12 billion in 
student aid. Congress needs to pass and 
approve the Labor-HHS appropriations 
bill that restores the massive cuts in 
college tuition and expands the size 
and availability of Pell Grants. 
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You know, why cannot we focus on 

that? Pass an energy plan that de-
creases our dependence on foreign oil. 
Your energy law, you know, written in 
secret by the Cheney task force and 
Big Oil and energy lobbyists, gives bil-
lions of special interest giveaways to 
oil and gas companies that are enjoy-
ing record profits. 

I mean, yeah, you passed some things 
but things that really do not make a 
difference to the average working per-
son out there. So you can be proud of 
your record in this Congress. But I 
want to tell you, there is a reason why 
only 25 percent of the American people 
approve of the way that this Congress 
has handled its job. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HUNTER) to file a con-
ference report. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
going to ask to submit a conference re-
port. I just wanted to say that this con-
ference report is largely the product of 
Mr. Bob Cover, who after many, many 
years is leaving the Office of Legisla-
tive Counsel. We appreciate his great 
service to our country. 

b 1330 

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I want to take a moment to respond 
to my good friend from Massachusetts. 
We simply, I guess, see the world dif-
ferently. The reality is most of the leg-
islation that comes to this floor that 
passes is bipartisan, passes with at 
least a bipartisan vote. It is my friends 
on the other side who so often find 
themselves in lonely partisan isolation, 
less frequent on this side of the aisle. 

Again, I could go issue after issue, 
whether it is tort reform, the PA-
TRIOT Act, bankruptcy reform, the 
transportation bill, defense bills, there 
are overwhelming bipartisan votes. 

Frankly, I think our friends at this 
point are more interested in problems 
than solutions. They simply do not 
want to run on them. They want to cre-
ate the impression that the Congress 
has been neither productive and is 
overly partisan. That is something we 
are going to have to agree to disagree 
on. 

I also want to again remind my 
friend, on the Medicare bill, it is this 
side of the aisle that provided tens of 
millions of seniors with prescription 
drug coverage for the first time ever, 
and I think if my friend checked the 
polling reports or checked the rates of 
satisfaction he would find that it is 
very, very high. I personally think our 
friends are disappointed in themselves 
for not having participated, not having 
worked with us. 

Many times our friends want to nego-
tiate, but they also tell us what is non-
negotiable before we sit down to nego-
tiate. They certainly did that during 
the Medicare situation. They certainly 

did that when the administration 
wanted to discuss Social Security ear-
lier last year: these are the things we 
will not talk about; now, let us sit 
down and talk. That is not a negotia-
tion in my opinion. 

Finally, I want to remind my friends, 
when they move on education spend-
ing, I would be delighted to debate the 
record of this Congress and frankly 
this administration in the area of fund-
ing education. The largest increase in 
spending for education at all levels has 
occurred during the Bush administra-
tion, over 50 percent since 2001. It is 
this party that has delivered time and 
time and time again when it came to 
funding. 

Finally, last point, my friend made 
the point that the minimum wage 
would pass quote ‘‘if.’’ It did pass. This 
is the point. It came to this floor and 
passed. It went to the United States 
Senate. Over half, 57 of our Senators 
out of a body of 100 of the other body, 
were in favor of that legislation. It was 
a minority that blocked the passage of 
the minimum wage and a minority in 
the United States Senate. I regret that. 
We still have time before the Congress 
is finished to deal with that, and I hope 
that we do after the election. 

I think there are some that would 
rather have election issues than have a 
solution. I think when you offer a com-
promise solution, we had many Mem-
bers in this body who did not want to 
raise the minimum wage. We had many 
Members in this body that did want to 
raise it. We had also Members that 
wanted to reform the death tax, those 
that did not. Most of us on both sides 
of the aisle were in favor of the extend-
ers. That was actually a very finely 
crafted compromise that had some-
thing for everybody. Our good friends 
wanted everything for themselves, but 
nothing for anybody else in terms of 
the compromise. 

I think we have put on this floor a 
fair bill, a bill we can be proud of. I am 
very proud to be able to go home and 
say I voted for a minimum wage in-
crease; when it came to the floor of the 
House, I voted to reform the death tax; 
and I voted to extend some important 
economic tax incentives and a reduc-
tion. I wish more of the Congress could, 
but the majority of us actually can go 
home and say that. 

The majority in the United States 
Senate can say it. It is the obstruc-
tionist minority in the other body that 
chose not to participate in the com-
promise with us, but again, there is 
still time left in the Congress. We will 
be back here in all likelihood in No-
vember and December. I hope that op-
portunity on the other side of the elec-
tion will lead us to be able to pass sig-
nificant compromise legislation. 
Frankly, I trust that it will. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I would just again remind those who 
may be listening that the Republicans 

control the White House, they control 
the House of Representatives, and they 
control the United States Senate. So if 
they really wanted to increase the min-
imum wage, they would be able to do 
it, but they do not; and if anybody be-
lieves that it is in their heart to try to 
increase the minimum wage somehow 
after the elections are all over with, I 
think you are in for a rude awakening. 

For 9 years, Republicans in Congress 
proudly refused to raise the minimum 
wage for hardworking Americans, even 
as their own pay increased by $31,600. 
This year the Republicans are playing 
politics with a pay raise for millions of 
Americans, killing a minimum wage by 
attaching it to tax cuts for the 
wealthiest people in this country. This 
is how they chose to kill it this year, 
and they have been killing it every 
year for 9 years. I mean, that is their 
legacy and we need to change that, and 
hopefully come November that will 
change. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. 
CORRINE BROWN), a champion for in-
creasing the minimum wage. 

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida. 
Mr. Speaker, I want to thank you for 
your leadership on this matter. 

The people on the other side of the 
aisle, Republicans, always want to talk 
about the Bible, and you know, the 
Bible said the poor will always be with 
us. But our jobs as Members of Con-
gress is to help raise the standard. 

A few months ago, I voted against 
raising the minimum wage. Well, why 
would I vote against raising the min-
imum wage? Because I do not think 
there is anybody in this body supports 
raising the minimum wage more than I 
do. 

Well, it was a poison pill. It was a 
kiss of death because what the Repub-
licans did, they tied raising the min-
imum wage to passing an estate tax. I 
mean, that would have taken trillions 
of dollars out of the budget just to help 
what I call their rich friends. 

The Republicans have practiced over 
and over again what I call reverse 
Robin Hood, robbing from the poor and 
working people to give tax breaks to 
their friends. 

So now they put the minimum wage 
on the floor, but tied it to an estate tax 
that would have taken thousands and 
thousands of dollars out of the budget. 
Yes, we have not dealt with the agenda 
of the American people. 

In closing, the Bible says the poor 
will always be with us, but our job is to 
help raise the standard. Give us a clean 
bill on this floor on minimum wage, 
and let us vote to help the American 
people. 

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I want to associate myself with the 
comments of the gentlewoman from 
Florida who just spoke. Again, the 
leadership in this Congress, the major-
ity in this Congress, gave themselves a 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 04:09 Nov 18, 2006 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00050 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORDCX\T37X$J0E\H29SE6.REC H29SE6cc
ol

em
an

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

71
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7955 September 29, 2006 
pay raise, but they cannot bring them-
selves to giving hardworking American 
families a pay raise, those who earn 
the minimum wage. There is something 
wrong with that equation. 

The bottom line is we work for the 
people of this country, and the Federal 
minimum wage has been stuck at $5.15 
for 9 years. It is disgraceful; and for 9 
years this leadership, this majority has 
proudly stood to fight against increas-
ing the minimum wage. They should be 
ashamed of themselves. We give our-
selves a pay raise, but we cannot give 
hardworking American families a pay 
raise. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. BERRY). 

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Massachusetts, 
and I certainly appreciate his leader-
ship in this matter. 

Mr. Speaker, as I hear this discussion 
today, it is a heartbreaking thing to 
see this body completely engaged in 
partisan politics because it does not 
matter to the American people when 
they cannot afford their medicine, 
when they cannot afford health insur-
ance anymore. 

Health insurance, the cost has dou-
bled under the Bush administration. 
They come and pretend and posture 
and try to give the impression that 
they care about what happens to the 
American people. 

When America fails, we all share in 
that failure. We all suffer. We all get 
part of the pain. When we cannot afford 
to fill our automobiles up with gaso-
line, we all suffer. When Social Secu-
rity is threatened, we all suffer. When 
the minimum wage is not raised to a 
reasonable level, we all pay the price. 

It is very distressing to know that 
under the Bush administration and the 
majority Republican Party leadership 
in this Congress that we have failed on 
every count. Not only can we not af-
ford our gasoline or our health care or 
to educate our children because they 
have raised the cost of student loans, 
we know what a mess we have in Iraq. 
We know what a failure our borders 
have been under the direction of the 
Bush administration and the Repub-
lican majority in this Congress. 

It makes me very distressed to know 
that we are going to leave here this 
week very likely without doing any-
thing substantive on any of these 
issues. 

The good news is this: we can go in a 
new direction. We know how to provide 
health care to the American people. We 
know how to provide gasoline they can 
afford. Is it not a sad state of affairs 
when we think $2.15 gas is a good deal? 
We know how to provide prescription 
medicine to our people at a fair and 
reasonable price that they can afford 
and they will not need any government 
help to purchase it. 

One of the great Arkansas companies 
just came out with a new plan this 
week that demonstrates the power of 
massive buying. That is Wal-Mart, and 

they have a new prescription drug plan 
that they are going to present to 
America. 

All of these are good things. 
We know how to get the job done, 

and the Democrats cannot wait to get 
started to see that our people do not 
have to go to bed wondering if they are 
going to be able to afford their medi-
cine or their gasoline or their light 
bill, thinking that they are going to 
work tomorrow and still be working for 
$5.15 an hour, wondering if Social Secu-
rity is going to be there for them. That 
should be something that there is no 
question about. 

As I said, the Democrats cannot wait 
to get started in the right direction. 
We know how to do these things. We 
are excited about being part of it, and 
to continue to play these political 
games on the floor of this great insti-
tution is a sad commentary on the cor-
ruption of absolute power. 

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I want to just note for the record I 
am delighted to finally hear something 
good about Wal-Mart coming from the 
other side because generally that is not 
what we hear, but I agree with my good 
friend. It is a great company and not 
just a great Arkansas company, but a 
great American company. 

I also want to say, Mr. Speaker, that 
I am very proud when I had the oppor-
tunity to vote to give tens of millions 
of seniors drug coverage for the first 
time in the history, I did. 

I am very happy and very proud that 
when I had the opportunity on this 
floor to vote for an increase in the min-
imum wage, I did. 

I am very happy when I had the op-
portunity to vote for, first, the elimi-
nation and then the reform of the 
death tax so small business people and 
farmers can keep their properties, I 
did. 

I am very glad when the PATRIOT 
Act came up for reauthorization I had 
the opportunity to vote to make our 
country safer and stronger, and I did. 

I am very glad I had the opportunity 
to vote for liability reform for medical 
cases, and when the opportunity came 
to vote on the floor, I was pleased to do 
so. 

Finally, when I have had on a num-
ber of occasions the opportunity to 
vote for measures that would increase 
the energy independence of this coun-
try and hold down the escalation of 
gasoline prices, I have done that. I am 
very pleased that I had an opportunity 
to do so. 

I think what we are hearing today is 
unfortunately regret that so many of 
our friends on the other side of the 
aisle did not vote for those things when 
they had the opportunity; and rather 
than simply express their disagree-
ment, they are simply trying to deni-
grate the work of the Congress, which 
has been productive and good for the 
American people. 

So I am pleased with the record of 
Congress and look forward to going 

home to talk about it and look for-
ward, again, to the balance of the Con-
gress after the election. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, could 
I inquire from the gentleman from 
Oklahoma how many more speakers he 
has on his side. 

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. I am pre-
pared to close when the gentleman is. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. I thank my friend. 
Mr. Speaker, how much time do we 
have remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts has 101⁄2 
minutes remaining. The gentleman 
from Oklahoma has 18 minutes remain-
ing. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I once again want to ex-
press my deep disappointment in the 
lack of accomplishment of this Con-
gress. I mean, this really is a do-noth-
ing Congress, and there are issues that 
one would have thought we could have 
come together in a bipartisan way on, 
for example, allowing the Federal Gov-
ernment to negotiate cheaper drug 
prices for our senior citizens that the 
majority in this House chose not to 
want to reach out and work with us. 

b 1345 

There are issues of energy independ-
ence that we could have worked to-
gether on that they did not want to 
work with us on. In fact, as I said in 
the very beginning, every time we have 
an idea, every time we want to express 
a different opinion or want to present a 
different alternative, we go to the 
Rules Committee and we are told, no, 
you are not welcome; no, you are not 
allowed; no, we are going to shut you 
out. 

That has been the hallmark of this 
Congress. This is probably the most 
closed Congress in the history of the 
country. I don’t remember a time when 
we have had more closed rules, more 
restrictive rules than we have in this 
Congress. I am going to tell you, that 
is something maybe my friend from 
Oklahoma wants to take some pride in, 
but I find that shameful. My expecta-
tion is that if the Democrats have the 
privilege of taking over this Congress, 
Leader PELOSI has already indicated we 
will have a whole different tone here, 
and all ideas, not just Democrat ideas 
but Republican ideas, will be welcome 
as well. 

That is what the American people ex-
pect. Every one of us represents the 
same amount of people in our congres-
sional districts, yet you would never 
know that when you go to the Rules 
Committee and people routinely get 
shut out. 

We debated a bill on torture, we de-
bated a bill on wiretaps dealing with 
people’s civil liberties, dealing with the 
values of this country, and people had 
some strong opinions, not just Demo-
crats but Republicans, and they were 
told no, no, no, no, no, you have no 
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right to come to the floor and offer 
your opinion. 

That is not a democracy. That is not 
the way this place is supposed to run. 
This is supposed to be a deliberative 
body, and we are routinely shut out. I 
think people are sick of that. People 
don’t want politics as usual. People 
want a change. They want a new direc-
tion. And a new direction is not just in 
terms of policies but also in terms of 
tone. 

My friends on the other side of the 
aisle run everything. They run the 
White House, they run the House of 
Representatives, and they run the Sen-
ate. Yet they cannot get things done. 
They can’t even work with their own 
Members in the other body. So I think 
it is time for a change to get people put 
in places of power who are going to ac-
tually be not only advocates for work-
ing families in this country but who 
will deliver and who are going to reach 
out a hand and try to work in a bipar-
tisan way. That doesn’t exist here. 
There is no bipartisanship here at all. 
There is none. 

So this talk about we want to work 
together in the future on this issue or 
that issue, it has not happened in the 
past, so why should it happen in the fu-
ture? 

Mr. Speaker, before I talk about the 
previous question, I want to urge Mem-
bers of this House to vote against this 
martial law rule. This rule allows the 
Republican leadership to bring up vir-
tually any piece of legislation with 
only a few minutes notice to this 
House. That is just plain wrong. We 
have no idea what may be coming our 
way. I mean, they could bring anything 
up with a few minutes notice. I do not 
think that is the right way to do busi-
ness here. I do not think that is the 
way we should conduct ourselves in the 
House. 

Mr. Speaker, before I get into my 
previous question speech, my good 
friend from Virginia (Mr. MORAN) just 
came to the floor, and I want to yield 
him 31⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. I thank my 
very good friend from Massachusetts, 
who has done such a fine job in suc-
ceeding Mr. Moakley on the Rules 
Committee. 

Mr. Speaker, we are about to ad-
journ, and yet we are going to leave 
the American people without the re-
sources and the legislation they need 
to provide the kind of security that the 
bipartisan 9/11 Commission said was 
necessary. Five F’s and 14 D’s on the 
Commission’s scorecard, yet we can’t 
act on the 9/11 Commission’s rec-
ommendations. 

Mr. Speaker, we have the greatest 
gap in compensation between the rich 
and the poor that we have ever had 
since the days of the Great Depression 
in this country, and yet we can’t even 
see our way through to raising the 
minimum wage from $5.15 to $7.25 an 
hour. Shame on this Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, there are hundreds of 
thousands of senior citizens who are 

being dumped into the doughnut hole 
as we speak, who are going to have to 
pay 100 percent of the cost of their pre-
scription drugs. And do you know that 
there are hundreds of thousands of ad-
ditional senior citizens, Mr. Speaker, 
who are going to be stuck with a pen-
alty of paying an extra 7 percent pre-
mium for the rest of their lives because 
we couldn’t fix the Medicare prescrip-
tion drug program to eliminate the 
monthly penalty and the prohibition 
on the government’s ability to nego-
tiate lower prices? It was written for 
and passed for the benefit of the drug 
companies, not the senior citizens of 
America. 

Mr. Speaker, the average college stu-
dent is graduating from college with a 
$20,000 debt. They can’t afford to go 
into public service because they have 
to go into a job that is going to give 
them the maximum compensation so 
that they can spend the first few years 
after graduation in order to pay back 
their debt. 

We have thousands of students who 
have worked so hard to become eligible 
for a college education, to become all 
that their parents want them to be, all 
that we need them to be, but they can’t 
afford college. Yet we have seen mas-
sive cuts in college tuition assistance 
imposed by this Congress, a Congress 
that has refused to provide the kind of 
size and availability of Pell Grants 
that would have enabled these young 
people to get to college and to afford 
college. 

Mr. Speaker, not to provide the re-
sources for our students when we will 
spend over $400 billion on a misguided 
mission in Iraq is unbelievable, and yet 
we are ready to recess. 

Mr. Speaker, I will conclude with 
this. I mentioned four reasons why this 
Congress shouldn’t even think of 
recessing, but there is another one. 
There is billions of dollars that the 
large oil companies are getting in tax 
breaks. They have had more revenue 
than at any time, more than they 
could have ever imagined. In fact, in 
the last quarter, they showed $47 bil-
lion of profit, all coming out of the 
pockets of hard-working Americans, 
and yet we continue to give them tax 
breaks. Unbelievable. 

Mr. Speaker, this Congress has no 
business recessing, and this martial 
law rule certainly should be defeated. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, once 
again, I will be asking Members to vote 
‘‘no’’ on the previous question so that I 
can amend this rule and allow for the 
immediate consideration of the five 
bills that we on this side of the aisle 
believe will really make a difference to 
our Nation’s working families. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of my amend-
ment and extraneous materials imme-
diately prior to the vote on the pre-
vious question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, these 
bills are the same ones I talked about 
yesterday; the same ones I have talked 
about today. Every Member of this 
House of Representatives should sup-
port the goal of these important legis-
lative initiatives. My amendment 
would allow each of them to be consid-
ered immediately. 

The first bill will implement the 
long-overdue recommendations of the 
highly respected bipartisan 9/11 Com-
mission. My friends on the other side 
like to talk about their great record on 
national security, yet the 9/11 Commis-
sion has given them D’s and F’s for the 
implementation of their recommenda-
tions to better protect our homeland. 
This would allow that bill to come up 
immediately. 

The second bill would allow us to 
bring the minimum wage up to $7.25 
per hour. It has been stuck at $5.15 an 
hour for 9 years. You have given your-
selves pay raise after pay raise after 
pay raise. How about giving the Amer-
ican worker a pay raise? 

The third bill would let the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services nego-
tiate for lower prescription drug prices 
for senior citizens and people with dis-
abilities. Why not? What is wrong with 
free enterprise? What is wrong with 
doing what the Veterans Administra-
tion has done so effectively? Let us get 
those prices down lower and keep them 
low. 

The fourth bill would repeal the mas-
sive cuts in college tuition assistance 
opposed by the Congress, and it will ex-
pand the size and availability of Pell 
Grants. People can’t afford to go to 
college any more, and you have made it 
more difficult. We say we want a 21st 
century workforce, that we need to 
make sure our young people get the 
education they need, and that means 
they have to be able to afford to go to 
college. 

And, lastly, the fifth bill will roll 
back the tax breaks for big oil and in-
vest those savings in alternative fuels 
to achieve energy independence. We are 
tired of tax break after tax break after 
tax break and subsidy after subsidy 
after subsidy for big oil. It is time to be 
on the side of working families. 

Mr. Speaker, each of these bills has 
enormous potential to help the quality 
of life for tens of millions of deserving 
hard-working Americans and their 
families. We have one more day before 
we adjourn for more than a month. 
Let’s use this opportunity not for sus-
pension bills but for something that 
will really make a difference in peo-
ple’s lives, to provide people these op-
portunities by passing this important 
legislation that will truly help so 
many. 

So vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous ques-
tion so we can bring up these measures. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
I know we are not at Halloween yet, 
but we must be getting close, because 
we have to scare the American people 
on issue after issue after issue. 
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Frankly, most of the measures that 

my good friend talked about, if they 
were brought up, would have to be 
brought up under the very same closed 
rules he so often voices his concern 
about. 

We are told this Congress somehow 
operates differently than the others. I 
simply want to provide for the infor-
mation of our body some information 
provided to me by the Congressional 
Research Service. Same day rules dur-
ing the last week of session during the 
final three Democratic Congresses, the 
Hundred First, the Hundred Second and 
the Hundred Third, totaled six. Same 
day rules under the last three Repub-
lican Congresses, the Hundred Seventh, 
the Hundred Eighth and the Hundred 
Ninth, totaled five. Basically, the body 
operates about the same way proce-
durally that it has operated through-
out most of its history and certainly 
throughout its recent history. 

I also want to remind my friends who 
talk about the minimum wage that 
they had the opportunity to vote for a 
minimum wage increase. I voted for it. 
I certainly am happy that I did. I wish 
more of my friends had. A majority of 
this body did. Indeed, a bipartisan ma-
jority. A bipartisan majority of the 
United States Senate favored it. 

It was my friends’ friends on the 
other side of the rotunda that decided 
not to enter in and allow that increase 
to take place because they wanted a 
perfect bill from their perspective. 
They didn’t want to compromise. They 
didn’t want to give and take. They 
didn’t want to have some discussion. 
Frankly, what they wanted is what 
they got, or what they believe they 
got, which is a political issue for the 
November elections. 

I am hopeful that after the elections 
are over we can come back here and ac-
tually have a discussion and come to a 
compromise solution, such as was 
crafted on the floor in this body. 

Our friends talk to us a lot about 
education. I think they should. They 
probably ought to thank President 
Bush for being the best friend edu-
cation ever had. It is President Bush 
who came up with No Child Left Be-
hind, and it was President Bush who 
has recommended throughout his ten-
ure over a 50 percent increase in Fed-
eral funding of education. 

My friends are concerned about the 
cost of tuition. So am I. I just had a 
son who graduated. I am very grateful. 
But, quite frankly, most of that prob-
lem is at the State level, where we 
have State government after State 
government running enormous sur-
pluses, yet not passing some of that 
surplus on to higher education institu-
tions and to their own students. 

The reality is that after coming in 
with a recession beginning in 2001, fol-
lowed by September 11, something that 
all of us on both sides of the aisle rec-
ognize as a dastardly and disastrous 
event, this administration and this Re-
publican Congress has gotten the econ-
omy moving again and has accomplish-

ment after accomplishment to run on. 
I am not surprised that our friends on 
the other side see it differently or want 
to obscure it, but I have profound faith 
in the good judgment of the American 
people to understand fiction and under-
stand fact and know the difference be-
tween the two. 

Mr. Speaker, today, in closing, I 
want to reiterate the importance of 
passing this rule. This rule allows us to 
move forward, pass the necessary legis-
lation, and to do the business of the 
American people. It is interesting how 
we have heard complaints by the other 
side of the aisle that this is a do-noth-
ing Congress, yet at the same time the 
other side wants to slow down the proc-
ess today to prevent important bipar-
tisan legislation from being passed. It 
wants, in effect, to do less, not more. 

Mr. Speaker, I am sure it is no sur-
prise that I intend to vote for the rule 
and the underlying legislation, and I 
would urge my colleagues to do the 
same. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. MCGOVERN is as follows: 
PREVIOUS QUESTION FOR H. RES. 1053, BLAN-

KET MARTIAL LAW RULE WAIVING CLAUSE 
6(a), RULE XIII 

At the end of the resolution add the fol-
lowing new Sections: 

Sec. 3. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sions in this resolution and without inter-
vention of any point of order it shall be in 
order immediately upon adoption of this res-
olution for the House to consider the bills 
listed in Sec. 4: 

Sec. 4. The bills referred to in Sec. 3. are as 
follows: 

(1) a bill to implement the recommenda-
tions of the 9/11 Commission. 

(2) a bill to increase the minimum wage to 
$7.25 per hour. 

(3) a bill to provide authority to the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services to ne-
gotiate for lower prescription drug prices for 
senior citizens and people with disabilities. 

(4) a bill to repeal the massive cuts in col-
lege tuition assistance imposed by the Con-
gress and to expand the size and availability 
of Pell Grants. 

(5) a bill to roll back tax breaks for large 
petroleum companies and to invest those 
savings in alternative fuels to achieve en-
ergy independence. 

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 
IT REALLY MEANS 

This vote, the vote on whether to order the 
previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Republican majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for 
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It 
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives, (VI, 308–311) de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.’’ To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
‘‘the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition’’ 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 

15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R–Illinois) said: 
‘‘The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.’’ 

Because the vote today may look bad for 
the Republican majority they will say ‘‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution * * * [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.’’ But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative 
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s 
how the Republicans describe the previous 
question vote in their own manual: Although 
it is generally not possible to amend the rule 
because the majority Member controlling 
the time will not yield for the purpose of of-
fering an amendment, the same result may 
be achieved by voting down the previous 
question on the rule * * * When the motion 
for the previous question is defeated, control 
of the time passes to the Member who led the 
opposition to ordering the previous question. 
That Member, because he then controls the 
time, may offer an amendment to the rule, 
or yield for the purpose of amendment.’’ 

Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House of 
Representatives, the subchapter titled 
‘‘Amending Special Rules’’ states: ‘‘a refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.’’ (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: Upon rejec-
tion of the motion for the previous question 
on a resolution reported from the Committee 
on Rules, control shifts to the Member lead-
ing the opposition to the previous question, 
who may offer a proper amendment or mo-
tion and who controls the time for debate 
thereon.’’ 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Republican major-
ity’s agenda to offer an alternative plan. 

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield back the balance of my time, 
and I move the previous question on 
the resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX, 
this 15-minute vote on ordering the 
previous question will be followed by 5- 
minute votes on adoption of House Res-
olution 1053, if ordered; and passage of 
S. 3930. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 215, nays 
197, not voting 20, as follows: 

[Roll No. 506] 

YEAS—215 

Aderholt 
Akin 

Alexander 
Bachus 

Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
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Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Boehlert 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Capito 
Carter 
Chabot 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 

Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 

Osborne 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—197 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 

Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 

Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 

Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 

Melancon 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 

Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Shays 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—20 

Blunt 
Boehner 
Burgess 
Cantor 
Case 
Castle 
Chocola 

Evans 
Fattah 
Foley 
Gallegly 
Hastings (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Meehan 

Ney 
Otter 
Pence 
Strickland 
Thompson (MS) 
Wilson (SC) 

b 1424 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 227, noes 193, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 507] 

AYES—227 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 

Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Chabot 
Chocola 

Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 

Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 

Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marshall 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 

Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—193 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 

Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 

Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
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Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 

Rangel 
Reyes 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 

Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—12 

Burgess 
Case 
Castle 
Evans 

Fattah 
Foley 
Lewis (GA) 
Meehan 

Ney 
Strickland 
Thompson (MS) 
Wilson (SC) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members are advised 2 min-
utes remain in this vote. 

b 1432 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

MILITARY COMMISSIONS ACT OF 
2006 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GUTKNECHT). The pending business is 
the vote on passage of the Senate bill, 
S. 3930, on which the yeas and nays are 
ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the Sen-
ate bill. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 250, nays 
170, not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 508] 

YEAS—250 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Andrews 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 

Boswell 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 

Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 

Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 

Latham 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marshall 
Matheson 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moore (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 

Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salazar 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—170 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Bartlett (MD) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boucher 
Brady (PA) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 

DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Gilchrest 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 

Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 

Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 

Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Stark 
Stupak 

Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—12 

Burgess 
Case 
Castle 
Evans 

Fattah 
Foley 
Lewis (GA) 
Meehan 

Ney 
Strickland 
Thompson (MS) 
Wilson (SC) 

b 1447 
So the Senate bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated for: 
Mr. MELANCON. Mr. Speaker, during roll-

call vote No. 508 on S. 3930, I mistakenly re-
corded my vote as ‘‘nay’’ when I should have 
voted ‘‘yea’’. I ask unanimous consent that my 
statement appear in the RECORD immediately 
following rollcall vote No. 508. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING 
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 5122, 
JOHN WARNER NATIONAL DE-
FENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 2007 
Mr. COLE of Oklahoma, from the 

Committee on Rules, submitted a priv-
ileged report (Rept. No. 109–703) on the 
resolution (H. Res. 1062) waiving points 
of order against the conference report 
to accompany the bill (H.R. 5122) to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2007 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days in which to revise and extend 
their remarks and include tabular and 
extraneous material on the conference 
report to accompany H.R. 5441. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 
f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 5441, 
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SE-
CURITY APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2007 
Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. 

Speaker, pursuant to House Resolution 
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1054, I call up the conference report to 
accompany the bill (H.R. 5441) making 
appropriations for the Department of 
Homeland Security for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2007, and for 
other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 1054, the con-
ference report is considered read. 

(For conference report and state-
ment, see prior proceedings of the 
House of today.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) 
and the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. SABO) each will control 30 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to be here 
today for the consideration of the fis-
cal 2007 conference agreement for the 
Department of Homeland Security. 

Mr. Speaker, I bring good news for all 
Americans who want to see our borders 
are secure from those who are crashing 
those borders. We are ending the age- 
old catch-and-release program that has 
allowed millions of illegal aliens to 
flood our country. You will hear more 
about that during this debate today, I 
hope. 

The recent anniversaries of the 9/11 
attacks and the 2005 hurricane disas-
ters keep us focused on why we are 
here today: to protect our citizens and 
our homeland from any threat to our 
society and our economy, be it ter-
rorism or natural catastrophe. The 
funding in this conference agreement 
ensures the Department of Homeland 
Security can address the perils that 
face our communities and reduce our 
vulnerability to them. 

The fiscal 2007 conference agreement 
provides a total of $34.8 billion for the 
Department, including an additional 
$1.8 billion in emergency funds devoted 
to border security. The total provided 
is $2.3 billion above the current year 
and $2.7 billion above what the Presi-
dent asked us for, when you exclude 
disaster relief funding for Katrina. 

This includes more than $21.3 billion 
for border security and immigration 
enforcement; $4.34 billion for port, con-
tainer, and cargo security; $3.4 billion 
for first responders across the country; 
$6.4 billion for transportation security; 
$1.4 billion for research, development, 
and deployment of innovative tech-
nologies; and $1.8 billion to protect na-
tional and critical infrastructure. 

Five years ago our Nation suffered 
its most devastating terrorist attack. 
Since that tragic day, a vigorous na-
tional debate over our vulnerabilities, 
fueled by historic levels of illegal im-
migration, has resulted in one very 
clear conclusion: we must do all we can 
to gain control over our borders and 
our coastlines to preserve the sov-
ereignty and integrity of our immigra-
tion and preserve the strength of our 
economy. 

This conference agreement will pro-
vide the resources and direction to 
build upon the Department’s progress 
and transform our approach to border 
security from a fragmented, uncoordi-
nated effort into a truly integrated 
system capable of producing results. 

This includes a staggering $1.2 billion 
to secure the borders with a system of 
fencing, a system of infrastructure, a 
system of technology, 1,500 new Border 
Patrol agents, 6,700 new additional de-
tention bed space for those caught, 650 
additional CBP officers, and over $1.7 
billion for the procurement of aircraft 
and vessels to patrol those borders. 
This massive infusion of moneys will 
accelerate the Department’s goal of ob-
taining operational control of these 
borders in less than 5 years, a goal that 
has become an unquestioned necessity 
since 9/11. 

I want to emphasize that with all 
these resources we are pouring into 
this effort will come accountability. 
We are requiring bi-monthly status re-
ports on the Department’s performance 
and their expenditure of funds on bor-
der security. We want to know what is 
happening every 2 weeks. We are with-
holding $950 million until the Depart-
ment provides a detailed border secu-
rity expenditure plan. They won’t get 
the money until we see the plan. I be-
lieve in planning your work and work-
ing your plan. 

And we are requiring, in bill lan-
guage, strategic plans for the Secure 
Border Initiative and port and cargo 
security. We are absolutely committed 
to holding the Department accountable 
and providing the American people 
with the results that they are demand-
ing of us. 

In addition to border security and 
immigration enforcement, the con-
ference report balances resources 
across other critical areas of homeland 
security including: 

One, almost $900 million to prevent 
weapons of mass destruction from en-
tering the country. These funds will 
enable DHS to speed the deployment of 
radiation detectors and significantly 
enhance screening for vehicles and 
cargo. 

Two, $2.5 billion to fund and reform 
FEMA. The funding and direction con-
tained in the conference agreement 
will ensure that we do not repeat the 
errors of 2005, by putting in place the 
planning, assessment, training, logis-
tics, and communications to enable 
DHS to prepare for and respond to acts 
of terrorism and natural disasters. 

Three, $6.4 billion for transportation 
security. The recent disruption of the 
terrorist plot in London reminds us 
that transportation security remains a 
top priority. This report includes crit-
ical resources for new cutting-edge 
technologies to strengthen protection 
from all modes of travel as well as to 
increase the capabilities of the Federal 
air marshals. While we are much safer 
than 5 years ago, we must sustain that 
effort to anticipate and defeat threats 
to our transportation system. 

In addition to these significant levels 
of funding, the conference agreement 
includes several legislative provisions 
that will fortify our homeland secu-
rity, including legislation to crim-
inalize for the first time the construc-
tion or financing of a tunnel across or 
under the U.S. border; two, legislation 
that significantly strengthens and im-
proves FEMA, a whole new authorizing 
law; and, thirdly, breakthrough legisla-
tion requiring the Department of 
Homeland Security to regulate secu-
rity at chemical facilities across the 
land. 

Our homeland security needs are 
both numerous and they are complex, 
but I believe this conference report will 
make a major contribution towards 
those needs. So I urge my colleagues to 
support the agreement. 

Before I sit down this time, Mr. 
Speaker, I want to pay special tribute 
to our staff on both sides of the aisle 
who have worked long, hard, and labo-
riously over these last several months. 
I want to especially thank Michelle 
Mrdeza, who could not be with us in 
these final days because of an illness in 
her family which required her to be ab-
sent. But she is retiring from this 
body. She has been a great servant of 
the public on this committee for a 
number of years. Her service has been 
invaluable and expert, and we will miss 
her terribly. I want to thank Stephanie 
Gupta too and the staff of the sub-
committee and staff on both sides of 
the aisle for the great work that they 
have done. 

And, finally, I want to say a word 
about MARTY SABO, ranking member of 
this subcommittee, who will be fin-
ishing 27 years of service in this body 
and to the Nation when he leaves office 
in January seeking greener pastures. 
This man is a personal friend of mine 
and all of ours, but he is also an expert 
on budgetary matters and has become 
an expert on the homeland security ef-
forts of the country. A huge void will 
exist on the horizon of this body when 
MARTY SABO leaves this body. 

b 1500 

I cannot say enough in tribute to this 
man. He has been a helpmate to me and 
the subcommittee and the country on 
this bill for a number of years now, as 
well as before that we served in the 
same capacities on the Transportation 
Subcommittee; and of course, as you 
know, he was chairman of the Budget 
Committee for a number of years some-
time past. 

A great public servant whose work is 
now soon to be finished in this body, 
but I am confident that his record will 
stand for the ages. Very few Members 
of Congress can retire from this body 
with a greater sense of accomplishment 
of greatness than our friend, MARTY 
SABO. The gentleman will be missed in 
this body. 

TRIBUTE TO BRETT DREYER 
Mr. Speaker, the Homeland Security Appro-

priations Subcommittee will soon take leave 
from our Congressional Fellow, Brett Dreyer, 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 04:09 Nov 18, 2006 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00056 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 9920 E:\RECORDCX\T37X$J0E\H29SE6.REC H29SE6cc
ol

em
an

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

71
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7961 September 29, 2006 
who, after having served the Committee with 
great distinction over the past 2 years, will as-
sume new responsibilities as a senior Special 
Agent for U.S. Immigration and Customs En-
forcement (ICE). 

Special Agent Dreyer’s professional career 
mirrors some of the transitions of the young 
Department of Homeland Security. He began 
his Federal service in Newark, New Jersey as 
an immigration enforcement agent with the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service; moved 
up to become a Criminal Investigator at INS; 
and then transferred to the U.S. Customs 
Service. On 9/11, Agent Dreyer helped secure 
airports as the security situation was resolved, 
and was at Ground Zero in New York, search-
ing the rubble for remains of victims of that 
terrible attack. After DHS was established he 
found himself an ICE Special Agent, where he 
witnessed the trials and tribulations of the 
agency merger that was repeated throughout 
the Department. 

Brett came to the Subcommittee in January 
2005, and at once proved himself a key mem-
ber of the professional staff. His critical judg-
ment, familiarity with agency matters, and ex-
pertise on Customs and Immigration law and 
regulation made him integral to the operations 
of the Committee during the extraordinary de-
velopments over the past 2 years, in particular 
the response to the 2005 hurricanes and the 
intensified effort to secure our borders and 
strengthen administration of immigration law. 
His strong understanding of organizational dy-
namics, of operational issues and real-world, 
real-time considerations for building a suc-
cessful new department contributed signifi-
cantly to the success of this subcommittee. 
Brett brought to the appropriations process the 
clear, thoughtful analysis and mature judgment 
developed in his successful career in criminal 
investigation. Throughout his service here, 
Brett’s unqualified professionalism, perceptive-
ness, great sense of humor and cool head 
have helped this Subcommittee and the Con-
gress move forward on a wide range of policy 
and budgetary issues. His assistance in plan-
ning and coordinating complicated sub-
committee oversight trips were of particular 
benefit, and in coordinating the many classi-
fied briefings our oversight requires. 

Special Agent Dreyer has served me, this 
Subcommittee, and the House well: We are 
sorry to see him leave, and will miss him as 
a colleague and as a friend. Each of us on the 
Homeland Security Subcommittee wish Brett 
all the best as he resumes his ICE career, 
where we look forward to seeing him accom-
plish great things. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 31⁄2 
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY). 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I would sim-
ply like to follow up on the remarks of 
the gentleman from Kentucky about 
the gentleman from Minnesota. 

I remember when MARTIN SABO first 
walked into this institution in 1978. He 
and his wife, Sylvia, epitomize more 
than any people I know what are re-
garded as midwestern values, most es-
pecially the value of modesty. You will 
never find MARTIN SABO bragging much 
on himself. In that sense, he is a true 
Norwegian. I also think that he exem-
plifies the thoughtfulness and the car-

ing for one’s neighbor that people in 
the Midwest have come to take as 
being the natural course of things. 

He is probably the closest friend I 
have in this body. I very much regret 
to see him leave. I question his judg-
ment profoundly on that. 

As the gentleman from Kentucky has 
said, while today the gentleman from 
Minnesota deals with homeland secu-
rity issues and is certainly an expert 
on those, in the past he has dealt with 
transportation issues most ably. As a 
matter of fact, there is no one in this 
body who has made a greater contribu-
tion to the cause of responsible budg-
eting and deficit reduction over the 
years than has the gentleman from 
Minnesota. He chaired the Budget 
Committee when we took the action 
under President Clinton that finally 
began to get the budget deficit under 
control. 

I just want to profoundly express my 
appreciation to him, not just for his ac-
complishments but for the way he has 
achieved those accomplishments, for 
the way he has dealt with the needs of 
this body as an institution, for the re-
spect that he has shown for the values 
and the traditions of this institution 
and the respect that he has shown for 
persons on both sides of the aisle. 

He is truly a gentleman. He is a great 
legislator. I hate to see him go. I hope 
he is back to visit us often. I thank the 
gentleman profoundly for the quality 
of his service. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to join the chairman 
and our ranking member in paying 
tribute to MARTIN SABO, whom I also 
consider a dear friend and one of this 
institution’s finest Members. 

MARTIN has served here for 28 years. 
He was the chairman of the Budget 
Committee when Congress passed the 
largest deficit reduction package in its 
history. He served as our ranking mem-
ber on Transportation Appropriations 
and on Homeland Security Appropria-
tions ever since that subcommittee was 
formed. 

MARTIN is an exemplary Member of 
this body in every way. He is a skilled 
legislator who is more interested in 
achieving results than in claiming 
credit. He is a gifted politician with a 
knack for finding common ground. He 
is a man who understands and loves 
this institution. He is a congenial col-
league and he is a good friend, dis-
playing qualities of character that in 
the end matter above all. 

So we will miss MARTIN SABO. We sa-
lute him for his service to Minnesota 
and to this country, service that is in-
deed exemplary and has inspired and 
encouraged us all. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, well, I am not sure I 
should say anything. But thank you to 
my chairman, Mr. ROGERS, for his kind 

comments. We have been together, I 
think, 6 years now, 4 years on home-
land security, 2 years on transpor-
tation. 

As I said last night in front of the 
Rules Committee, the ultimate com-
pliment I can give to somebody is to 
call them a pro; and Hal Rogers is a 
pro. It has been a pleasure to serve 
with him. He is on the majority party. 
He has a responsibility to the Presi-
dent of his own party. 

At the time, he is someone who has 
asked many a tough question and 
asked for discipline and, as he said in 
his opening comments, that he expects 
to continue to do oversight of the oper-
ations of this agency which has had 
many, many growing pains. It has not 
been an easy committee to chair as we 
merged all of these 22 agencies into 
one, with an incredible amount of 
chaos; and he has shown, I think, an in-
tellect and toughness and fairness in 
trying to steer this agency in the right 
direction. It has been a privilege to 
work with Chairman ROGERS. 

My friend, DAVE OBEY, who I have 
known, and known him for many years 
before I came to the Congress, neighbor 
across the border in Wisconsin, I have 
served with him on Appropriations for 
28 years, both a personal friend and 
somebody who has an absolute passion 
for public policy and for making this 
institution work. 

It has been a real honor, DAVE, to get 
to know you and Joan and to work 
with you. You are just a great human 
being. 

And to DAVE PRICE who served with 
me on the Budget Committee, I am 
often asked, why do you leave? And, 
you know, particularly if the partisan 
nature changes and the opportunity to 
chair a subcommittee. And I always 
say, I have no reluctance in doing that 
because I know the next person in line 
is DAVE PRICE, who is a person who has 
great skill as a legislator and great un-
derstanding of public policy. And I 
think he will do a great job, as he has 
done in many other roles, whatever the 
role might be, as either a Chair or 
ranking member of the subcommittee 
in 2 years. So it is an honor to have 
your kind words today. 

And to the staff, to all of the major-
ity staff, Michelle, who is not here be-
cause of a family crisis and who is leav-
ing the House and has done an incred-
ible job, but all of the majority staff 
have been great to work with. 

I suppose a special word to Steph-
anie. She followed us from Transpor-
tation to Homeland Security. So I have 
had an opportunity to work with her in 
both roles. 

To our own personal staff on this 
committee, to Chris, who has worked 
with us, and Bev Pheto, who sits right 
here next to me, who has worked with 
us, me personally on this committee, 
over the last 6 years, 2 years in Trans-
portation, 4 years in Homeland Secu-
rity, who I am constantly amazed at 
her knowledge and her energy. She has 
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to compete with all of you on the ma-
jority side and has remarkable knowl-
edge and ability. It utterly amazes me. 
And she is a remarkable person. 

Marjorie Duske from my staff, who 
originally was an intern in our office 
and has now been in our office for 
many years working with me on Home-
land Security, has worked transpor-
tation, defense, housing, you name it, 
from simple issues to the most com-
plicated of issues, just been an incred-
ible person, dedicated to public policy 
and doing what is right, but, at the 
same time, tough, hard-nosed to work 
with agencies to make sure that the 
Government does what it is supposed 
to do. 

Just incredible people who make this 
institution work. I simply say thank 
you. 

A couple of words about the bill, if I 
might. It is a good bill, and it does lots 
of good things. It has got additional 
funding. 

Some of the other issues we worked 
on, we have had a concern over how 
sensitive security information is han-
dled by the Department. There are pro-
visions here for handling that informa-
tion, which I think is good. I think the 
changes made to FEMA strengthens 
the role of FEMA. 

I was one, along with Mr. OBEY, who 
a year ago thought we were making a 
mistake as we created a new Depart-
ment or agency on preparedness and 
how it was structured. This basically 
goes back to strengthening the role of 
FEMA within the Department. I think 
it is a significant improvement. 

Frankly, if I had my choice, I still 
would make FEMA a separate agency 
outside of this Department. I would 
prefer that. That is not going to hap-
pen. I think the changes in this bill 
represent substantial improvement. 

I have to say that I am concerned 
over how we add the money in this bill 
for the Department. We do it on an en-
ergy basis. I think $1.8 billion is des-
perately needed and will be well spent. 
But, at some point, we have to come 
back to passing budget resolutions in 
this body that are real. 

The need for additional expenditure 
for homeland security are not emer-
gencies. They are going to be there on 
an ongoing basis in the years ahead; 
and, in 2005, we added $450 million as an 
emergency; 2006, $1.2; and $1.8 in 2007. 

At some point, this institution has 
got to get back to having budget reso-
lutions that are real, where real 
choices are made, not pretending that 
we are not going to spend any money 
initially and then getting around to it 
by having emergency designations. 
That simply undermines the process. 

I am probably in the minority on this 
issue. I still remain very concerned to 
the degree we have given the Depart-
ment discretion in distributing some of 
our formula funds. I do not think that 
they have the capacity to do it. So I 
hope this institution keeps an eye on 
how the agency does distribute formula 
grants or simply grants in the future. 

Clearly, their ability to do it on a dis-
cretionary basis, I think, needs to be 
examined; and I think they need much 
better information to do that than 
they have had in the past. 

But it is a good bill. It has been a 
pleasure working with Mr. ROGERS and 
all of the other members of our sub-
committee. We have a good sub-
committee. I think this committee has 
made a great contribution. 

Mr. Chairman, I do have to ask one 
question. I understand we have a vari-
ety of other bills relating to homeland 
security that are authorizing bills, 
that seem to be hanging up the ad-
journment or our recess. Am I wrong 
that everything that is in this bill is 
currently authorized? All of our money 
can be spent that is in this bill? It is 
not subject to any authorization? 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABO. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. That is 
correct, except for the new authorizing 
languages that are in the bill. You are 
correct, except for the newly author-
ized items that are in this bill. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming 
my time. 

All of the money that is needed for 
borders, for ports, all of the money we 
have appropriated can be spent? 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. That is 
correct. 

Mr. SABO. I thank the gentleman. 
And I thank the gentleman for his good 
work. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I thank 
the gentleman for his very, very kind 
remarks; and I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. LEWIS), the chairman of 
the Appropriations Committee, who 
has been extremely helpful on this bill, 
as all of the others. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in support of the fiscal year 
2007 Homeland Security Appropriations 
Conference Report. This is the second 
of 11 individual conference reports I 
hope to bring to the House floor for 
consideration this year. 

The conference report funds the De-
partment of Homeland Security at $34.8 
billion for fiscal year 2007, an increase 
of $2.3 billion over the fiscal year be-
fore. 

b 1515 

The conference agreement aggres-
sively addresses our most critical 
homeland security needs including bor-
der and immigration security; port, 
cargo and container security; transpor-
tation security; natural disaster pre-
paredness and response; and support to 
State and local first responders. 

I would really like to praise Chair-
man ROGERS and Ranking Member 
SABO for their very fine bipartisan 
work; but to my colleague MARTIN 
SABO, let me say not just a colleague 
and congressional classmate, MARTIN 

SABO is one of the finest people I have 
known since I have been in Congress. I 
would say to MARTIN, a job well done, 
my friend, not just for, of course, this 
piece of work, but most important, for 
a lifetime of work on behalf of your 
country. 

Chairman ROGERS has spoken to the 
specifics of the conference report so I 
will again direct my attention to the 
need to complete our appropriations 
work this year. 

As the body knows, the Appropria-
tions Committee has made tremendous 
strides over the last 2 years in reform-
ing the process of adopting our annual 
spending bills. The Appropriations 
Committee has been strongly com-
mitted to bringing to this floor indi-
vidual conference reports for each and 
every bill. We were successful in doing 
so last year. I hope to replicate that 
success again this year. 

To underscore this point, Chairman 
COCHRAN and I sent a letter to both 
Speaker HASTERT and Majority Leader 
FRIST this week reiterating our sup-
port for completing each of our bills in 
regular order and not resorting to an 
end-of-session omnibus spending bill. I 
would like to submit for the RECORD 
that letter at this point. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, DC, September 25, 2006. 

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker of the House, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. WILLIAM H. FRIST, 
Senate Majority Leader, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER AND MAJORITY LEADER 
FRIST: As we approach the end of the pre- 
election legislative session, the Appropria-
tions Committees are preparing to present to 
our chambers the conference reports for 
funding the Department of Defense and the 
Department of Homeland Security. While 
progress is being made with these two major 
bills, we want to reiterate our commitment 
to moving each of the individual appropria-
tions subcommittee conference reports at 
the earliest possible date this year. We know 
that you, too, share this goal. 

Thanks to your leadership last year, we 
were able to complete each of the appropria-
tions bills individually within the estab-
lished budgetary constraints and avoid a 
massive, year-end ‘‘omnibus’’ spending bill. 
This represented a remarkable victory for 
taxpayers and demonstrated that Congress 
was capable of completing its constitutional 
responsibilities on time and on budget. Upon 
our selection as Chairmen, we committed to 
you and our colleagues that we would work 
to restore regular order to the appropria-
tions process. We remain committed to pass-
ing conference reports individually again 
this year. 

Maintaining regular order and passing in-
dividual conference reports within the pa-
rameters of the budget resolution is an im-
portant part of controlling spending. It is 
our belief that omnibus legislation that by-
passes the regular order is not in the best in-
terest of the Congress, or ultimately the tax-
payer. Whether we work through the holi-
days or pass long-term continuing resolu-
tions, we are committed to completing the 
FY 2007 appropriations process in an open 
and orderly manner, without resorting to an 
omnibus strategy. 

Our Committees remain committed to 
completing our work at the earliest possible 
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date. We thank you for your assistance in 
this endeavor and we look forward to work-
ing with you as we together accomplish our 
legislative goals this year. 

Sincerely, 
JERRY LEWIS, 

Chairman, House Committee on 
Appropriations. 

THAD COCHRAN, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on 

Appropriations. 

Mr. Speaker, early in the process I 
made it very clear to our leadership 
and to our Members that the Appro-
priations Committee would not enter-
tain the prospect of an omnibus spend-
ing bill. This committee is doing every-
thing in its power to ensure that this 
does not happen. 

The Appropriations Committee 
passed each of the 11 spending bills 
through the full committee by June 20 
of this year, and passed 10 of 11 bills off 
the House floor by June 30. We remain 
committed to pass the final appropria-
tions bill at a moment’s notice. 

The Appropriations Committee made 
a commitment to move its spending 
bills individually, in regular order, and 
within the framework of the budget 
resolution. We have done that. The Ap-
propriations Committee has kept its 
word. 

Moving our spending bills individ-
ually is the only way to maintain fiscal 
discipline. The pursuit of an omnibus 
strategy is a budget-buster and an invi-
tation to unrestrained spending. If his-
tory is any guide, an omnibus spending 
bill would become a vehicle for other 
forms of legislative mischief. 

Again, Chairman COCHRAN and I 
would ask our colleagues to avoid that 
approach and move forward in passing 
individual conference reports. To-
gether, we remain committed to com-
pleting our work at the earliest pos-
sible date. 

I also urge the adoption of this con-
ference report in a vote later today. 

As I close these comments, let me 
say one more time, Mr. ROGERS and Mr. 
SABO have a reflection in this bill of 
the finest of bipartisan efforts, exactly 
the kind of effort that will cause the 
Congress to rise in the respect of the 
American people. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 
minutes to my friend from Wisconsin 
(Mr. OBEY). 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I simply 
want to say that I am pleased to be 
able to support this bill. I very much 
regret the fact that we will only have 
completed two out of the 11 appropria-
tion bills by the end of the fiscal year. 
That, in my view, is not the fault of 
the Appropriations Committee on ei-
ther side of the aisle. It is very much 
the fault of the fact that this institu-
tion chose to adopt a budget resolution 
which did not accurately reflect the po-
litical center of gravity in the Repub-
lican Party, much less the Democratic 
Party when you take a look at the po-
sitions of each House. 

Having said that, I want to take this 
opportunity to comment on something 
the President said yesterday because 

the President told the country that 
those of us on this side of the aisle 
were, in effect, soft on security and 
soft on defending this country. 

I regret very much that the Presi-
dent has chosen to govern this country 
by dividing it rather than uniting it. I 
took a great deal of pleasure in work-
ing with the President’s father in 
working out many a legislative com-
promise. We did the same thing with 
President Clinton. We did the same 
thing with President Carter. We even 
on many occasions did the same thing 
with President Reagan and President 
Nixon. But this is the first President I 
have known who has seemed to pur-
posely divide the country in order to 
govern, and I just want to trace what 
the facts are with respect to defending 
the homeland. 

I remember, in August of 2001 when I 
was at home in Wisconsin, receiving a 
call from my staff director telling me 
he had just been briefed by the CIA and 
that they were extremely concerned 
about the traffic that they were inter-
cepting around the world, and they 
thought something big was up, did not 
know if it was domestic or inter-
national, but the intelligence commu-
nity was very worried that something 
was coming. That was in August, just 
before 9/11. 

The day before 9/11, Attorney General 
Ashcroft met with his staff to set out 
their priorities for the year, and in 
that meeting, he was presented a 
spreadsheet with various boxes indi-
cating which would be his preferred ac-
tivities and activities of focus for the 
coming year. He declined to check any 
of the boxes that had anything to do 
with antiterrorism. He was, in fact, 
urged by his staff to reconsider and re-
jected that advice and told the staff, 
‘‘No, I want to focus on drugs.’’ The At-
torney General denied that in a hear-
ing of our committee, but in fact, my 
office had been leaked the documents 
by his own agency that showed exactly 
what he had done in that meeting. 

Then, after we were hit by anthrax, I 
called BILL YOUNG, who was then the 
chairman of the full committee, and 
suggested that since we could not get 
into our offices, we talk to the security 
agencies to see what they felt they 
needed in order to respond to the 
threat represented by 9/11. 

We talked to the FBI, the NSA, CIA, 
you name it, all of the security agen-
cies. On a bipartisan basis, we put to-
gether a listing of action items, and 
then we cut it and we cut it and then 
requested to see the President. 

We went down to see the President. 
He came into the room. Before we 
could say a word, he said, ‘‘Well, I un-
derstand some of you want to spend 
more money than I have requested for 
homeland security.’’ He said, ‘‘My good 
friend Mitch Daniels here from OMB 
tells us that we have got enough 
money in our budget, and so I want you 
to know, if you appropriate a dollar 
more than I have asked for, I will veto 
the bill. I have got time for four or five 
comments and I am out of here.’’ 

Senator STEVENS said, ‘‘Mr. Presi-
dent, I do not think you understand, we 
have already agreed. We will knock off 
any item you do not want. We are not 
trying to have an argument. We just 
want something done.’’ 

Senator BYRD made the same point, 
and then I asked the President, I said, 
‘‘Mr. President, I have been coming 
down here for 30 years, this is the first 
time any President has ever told me 
his mind was closed before the subject 
was even open.’’ I said, ‘‘I want to ask 
you four questions about Federal in-
stallations, which we have been told by 
your own people, your own security 
people, are gravely at risk of terrorist 
attack, their words, not mine.’’ I asked 
him about them. It was clear he had 
not been briefed on them. I did not ex-
pect him to. He is a busy man. 

But we walked out of there after 
being told by the President that he 
would veto any additional efforts to 
provide funds for homeland security. 
Despite that fact, we went back up to 
Capitol Hill and eventually added more 
than $2 billion to the President’s re-
quest, and he signed the bill. 

The following year, the President 
held a press conference bragging about 
the fact that the Customs agency had 
this new port security arrangement, 
new inspection of cargo coming into 
this country, and he had a press con-
ference bragging about it, and then 
pocket vetoed the money to make it 
happen. I felt that that was enough to 
give hypocrisy a bad name. 

So that is very basically the early 
history of what the President’s record 
is in terms of resisting bipartisan ef-
forts to strengthen homeland security 
funding. 

I remember going out to the CIA and 
watching in real-time as we could see 
what the Predators flying over in Af-
ghanistan were seeing when they were 
looking for bin Laden, and I know what 
the CIA people thought about the 
President’s decision to divert a signifi-
cant portion of our resources from the 
job of nailing bin Laden to preparing 
for the war in Iraq. They were not very 
happy about it, and we were not either. 

Since that time, on seven different 
occasions on this side of the aisle, we 
have tried to add funding to the Presi-
dent’s budget for homeland security 
and to the committee budget. 

I want to make clear I think the sub-
committee has done the best it could, 
given the allocation that it was given 
under the Republican budget; but that 
does not mean that the allocation was 
adequate. The record is clear that the 
President on numerous occasions of-
fered inadequate budgets which had to 
be augmented by this committee on a 
bipartisan basis. 

So I think it comes with considerable 
ill grace and with considerable rein-
venting of history for the President to 
suggest that there is any difference of 
opinion between the two parties with 
respect to our dedication to protecting 
the homeland. He knows it is not so, 
but campaign rhetoric is getting in the 
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way of the facts as far as he is con-
cerned. 

So I just want to make the point that 
I do not question the President’s patri-
otism because he chose to put tax cuts 
as a higher priority than even addi-
tional funding for homeland security. 
That is a judgment he made, and that 
is a judgment he will have to defend. I 
do not question his patriotism. I ques-
tion his judgment. I think that it 
comes with considerably ill grace from 
a man who has the track record of re-
fusing efforts of this Congress to 
strengthen homeland security on var-
ious occasions, to have that man ques-
tion anybody else’s dedication to this 
country, question anybody else’s dedi-
cation to defending this country. 

The record does not bear out his 
claims, and I think if you check the 
record, you will find out that every 
statement I have made today is fully 
true and accurate. 

With that, I thank the gentleman for 
the time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would advise the gentleman from 
Minnesota has 8 minutes remaining, 
and the gentleman from Kentucky has 
16 minutes remaining. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. KING), the very distinguished 
chairman of the authorizing Com-
mittee on Homeland Security in the 
House, whose cooperation on this bill 
has been fabulous, for the purpose of a 
colloquy. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise for the purpose of 
engaging in a colloquy with Chairman 
ROGERS and Chairman SENSENBRENNER. 
I would like to address the meaning of 
section 546 of the fiscal year 2007 De-
partment of Homeland Security appro-
priations conference report regarding 
the Western Hemisphere Traveling Ini-
tiative, also known as WHTI. 

I would like to establish the fact that 
the language proposed in the con-
ference report does not require a delay 
in implementation; in fact, the date 
change does not prohibit the adminis-
tration from complying with its origi-
nal deadline of January 1, 2008. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KING of New York. I yield to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I agree it is important to recognize 
that paragraph 1(a) requires that the 
Secretary of Homeland Security de-
velop and implement a plan for appro-
priate passports or other documents as 
expeditiously as possible. It then in-
structs the Secretary to complete im-
plementation of WHTI by no later than 
the earlier of June 1, 2009, or 3 months 
from the date the conditions of para-
graph 1(b) are met. 

Thus, the Secretary may and, indeed 
must, begin the implementation proc-
ess earlier than the June 1, 2009, dead-
line to ensure that he meets this man-
date. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KING of New York. I yield to the 
gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. 
Speaker, both gentlemen are correct. 
WHTI is vital to our homeland secu-
rity, and I am absolutely committed to 
ensuring it is put in place. 

The conference report requires the 
Departments of Homeland Security and 
State to implement WHTI no later 
than 3 months after the security re-
quirements are met or by June 1, 2009, 
whichever is earlier. 

b 1530 

We urge DHS and State to quickly 
develop the PASS card technology, 
card readers, and procedures to enable 
the earliest possible deployment of the 
system at our sea and land ports of 
entry. 

Again, let me make this clear. The 
conference report does not force a 
delay upon WHTI. It is up to DHS and 
State to make sure the program works 
securely and is implemented as soon as 
possible, which can and should be in ac-
cordance with the original WHTI dead-
line of January 1, 2008. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. WAMP), 
a very valuable member of this sub-
committee, hardworking, and a con-
feree on the bill. 

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
chairman for the outstanding job he 
does. 

This $34.8 billion brings the total 
that we have spent on this Department 
since September 11, 2001, to $151.7 bil-
lion, a significant investment in this 
new Department. 

I want to hail the service of MARTY 
SABO over the years but specifically on 
this subcommittee and because of his 
cooperation specifically in one area 
where he and Chairman ROGERS have 
been brilliant. They have used the 
power of the purse to force this Depart-
ment to move towards efficiency and 
accountability, something that was 
really missing for a long period of 
time. We have withheld money from 
them pending reports and account-
ability over and over again. 

I want to report on two areas today 
where we are making great progress be-
cause of our work on this sub-
committee. Science and technology 
was woefully inadequate. It is now 
moving rapidly. Admiral Cohen has 
come in, and he is outstanding. We are 
deploying new technologies, and we are 
really spending the money much more 
wisely. Great progress has been made. 

Another area is where we created and 
helped the administration form the 
DNDO, the Defense Nuclear Detection 
Organization. Nuclear problems in 
homeland security are our greatest 
threats. Mr. EDWARDS, on the Demo-
cratic side, and myself and others have 
really been active here to make sure 
this new agency is effectively detecting 
the nuclear threat and advancing those 
technologies. This funding is $481 mil-

lion. We forced it up above the admin-
istration’s request to that figure. It 
still is not enough. I would rather have 
had the Senate number of $500 million, 
but we are making great strides there 
now as well. 

Also, the border is much more secure 
today than it was a year ago. The gen-
tleman from Minnesota is exactly 
right. This subcommittee has been se-
curing the border each and every year 
but dramatically in the last year. We 
now are sending 99 percent of them 
back. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I want to wish 
happy birthday to Michelle. Thank you 
for your service. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, how much 
time do we have left? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman has 8 minutes remaining. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL). 

Mr. PASCRELL. Good luck to you, 
Martin, and thank you for your service 
and the great job you have done for 
America. Both sides working together 
on this legislation speaks for itself. 

The conference report I support. 
There is real good in this legislation. 
As the author of the FIRE Act, I am 
glad to see that the Congress has re-
stored the President’s draconian cuts 
to this successful program. $662 million 
for FIRE grants, including $115 million 
for the SAFER Act will allow us to 
continue to provide for the critical 
equipment and staffing needs of fire de-
partments nationwide. 

I am also heartened by the fact that 
we kept FEMA in Homeland Security. I 
think that is very, very important, 
rather than make it a separate organi-
zation. Combining many of the Depart-
ment’s preparedness functions with 
FEMA and keeping it in DHS is wise 
and, I think, sound policy. 

But there is some missed opportuni-
ties here. I cannot let this go by with-
out projecting this and asking every-
one in this room to think about it. We 
have done everything to try to put be-
fore the American people and the Con-
gress the necessity for interoperability 
dollars. We had it in the budget, we 
came to agreement on both sides, but 
it is not there anymore. 

We said that this was the most dif-
ficult task facing our police and our 
fire, yet we take $3.1 billion out in 
dedicated interoperability funding. We 
have had hearings on this in Wash-
ington State and hearings in New Jer-
sey, and this is not the way to treat 
our law enforcement. It is not the way. 

Five years after 9/11, the Department 
still does not have a dedicated inter-
operability grant program; and, as a re-
sult, State and localities are still rob-
bing Peter to pay Paul by using a huge 
amount of their homeland security 
grant funding. 

I am also concerned that the chem-
ical security provisions within this bill 
will not facilitate adequate security to 
an industry that needs it. 

Again, I want to thank those who put 
this legislation, this conference report 
together. 
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Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. LATHAM), a very 
valuable member of the subcommittee 
and of the conference. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the chairman, and I rise in support of 
this conference agreement and urge my 
colleagues to also support it. I also 
want to commend Chairman ROGERS, 
Mr. SABO, and the subcommittee staffs 
on both sides for their great work on 
this bill. 

I also want to take note that this is 
the last time that Congressman MARTY 
SABO will be on the floor with the 
Homeland Security appropriations bill. 
He has been a key member of the sub-
committee and a valued member of the 
full committee, and on behalf of Kathy 
and myself, we wish you and Sylvia the 
very, very best for the future. You are 
great people, and it has been an honor 
to get to know you. I appreciate your 
great career here. 

The process of putting together this 
appropriations bill to address the oper-
ational needs of the Homeland Security 
Department has once again been a very 
difficult one. As I participated in the 
process on this bill, I have come to the 
conclusion that our approach to fund-
ing homeland security has been well 
thought out in the face of having to 
make difficult choices. This year, as in 
the past, we have worked hard to bal-
ance the priorities. While I am not 
fully satisfied with some of the 
choices, overall I am pleased with 
many of the components of this bill. 

For example, I am very happy that 
we put extra funding into enhancement 
of border security. We added funds for 
new border patrol personnel and cap-
ital infrastructure. This is one more 
significant step toward the best com-
bination of assets to protect our bor-
ders. This is a must, in my view. 

I am also pleased that we have in-
cluded a structural overhaul of FEMA, 
an issue that had to be addressed. The 
components of the overall bill set 
FEMA on a path to better carrying out 
its mission. 

At the end of the day, there are no 
perfect answers to our homeland secu-
rity problems, and there is no perfect 
dollar resource level for any of these 
homeland functions. We are not going 
to reach a 100 percent security um-
brella no matter what level of funding 
we allocate to the homeland function. 
Since we cannot reach security perfec-
tion and because our resources are lim-
ited, we simply have to allocate re-
sources wisely, and we have done that 
again this year. 

I would ask all Members to support 
this conference report. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, allow me to thank the distin-
guished gentleman and pay him a great 
debt of gratitude for his service and for 
his fight. MARTIN SABO knows his busi-
ness, and he gets the job done, and I 
simply want to thank him very much. 

I wish as we proceed in this bill that 
there were elements of it that really 
could answer the questions that the 
American people ask about homeland 
security. I am disappointed we could 
not work out the right kind of ap-
proach to chemical security, primarily 
because I live in a region that has a siz-
able number of chemical plants and, 
most recently, we have experienced a 
number of incidents that have im-
pacted the surrounding neighborhoods. 
So I would have hoped we would have 
been able to implement a plan that had 
a great deal more teeth to it than what 
we now have in this bill. 

Also, I would like to mention that, 
although the Homeland Security Com-
mittee looked at and does agree with 
FEMA remaining in the Homeland Se-
curity Department at this time, I am 
disappointed that the monies, which we 
really do need to reconstruct FEMA 
and to make it work, one, are missing; 
and, two, that the question of the 
FEMA staffing is a question that has 
not been answered. 

Also, as my good friend from New 
Jersey indicated, we are still fighting 
the battle of interoperability, and that 
is a key element, as reflected in the 9/ 
11 Commission report. 

We also determined that the local 
law enforcement is very, very unhappy 
with the presence of the UASI grants 
in FEMA. I wish we had had more time 
for consultation to work with the Na-
tion’s chiefs of police to be able to en-
sure them that these grants would be 
distributed fairly. 

Much can be said about the improve-
ment of this bill, but, Mr. Speaker, I 
would hope that we would have the op-
portunity to ensure that there is full 
funding for homeland security and full 
staffing. Without that, it cannot work. 

I rise in support of the Conference Report to 
the Homeland Security Appropriations Act of 
2007 to H.R. 5441. Although the compromise 
is far from perfect, on balance it contains 
enough good things to warrant my support. 

I am pleased that the legislation includes all 
of the recommendations that the Democrats 
on the Homeland Security Committee released 
in February, entitled ‘‘Directing FEMA Towards 
Success: A Democratic Report and Legislative 
Solution.’’ The legislation combines some of 
the Department’s preparedness functions 
(Grants and Training, U.S. Fire Administration, 
and the National Capital Region office) with 
FEMA and keeps the new entity within the De-
partment. It requires that the Administrator of 
FEMA possess a demonstrated ability in and 
knowledge of emergency management and 
homeland security and have no less than 5 
years of executive leadership and manage-
ment experience. Finally, the legislation des-
ignates the Administrator as the principal advi-
sor to the President for all matters pertaining 
to emergency management and authorizes the 
President to designate the Administrator to 
serve as a member of the Cabinet during 
emergencies. 

INTEROPERABILITY FUNDING TO MEET THE NEEDS OF 
LOCAL RESPONDERS 

It is unfortunate that Republicans opposed 
the inclusion of $3.1 billion dedicated inter-
operability funding for state and local first re-

sponders. Five years after the 9/11 attacks 
and one year after Hurricane Katrina, the De-
partment still does not have a dedicated inter-
operability grant program. As a result, states 
and localities are still robbing Peter to pay 
Paul by using a huge amount of their home-
land security grant funding—in some instances 
80%—to purchase communications equip-
ment. States and localities are forced to short- 
change first responder training, local terrorism 
prevention activities and securing the nation’s 
critical infrastructure. 

Although the bill shortchanges interoper-
ability, the legislation does include increased 
authorizations in FY 2008 for a variety of pro-
grams that Democrats have championed 
throughout the process. These include: 

A $20 million increase for the Urban Search 
and Rescue Teams; 

A $30 million increase for the Metropolitan 
Medical Response System; 

A $175 million increase in FY 2008 for the 
Emergency Management Performance Grant 
program; and 

$4 million in grants for the administration of 
the Emergency Management Assistance Com-
pact, which is used to coordinate assistance 
between the states during disasters. 

FEMA 
With respect to the new FEMA’s overall 

funding, the legislation also authorizes a 10% 
annual increase over the next three years for 
administration and operations. It remains to be 
seen whether the Administration will include 
this crucial funding in their 2008 budget re-
quest. 

My Democratic colleagues on the Homeland 
Security Committee, including Ranking Mem-
ber BENNIE THOMPSON (MS), Representatives 
JANE HARMAN (CA), NITA LOWEY (NY), BILL 
PASCRELL (NJ), and I have been outspoken 
leaders in the effort to solve the problem of 
interoperability for our Nation’s first respond-
ers. Although the majority blocked our at-
tempts to provide dedicated funding to ad-
dress the issue, the legislation does adopt 
many Democratic provisions related to emer-
gency communications. 

The legislation creates an Office of Emer-
gency Communications to support, promote, 
monitor, and promulgate operable and inter-
operable communication capabilities, consoli-
dating various offices across the Federal gov-
ernment. Additionally, it requires the develop-
ment of a National Emergency Communica-
tions Plan that would identify ways to expedite 
the adoption of consensus standards for emer-
gency communications equipment and rec-
ommend both short and long-term solutions to 
overcoming obstacles to achieving nationwide 
interoperability and operability. 

It also mandates the completion of a na-
tional baseline study assessing the state of 
operability and interoperability among Federal, 
state, tribal, and local governments. Finally, it 
ensures that recipients of homeland security 
grants are coordinating and operating con-
sistent with the goals and recommendations of 
the National Emergency Communications 
Plan. 

Unfortunately, and for no apparent policy 
reason, this legislation fails to place this new 
Office of Emergency Communications where it 
most logically belongs—FEMA. Instead, it is 
an outlier—grouped in with the office that 
oversees cybersecurity. By failing to do this, 
Republicans have perpetuated—and written 
into law—the very fragmentation of the pre-
paredness and response functions that led to 
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the Administration’s failed response to Hurri-
cane Katrina. 

While the bill authorizes the existing Chief 
Medical Officer and gives him primary respon-
sibility for medical preparedness issues in the 
Department, Republicans rebuffed efforts by 
Homeland Security Democrats to locate this 
office where it most logically belongs—within 
FEMA. In addition, provisions to establish a 
program to assess, monitor, and study the 
health and safety of first responders involved 
in disasters was stripped by the Republicans, 
as was language to direct the Chief Medical 
Officer to provide guidance for the Metropoli-
tan Medical Response System and to develop 
and update guidelines for State, local, and 
tribal governments for medical response plans 
for WMD attacks. 

Additionally, the legislation authorizes a na-
tional training and exercise program for first 
responders, as well as a comprehensive as-
sessment system and a remedial action pro-
gram to identify and disseminate lessons 
learned. However, Republicans stripped out a 
Democratic proposal—accepted by the Major-
ity in the Homeland Security Committee bill— 
to authorize an exercise to prepare for pan-
demic influenza. 

Finally, the bill stripped a Democratic provi-
sion to create an Office of Public and Commu-
nity Preparedness, which was proposed to ad-
dress a lesson learned from Hurricane 
Katrina—that citizens need to be prepared to 
protect themselves and their families and can-
not rely on assistance for the first few days of 
a disaster. The office would have consolidated 
various programs at the Department of Home-
land Security into one office with the primary 
responsibility within the Department for assist-
ing the efforts of State, local, and tribal gov-
ernments in preparing citizens and commu-
nities in the United States for acts of terrorism, 
natural disasters, and other emergencies. 

Notwithstanding these weaknesses, I will 
support the Conference Report because on 
balance the weaknesses, which I will work to 
eliminate next year, are outweighed by the fol-
lowing good provisions: 

Prohibits the Secretary from allocating, re-
allocating, establishing, consolidating, altering, 
or discontinuing organizational units within 
FEMA under the authority of section 872 of 
the Homeland Security Act of 2002. 

Creates a national and 10 regional advisory 
councils (one in each FEMA region) made of 
up local officials, emergency managers, first 
responders and the private sector, to advise 
the Administrator and each of the regional Ad-
ministrators and ensure coordination. 

Creates a Disability Coordinator, a position 
advocated by Rep. JAMES LANGEVIN (D–RI), to 
ensure that the needs of individuals with dis-
abilities are being properly addressed in emer-
gency preparedness and disaster relief. 

Directs the Administrator, in coordination 
with the heads of other appropriate agencies, 
to provide evacuation preparedness technical 
assistance to state local and tribal govern-
ments. Democrats on the Committee had in-
troduced legislation on this issue over a year 
ago. 

Directs the Administrator to collaborate with 
local and state officials and first responder 
groups to develop standards for the 
credentialing of first responders and the typing 
of resources needed to respond to disasters. 

Codifies the national preparedness goal, tar-
get capabilities list, national planning sce-

narios, and creates a national preparedness 
system to prepare the nation for all hazards. 
Many of these activities are currently being 
undertaken by the Department. 

Directs the Administrator to develop a 
‘‘transparent and flexible’’ logistics system for 
procurement and delivery of goods and serv-
ices necessary for an effective and timely re-
sponse to disasters. 

Directs the Administer to develop and sub-
mit a strategic human capital plan to shape 
and improve the agency workforce and author-
izes the Administrator to pay a bonus to re-
cruit and retain individuals in positions other-
wise hard to fill. 

Creates a National Child Reunification Cen-
ter within the Center for Missing and Exploited 
Children as well as a National Emergency 
Family Registry and Locator System. 

For these reasons, I will support the Con-
ference Report and I urge my colleagues to 
join me. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SWEENEY), 
another very important member of this 
subcommittee who has helped us enor-
mously. 

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, I have 
been on this committee since its incep-
tion 4 years ago. It is probably my 
most challenging duty here in Con-
gress. It is one of my greatest honors, 
and I have to tell you, every year this 
appropriation measure is probably the 
steepest climb that we have because we 
know now that the threats we face, the 
challenges we face are enormous, and 
any arbitrary amount of money can’t 
bring us to a place of perfection. 

I want to salute the chairman for his 
great work. This is probably one of the 
best bills that you have been able to 
produce, Chairman, and they have all 
been pretty darn good, and so I really 
appreciate your leadership. 

To Mr. SABO, I wish you well. You 
have had a great career. It has been an 
honor, especially in these past 4 years, 
to serve with you and watch your lead-
ership. 

What I would like both of you to 
know is that our staffs here are some 
of the unsung heroes and I think the 
real patriots. They do incredible work. 
They listen, they study, and then they 
enact, and they enable us to do some of 
the good things we are doing here, and 
they have enabled us to make this Na-
tion more secure. 

The American people need to know 
this committee has served respectfully 
and greatly in a bipartisan fashion. For 
example, since 9/11, we have been able 
to provide almost $40 billion for first 
responders. In this report is an exam-
ple: $662 million for the assistance of 
firefighter grant programs, $7 million 
more than the 2006 number was and 
$370 million more than what the Presi-
dent asked for. 

We also found that balance by finding 
minimal security levels throughout the 
Nation that are satisfactory and, as 
well, made sure we had targeted 
money, $770 million, for the Urban 
Area Security Initiative. We do sub-
stantial work on ports, $4.34 billion; 
and $21 billion on the borders. 

Mr. Chairman, I think you have real-
ly identified what those priorities are, 
and we have balanced them very well. 

Finally, on WHTI, I just want to say 
that I think we have worked out a 
flexible compromise that will allow us 
to provide security and maintain our 
economic interests. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. LOBIONDO), chairman of the 
Coast Guard Subcommittee in the 
House. 

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
for the purpose of engaging in a col-
loquy with Chairman ROGERS. 

Mr. Speaker, I recognize concerns ex-
pressed about the Coast Guard’s C4ISR 
program. This is a critically important 
program providing a deployable pre-
emptive capability to prevent or stop 
the movement of terrorists and their 
weapons before they reach the home-
land. I would hope that the Chair 
would agree that if the C4ISR program 
is able to adequately address the con-
cerns contained in the conference re-
port that you would look favorably 
upon this program in the future. 

b 1545 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. If the gen-
tleman will yield, I agree with the gen-
tleman from New Jersey that this is an 
important program; and I can assure 
him that, should we receive informa-
tion that the Coast Guard has ad-
dressed our concerns, we will give the 
program favorable consideration in the 
future. 

Mr. LOBIONDO. Thank you very 
much, and thank you for your hard 
work. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. KING), the chairman of the 
authorizing committee. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the chairman for yielding. 

Let me at the outset thank Chairman 
ROGERS for the extraordinary work he 
has done and the extraordinary co-
operation he has exhibited toward the 
Homeland Security Committee. 

There are two key components of 
this appropriations bill which are in 
fact legislation passed by our com-
mittee and which Mr. ROGERS has so 
generously moved forward for us: cer-
tainly FEMA reform, and chemical 
plant security. 

On the issue of FEMA reform, let me 
also commend Chairman REICHERT for 
the extraordinary work he did at the 
subcommittee and committee level; 
and on the chemical plant security leg-
islation, let me commend Chairman 
LUNGREN for his work. 

As someone coming from New York, 
let me point out the fact that this leg-
islation includes a $30 million increase 
for the Urban Area Security Initiative, 
UASI, a grant program particularly 
important for the New York City and 
the metropolitan area. 

On FEMA reform, this is real reform. 
This gives FEMA the leverage and the 
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power and the autonomy it needs with-
in the overall perspective of homeland 
security. 

As far as chemical plant security, 
this is extraordinary legislation be-
cause for the first time it gives the De-
partment of Homeland Security rule-
making power over the chemical plant 
industry. 

I could go on for great length about 
this legislation, but I would like to 
yield to Sheriff REICHERT. 

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 5441, the fiscal 
year 2007 Homeland Security Appro-
priations Conference Report. I would 
like to discuss the Post-Katrina Emer-
gency Management Reform Act of 2006, 
which is included as title VI. 

As Chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Emergency Preparedness, Science, and 
Technology and as one of title VI’s 
principal authors, I proudly announce 
today both Chambers and both parties 
have come together and reached a land-
mark agreement in reforming FEMA. 

Mr. Speaker, when you Google the 
term ‘‘FEMA,’’ over 2 million hits pop 
up. Fixing FEMA has been on the fore-
front of the American consciousness 
since Hurricanes Katrina and Rita last 
year. Some said it couldn’t be done. 

Mr. Speaker, we have done it. The 
important reforms of FEMA are based 
in large part on H.R. 5351, which I in-
troduced on May 11, 2006, and which 
passed the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity less than 1 week later. 

Finally, this legislation addresses 
emergency communications. Congress 
has already appropriated billions of 
dollars for interoperability. However, 
standards are still not established. 
Many States do not have plans state-
wide and are still working on it. 

Before spending billions more, there 
are less expensive but integral reforms 
that must be implemented. Once these 
reforms occur, then and only then 
should we create an additional grant 
program. I look forward to working in 
a bipartisan way to create that new 
grant program. 

The American public demanded that 
Congress fix FEMA. This agreement 
does that. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong support 
of H.R. 5441, the ‘‘Fiscal Year 2007 Homeland 
Security Appropriations Conference Report.’’ 
In particular, I’d like to take a few moments to 
discuss the ‘‘Post-Katrina Emergency Manage-
ment Reform Act of 2006,’’ which is included 
in Title VI of H.R. 5441. 

As Chairman of the Subcommittee on Emer-
gency Preparedness, Science, and Tech-
nology, and as one of Title VI’s principal au-
thors, I am especially proud to announce that 
both Chambers and both parties have reached 
this landmark agreement to overhaul the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 

Mr. Speaker, if you Google the term ‘‘FEMA 
Reform,’’ over 2 million hits will pop up. The 
idea of fixing FEMA has been on the forefront 
of the American consciousness since Hurri-
canes Katrina and Rita last year. And some 
said it couldn’t be done—that Congress could 
not come together in a bipartisan, bicameral 
way to fix this problem. There were too many 

obstacles and too much politics. That the 
problem itself was simply too massive and no 
one knew where to begin. But Mr. Speaker, 
we have overcome those obstacles in the in-
terests of the American people. And, to do so, 
we began by listening to those who know best 
what the problems are and what the solutions 
must be—our Nation’s first responders and 
emergency managers. 

This landmark agreement will, among other 
things, reform FEMA by: 

Elevating the standing of FEMA within the 
Department of Homeland Security by pro-
moting the Administrator of FEMA to the level 
of Deputy Secretary; 

Requiring that the Administrator possess a 
demonstrated ability in executive leadership 
and management experience; 

Directing the Administrator to serve as the 
principal advisor to the President and others 
for all matters relating to emergency manage-
ment; 

Restoring the nexus between emergency 
preparedness and response; and 

Elevating the importance of emergency 
communications within the Department by es-
tablishing an Office of Emergency Commu-
nications and requiring that Office to draft a 
National Emergency Communications Plan 
and conduct a baseline operability and inter-
operability assessment. 

These and the other important reforms of 
FEMA in Title VI are based, in large part, on 
H.R. 5351, the ‘‘National Emergency Manage-
ment Reform and Enhancement Act of 2006,’’ 
which I introduced on May 11, 2006 and which 
passed the Committee on Homeland Security 
less than one week later. 

As a former law enforcement officer for 
more than 33 years, I can assure my friends 
in blue that nothing in this agreement would in 
any way undermine the terrorism-specific 
focus of the Department’s terrorism prepared-
ness grants and other prevention and protec-
tion programs. In fact, my colleagues and I 
drafted the base text of this legislation with the 
direct input of our Nation’s first responders. 

Finally, some have recently brought up the 
need to immediately create a new multi-billion 
grant program for interoperability. However, 
before spending additional billions of Federal 
dollars on interoperable communications, there 
are less expensive but integral reforms that 
must first be implemented. This agreement 
contains an entire subtitle of such reforms. As 
a former Cop and Sheriff, I know that first re-
sponders need standards in place and that 
States need to adopt Statewide Interoperable 
Communication Plans to ensure that Federal 
money is well spent. It is then, and only then, 
that we should create an additional interoper-
ability grant program. However, once these re-
forms have been implemented, I look forward 
to working in a bipartisan way to create that 
new grant program. 

However, to be clear, Congress has already 
appropriated billions of dollars for emergency 
communications. From FY 2003 through FY 
2005, recipients of DHS’ terrorism prepared-
ness grants have obligated and spent more 
than $2 billion on interoperability projects—the 
single largest use of such grant funding. More-
over, the Department of Justice’s COPS pro-
gram has allocated more than $300 million for 
interoperability to law enforcement agencies 
during that same period of time. Finally, in the 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 2005, Congress 
established a $1 billion interoperability grant 

program to be administered by the Commerce 
Department. 

Following Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, the 
American public demanded that Congress fix 
our Nation’s broken emergency management 
system. This agreement does that and more. 
It is for that reason that I urge my colleagues 
to support this landmark, bipartisan legislation. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 1 minute. 

Mr. Speaker, I have read the chem-
ical bill language, and I do not under-
stand whether that language preempts 
the ability of a State to adopt more 
stringent requirements than the Fed-
eral standards. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABO. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
it is our understanding, and we had the 
opinion of committee counsel on this, 
that it does not preempt States. 

Mr. SABO. The intention is not to 
preempt the ability of the States. 

Mr. KING of New York. That is not 
the intention. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just commend 
the gentleman for his many years of 
service to this House and wish him the 
very best in the years to come. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHU-
STER), who is Chairman of the Emer-
gency Management Subcommittee of 
the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure. 

(Mr. SHUSTER asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
Chairman ROGERS for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong 
support of this legislation, in par-
ticular the FEMA reforms. It was a tre-
mendous effort by many, and I want to 
extend my personal thanks to Chair-
man ROGERS, Chairman DON YOUNG, 
Chairman DAVIS, Chairman KING and 
Chairman REICHERT. This was truly a 
collaborative effort, and I think we 
have some important reforms for 
FEMA here today. 

FEMA was once one of the most well- 
respected organizations in the Federal 
Government, but Hurricane Katrina 
demonstrated how badly FEMA de-
clined in just 3 years at DHS. 

I had the privilege to serve on the 
Katrina Committee that did the inves-
tigation and we laid out five principles 
for reforming FEMA: The President 
has to be involved in big disasters; 
there must be a clear chain of com-
mand; preparedness must be put back 
into FEMA; FEMA’s capabilities must 
be restored and enhanced; and, finally, 
we need an all-hazard approach to dis-
asters. 

While I believe that pulling FEMA 
out of DHS is the best way to embrace 
these principles, I recognize that it is 
not the only way. These principles 
served as a foundation for the com-
promise we consider today. 
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This bill fixes and improves FEMA. 

With the leadership, authority and re-
sources necessary to respond effec-
tively to the next disaster. FEMA can 
once again be a model Federal agency. 
The American people deserve nothing 
less. 

Before I close, I would like to thank 
the Emergency Management Sub-
committee staff who worked very long 
hours on this important legislation: 
Dan Matthews, Jennifer Hall and Hugh 
Carroll, and also Liz Megginson from 
the full committee. They did a great 
job, and I want to thank them. 

Mr. Speaker. I rise today to support this leg-
islation. 

Prior to the creation of the Department of 
Homeland Security (DHS), the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency (FEMA) was one 
of the most well respected organizations in the 
Federal government. Hurricane Katrina illus-
trated how badly FEMA had declined in less 
than three short years. 

I want to thank Chairman YOUNG for his 
leadership and his oversight efforts over the 
years to ensure that FEMA would remain a 
model Federal agency. Through his leadership 
on this bill, I believe FEMA will not only return 
to its former status, but out perform the FEMA 
we used to know. 

I had the honor of serving on the House 
Katrina Committee under Chairman DAVIS. He 
deserves tremendous credit for leading the in-
vestigation. He made a commitment to follow 
the facts wherever they took us, and he un-
covered a surprising record of actions and ne-
glect that undermined our Nation’s disaster 
preparedness. Without his leadership, we 
would not be here today. 

There have been a lot of complaints that the 
House has not consolidated jurisdiction over 
the DHS into one committee. Today, I can tell 
you that it is a good thing that jurisdiction over 
DHS does not reside with one committee. 

This bill balances the need to prepare for a 
terrorist attack with all of the other hazards we 
face. The Transportation Committee has dec-
ades of experience with emergency manage-
ment. The Homeland Security Committee 
brings real expertise on terrorism matters. Be-
tween these two committees, we came up with 
a good product. 

I would like to thank Chairman KING and 
Chairman REICHERT. This comprehensive re-
form could not have been possible without 
their support, vast knowledge of preparedness 
issues, and strong desire for reform. 

After the Katrina Committee Investigation, 
we laid out 5 principles for reforming FEMA. 

First, Presidential involvement and profes-
sional disaster advice are essential. 

Second, effective response requires a clear 
chain of command. 

Third, the four elements of emergency man-
agement need to be closely integrated and 
managed, particularly preparedness and re-
sponse functions. 

Fourth, FEMA’s essential response capabili-
ties must be restored and enhanced. 

And fifth, the tension between the nation’s 
all-hazards emergency management system 
and terrorism preparedness must be resolved. 

While my personal opinion is that pulling 
FEMA out of DHS is the best way to embrace 
these principles, I recognize that it is not the 
only way. These five principles served as a 
foundation for this compromise, which helped 
us achieve comprehensive reform. 

This legislation elevates the Administrator to 
the Deputy Secretary level and provides that 
the Administrator will report directly to the 
Secretary. It directs the Administrator to serve 
as the principal advisor to the President, the 
Homeland Security Council, and the Secretary 
of Homeland Security for all matters relating to 
emergency management and permits the 
President to designate the Administrator as a 
member of the Cabinet in the event of natural 
disasters, acts of terrorism, and other man- 
made disasters. Additionally, the Administrator 
is given explicit responsibility for managing all 
disasters. 

Furthermore, I am proud that this bill clari-
fies the chain of command during the Federal 
response to natural disasters, acts of ter-
rorism, and other man-made disasters by pro-
viding that the Federal Coordinating Officer 
(FCO) is in charge. The bill also prohibits the 
Principal Federal Official (PFO) from directing 
or replacing the incident command structure at 
an incident and limits the PFO’s authority over 
Federal and State officials, including the FCO. 

Additionally, this legislation returns all 
grants, training, and preparedness programs 
to FEMA, restoring the nexus between emer-
gency preparedness and response. These 
grants and programs include the emergency 
management performance grant program, fire 
grants, terrorism preparedness grants, the ra-
diological emergency preparedness program, 
the chemical stockpile emergency prepared-
ness program, and the metropolitan medical 
response system. 

This bill increases FEMA’s response capa-
bilities through a variety of tools. Through this 
legislation FEMA will establish robust Regional 
Offices, Regional Advisory Councils, and 
multi-agency Regional Strike Teams to ensure 
effective coordination and integration of re-
gional preparedness, protection, response, 
mitigation, and recovery activities with State, 
local, and tribal governments, emergency re-
sponse providers, emergency managers, and 
other stakeholders. Additionally, the Adminis-
trator is provided a number of tools for rebuild-
ing FEMA’s professional and reserve 
workforces through the use of a strategic 
human capital plan, recruitment and retention 
bonuses, and professional development and 
education. 

Finally, this bill establishes an all hazard na-
tional preparedness goal and system for bring-
ing direction, professional expertise, and ac-
countability to federal, state, and local pre-
paredness activities. 

This bill puts FEMA back together again and 
gives FEMA the tools and authority to do its 
job. With the leadership, authority, and re-
sources necessary to respond effectively to 
the next disaster, FEMA can once again be a 
model agency within the Federal Government. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, before I yield back my 
time, let me simply say to my friend 
from Minnesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT), 
thank you for presiding today in a very 
fair and efficient manner. It is a pleas-
ure working with the gentleman. And 
on Twins. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. Speaker, this year has been a dif-
ficult year for this bill, as they all are. 

We did not have all of the allocation 
that we could have used. However, I 
think we judiciously have spent the 
moneys that were allocated to us. 

There is no more important chore 
that the Congress has, in my judgment, 
than to protect the country as best we 
can from its enemies and from natural 
disasters. That is what this bill is all 
about. It is such a huge undertaking. 
We have got 7,500 miles of borders with 
our neighbors, we have 12,000 miles of 
coastline, including the Great Lakes, 
440 commercial airports with 600 mil-
lion passengers a year internally and 
many millions more from outside the 
country, rail and subways and tunnels 
and bridges and cyber structures, and 
the financial system. Everything we 
have is subject to attack, and it is a 
very, very difficult chore for the gov-
ernment, both the executive branch 
and certainly the legislative branch, to 
try to get our arms around the mission 
and to try to find the moneys there to 
try to finance the effort to defend the 
country against its enemies. 

But I think we have done that within 
this bill as best we can. We have cov-
ered practically every angle that you 
can think of with plenty of funding. I 
am especially pleased that we found 
huge new sums to spend on border se-
curity. We can’t exist as a country if 
we can’t protect that border, and that 
is what this bill is all about in its main 
emphasis. 

Again, I want to thank MARTY SABO 
for his years of service and friendship, 
he and Sylvia. MARTY, you and Sylvia, 
we wish you Godspeed. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, today, 
the House debated the Conference Report for 
Homeland Security Appropriations Act for Fis-
cal Year 2007. Section 535 of the conference 
report included a provision that will allow indi-
viduals to import into the U.S. from Canada a 
90-day supply of a prescription drug, on their 
person, for their personal use. The provision 
specifically exempts controlled substances and 
biological products. 

As the Chairman of the authorizing Com-
mittee with jurisdiction over the regulation of 
drugs and biological products, it is important 
for me to clarify what the language in this sec-
tion means in regards to biologic products. 
The exemption applies to biological products, 
as that term is defined in Section 351 of the 
Public Health Service Act. The legislation does 
not confine the exception of only to those 
products licensed under Section 351 of the 
PHSA. This is an important distinction. To be 
clear, the language exempts biologic products 
licensed under the Public Health Service Act 
and those approved under the Federal Food, 
Drug and Cosmetic Act. 

Members have also asked questions and of-
fered various wishful opinions as to whether 
the chemical security section of the 2007 
Homeland Security Appropriations bill pre-
empts state or local law. Perhaps a review of 
the evolution of this provision would shed 
some light for Members. The House Com-
mittee on Homeland Security considered a bill 
in July that carried an amendment to explicitly 
state that the bill would not preempt state law. 
Why? Because Members recognized correctly 
that State or local laws that conflict with or 
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frustrate the purpose of Federal laws are pre-
empted by the Federal law in the absence of 
explicit Federal language to the contrary, and 
the amendment’s proponents wanted to en-
sure that States would not be so constrained. 
However, that bill was never considered by ei-
ther body of Congress. When Senator BYRD 
initiated the process of using the 2007 Home-
land Security Appropriations bill as a vehicle 
for legislating a Federal chemical security pro-
gram, and then other Members began to ven-
ture suggestions to amend Senator BYRD’s 
language in conference, the Chairmen of the 
three authorizing Committees, one in the other 
body and two in this body, were consulted. 

During negotiations it was discussed and 
consciously decided among the authorizing 
committee negotiators to not include a provi-
sion exempting this section from Federal pre-
emption because we do not want a patchwork 
of chemical security programs, and we do not 
want chemical facilities that are trying to se-
cure themselves against threats of terrorism 
caught in a bind of wondering whether their 
site security complies with all law. It was only 
upon the agreement of the three authorizing 
Committee Chairmen that the Appropriations 
Conferees included the chemical security pro-
vision in the Appropriations Conference Re-
port. 

During Appropriations Conference delibera-
tions, some Members argued and voted 
against including the chemical security sec-
tion, in part because it was silent on preemp-
tion. However, they were outvoted. We are 
fully confident that courts of law, if ever faced 
with such a question, will examine the State or 
local provision and decide for themselves 
whether it conflicts with or frustrates the pur-
pose of Federal law, including the chemical 
security section of the 2007 Homeland Secu-
rity Appropriations bill and Section 
101(b)(1)(F) of the Homeland Security Act of 
2002 which states explicitly that the mission of 
the Department of Homeland Security includes 
ensuring ‘‘that the overall economic security of 
the United States is not diminished by efforts, 
activities, and programs aimed at securing the 
homeland.’’ 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, the conference 
report we are considering today on the House 
floor fails to close dangerous homeland secu-
rity loopholes that continue to put Americans 
at risk more than 5 years after the 9/11 at-
tacks. 

This bill fails to include strong chemical se-
curity language that had been agreed to, on a 
bipartisan basis, in the Homeland Security 
Committee. 

But Republicans have caved to the wishes 
of their allies in the chemical industry by 
crafting weak provisions that do not provide 
the security safeguards that are urgently need-
ed to protect Americans. 

The fact is, there are nightclubs in New 
York City that are harder to get into than some 
of our chemical plants. This bill fails to fix the 
problem. 

This bill also does not contain a mandate 
that all of the cargo on passenger planes be 
screened before it is placed onboard. 

An amendment I offered to require 100 per-
cent cargo screening on passenger planes 
passed the House overwhelmingly three years 
ago as part of the Department of Homeland 
Security’s spending bill. But the Bush adminis-
tration ensured that the provision was deleted 
from the final version of the bill, and Repub-
licans have blocked it ever since. 

In addition, this bill fails to provide the re-
sources needed to ensure that our airports 
have the equipment needed to detect explo-
sives that may be hidden in bags bound for 
airliners. 

Earlier this month, a nonpartisan report de-
veloped by experts from air carriers, airport 
operators, the Federal Government and con-
tractors recommended that Congress should 
‘‘continue Federal appropriations of at least 
$435 million for purchase and installation of 
Explosive Detection Systems, escalating annu-
ally.’’ 

And what have Republicans in Congress 
decided is the appropriate funding level for the 
purchase and installation of explosive detec-
tion equipment at airports? About $150 million, 
or roughly one-third the amount recommended 
by the experts. 

This is another example of Republicans 
nickel-and-diming homeland security while 
writing a blank check for the War in Iraq. 

The foiled London bombing plot last month 
shined a light on the Bush administration’s 
bungling of the research, development and de-
ployment of systems that can detect liquid ex-
plosives at airports. 

In its final report card, the 9/11 Commission 
gave the Federal Government’s checked bag 
screening capabilities a ‘‘D’’ and directed that 
‘‘The TSA should expedite the installation of 
advanced (in-line) baggage screening equip-
ment.’’ But almost a year later, we’re still far 
behind where we need to be. 

This bill also does not address another avia-
tion security weakness that leaves us vulner-
able to a terrorist attack. 

Specifically, the bill keeps in place an artifi-
cial cap that Republicans have placed on the 
number of airport screeners that can be hired. 
This is creating security challenges at our air-
ports, as passenger traffic increases, and 
workers are expected to be on guard for a 
growing array of threats. 

According to the bipartisan report released 
earlier this month ‘‘without adequate capital in-
vestment, screener staffing levels would have 
to increase significantly to maintain 100% 
electronic screening.’’ 

But we currently have the worst of both 
worlds: Republicans refuse to invest the need-
ed funds in explosive detection equipment 
while they also cap the number of screeners 
regardless of security needs. This is a dan-
gerous, wrong-headed policy that puts Ameri-
cans at risk. 

This bill also fails to sufficiently fund the 
Metropolitan Medical Response System, a 
vital program designed to limit casualties in 
the event of a major emergency, such as a 
nuclear attack or avian flu outbreak. 

Clearly, our country needs a New Direction 
to ensure that security loopholes are closed 
and Americans are protected from terrorists 
determined to inflict another devastating attack 
on our country. 

Republicans continue to ignore glaring loop-
holes such as porous security safeguards at 
chemical plants, failure to scan all the cargo 
on passenger planes, flawed checkpoint 
screening equipment, and the lack of enough 
TSA screeners. 

As a result, Republicans are providing our 
nation with homeland insecurity, rather than 
the real security that Americans deserve. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this bill. 
Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 

of the Fiscal Year 2007 Homeland Security 

Appropriations Conference Report. It includes 
several provisions that I authored in the 
Homeland Security and Appropriations Com-
mittees, including much-needed provisions to 
help first responders communicate. 

More than two years ago, I proposed legis-
lation to require the Department of Homeland 
Security to create a national interoperability 
strategy. It is time that we give our first re-
sponders the tools they need to adequately 
communicate with one another without having 
to use many of the same tactics as Paul Re-
vere. 

This strategy is long overdue. Ten years 
ago, the Public Safety Wireless Advisory Com-
mittee recommended that ‘‘unless immediate 
measures are taken to promote interoper-
ability, public safety agencies will not be able 
to adequately discharge their obligation to pro-
tect life and property in a safe, efficient, and 
cost effective manner.’’ Because of inadequate 
radios, 343 firefighters died while heroically 
rescuing thousands of workers at the World 
Trade Center on September 11th. Last year, 
communications failures exacerbated the poor 
response to Hurricane Katrina. 

Amazingly, the Department has no real plan 
to solve the communications crisis and has 
not made the issue a priority. This bill will re-
quire it to complete a baseline study to assess 
current capabilities; create a resource plan; 
expedite voluntary consensus standards; set 
goals and time frames; identify obstacles; co-
ordinate planning with other federal as well as 
state, local, and private sector partners; de-
sign backup systems in the event that primary 
systems fail; and verify manufacturers’ claims 
that equipment meets certain standards. 

Unfortunately, the conference report does 
not include my dedicated communications 
grant program. While it is imperative that we 
have a workable strategy, it can only be exe-
cuted when local public safety agencies have 
funding to plan, design, implement, and main-
tain interoperable networks. In addition, the bill 
cuts funding for the major first responder grant 
programs, further delaying the progress that 
state and local governments should be making 
to increase communications capabilities. 

Although the conference report is not per-
fect, I am pleased that conferees took the first 
step in adopting my interoperability strategy. 

Mr. ROGERS of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today in support of the pending Con-
ference Report, and thank the Chairman of the 
Homeland Security Appropriations Sub-
committee, Mr. HAL ROGERS, for his work on 
this legislation. 

I appreciate the fact that this bill includes 
important provisions that consolidate the 
Noble Training Center with the Center for Do-
mestic Preparedness; establish a Homeland 
Security Education Program; and ensure fi-
nancial accountability of the Secure Border Ini-
tiative, which is similar to a provision of my 
bill—H.R. 6162—that the House passed yes-
terday. 

In addition, this bill includes funding to add 
1,500 new Border Patrol agents. In 2004, 
Congress authorized 2,000 new agents be 
added each year. To date, the Border Patrol 
has added fewer than 2,000 new agents. 

In May, the President announced that the 
Border Patrol will increase its ranks by 6,000 
new agents by FY 2009. At the current pace, 
we will not meet this goal. 
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I look forward to working with Members of 

the Homeland Security Appropriations Sub-
committee to ensure that the Border Patrol will 
be able to make the President’s goal a reality. 

While I support the overall Conference Re-
port, I am deeply concerned with one provi-
sion included by the other body. 

This provision would require that all instruc-
tors at the Federal Law Enforcement Training 
Center—referred to as FLET–C—be Federal 
employees. 

This is a terrible provision that could prevent 
Federal law enforcement agencies—not just 
DHS—from being able to quickly and cost-ef-
fectively train their officers and agents. Par-
ticularly in emergency circumstances; like we 
experienced immediately after the 9–11 ter-
rorist attack. 

OMB Director Rob Portman wrote to Con-
gress on September 6th regarding DHS Ap-
propriations and expressed his serious con-
cern that this provision is too restrictive. 

He wrote that by preventing public-private 
competition, the provision—quote: ‘‘deprives 
the Department of the operational efficiencies 
to be gained by competition, and limits its abil-
ity to direct Federal resources to support other 
priorities.’’ 

I have reviewed FLETC’s course list and 
find it indefensible that anyone would advo-
cate that only a Federal employee can effi-
ciently and effectively teach some of these 
courses. 

For example why is it that only a Federal 
employee can teach ‘‘7 Habits of Highly Effec-
tive People,’’ or ‘‘Archeological Resources 
Protection,’’ or ‘‘Self Leadership Through Un-
derstanding Human Behavior?’’ 

All of these are courses taught at FLETC fa-
cilities. All of these courses could very easily 
be taught by a State or local government offi-
cial, a college professor, or a professional 
from the private sector. 

Since the terrorist attacks of September 
11th, the need for FLETC training has in-
creased dramatically, and FLETC is under sig-
nificant strain to meet these needs. 

Should an emergency arise tomorrow, I am 
certain that this provision will make it impos-
sible for the Department to be able to meet 
any surge in demand for training that might 
arise. 

I urge my colleagues to consider the serious 
ramifications of this provision, and join me in 
working to lift this ban in the future to ensure 
our Federal law enforcement agencies can 
meet all their training needs. 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
support of the conference report to H.R. 5441, 
the fiscal year 2007 Department of Homeland 
Security Appropriations Act. With this bill, the 
federal government takes important steps for-
ward on securing our border and reforming the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA). 

It is heartening to see that Congress is be-
ginning to wake up to the critical importance of 
a secure border. Indeed, this bill provides 
$21.3 billion for border protection and immi-
gration enforcement—nearly an 11 percent in-
crease over last year—including $5.2 billion 
for the department’s Secure Border Initiative, 
the government’s comprehensive multi-year 
plan to secure America’s borders and reduce 
illegal migration through enhanced technology, 
infrastructure, and personnel. $2.25 billion is 
provided for the addition of 1,500 new Border 
Patrol agents, bringing the total to 14,800, and 

$1.2 billion for border fencing, vehicle barriers, 
technology, and other infrastructure improve-
ments. 

H.R. 5441 also takes important steps to pro-
tect against the growing threat of border tun-
neling. Penalties for individuals who assist in 
the construction or financing on border tunnels 
will be subject to much harsher penalties— 
fines and imprisonment of up to 20 years. 
Anyone using a border tunnel to smuggle 
aliens, weapons, or other goods will be sub-
ject to a maximum term of imprisonment that 
is twice the punishment that would have ap-
plied had a tunnel not been used. 

In addition, I am extremely pleased that the 
conference committee provided more than-ex-
pected funds to assist in the transfer of the 
Shadow Wolves from the Bureau of Customs 
and Border Protection (CBP) back to their log-
ical home in Immigration and Customs En-
forcement (ICE). The Shadow Wolves officers 
are Native Americans who combine modem 
technology with ancient tracking techniques to 
play a critical role in our government’s 
counter-narcotics efforts along the 76 miles of 
border and 2.8 million acres within the Tohono 
O’odham Nation. When the Department of 
Homeland Security was originally created, the 
Shadow Wolves were placed under the control 
of the CBP. Unfortunately, however, the CBP’s 
mission and methods were found to be nota-
bly unsuited to the ways of the Shadow 
Wolves, whose methods employ tracking 
smugglers more than merely defending a bor-
der line. This bureaucratic misjudgment has 
significantly hurt the Shadow Wolves’ morale, 
causing their numbers to dwindle. Because of 
this situation, I appreciate the conferees’ deci-
sion to provide $3.1 million—a million more 
than in the House bill—for ICE to pay for the 
newly-transferred Shadow Wolves’ salaries 
and other needs. 

It is also important to note for our friends in 
Canada and Mexico that nothing in this bill 
should be misrepresented as changing our 
commitment to requiring a secure border ID. 

As we require more secure IDs to get a 
driver’s license, to vote, and to get a job within 
the U.S., you can be assured that we certainly 
will require one at the borders. Working to-
gether, we can maintain our important trade 
and tourism relationships while maintaining the 
security or our Nation. 

Last, I am pleased that this conference re-
port will enact important reforms to FEMA to 
help ward off some of the blatant examples of 
mismanagement seen in the aftermath of Hur-
ricane Katrina. For example, this bill creates a 
smarter FEMA management structure by es-
tablishing 10 FEMA regional offices and re-
gional directors with the ability to coordinate 
and direct the federal response in times of cri-
sis, so that FEMA is not trying to manage fu-
ture disasters from Washington. By putting 
FEMA on the ground where the crisis is occur-
ring, regional directors will be able to coordi-
nate more effective and timely responses. 
Also, each regional office will maintain a multi-
agency regional strike team, with the ability to 
quickly respond to emergencies, and three na-
tional emergency response teams will be cre-
ated in case rapid supplements to the regional 
teams are needed. Finally, while codifying the 
FEMA director’s status as the principal advisor 
to the President and Secretary of Homeland 
Security, this bill refrains from establishing 
FEMA as an independent, cabinet-level agen-
cy—a misguided notion designed more to pla-

cate the media than institute meaningful re-
form. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend Chairman ROGERS 
and the rest of the conferees for their hard 
work on this bill, and urge my colleagues to 
support it. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposi-
tion to the Department of Homeland Security 
(DHS) Appropriations Act (H.R. 5441) because 
$35 billion is too high a price for failure. Hurri-
cane Katrina provided a vivid and massive ex-
ample of DHS’ incompetence, but additional 
instances of incompetence are on almost daily 
display. Just this week, Secretary Chertoff an-
nounced with great fanfare a new risk-based 
port security program. Perhaps he knows 
something about the terrorists that we don’t, 
because apparently they are more likely to tar-
get the ports in Burns Harbor, IN and Duluth, 
MN than Oakland, CA. Those ports received 
new funding while Oakland got nothing. The 
fourth-busiest port in the nation, the gateway 
to Asia, in the heart of a major metropolitan 
center and the high-technology headquarters 
of the country is apparently at no risk of a ter-
rorist attack. 

Another recent round of urban security 
grants cut funding by 40 percent for New York 
and Washington, DC, but increased it for Lou-
isville and Omaha. The American people 
might also be interested to know that DHS’ 
‘‘National Asset Database,’’ which is used to 
determine how to allocate preparedness fund-
ing, lists Indiana as the state with the most po-
tential terrorist targets. Supposedly, the Hoo-
sier state has 8,591 targets compared to Cali-
fornia’s 3,212. The Amish Country Popcorn 
Factory in Berne, IN is on the list, but the Em-
pire State Building is not. I couldn’t make this 
stuff up. 

The more DHS promises to improve and 
stop wasting money, the worse things get. 
Last year, more than half of contracts were 
awarded without a full competitive bidding 
process, compared to 19 percent in 2003. If it 
seems to you like the Katrina recovery is 
going awfully slow for how much money has 
been spent, perhaps you aren’t considering 
the 2,000 sets of dog booties costing $68,442; 
three portable shower units for $71,170; 54 
iPods worth $7,000; 37 designer rain jackets 
for a Customs and Border Protection firing 
range that isn’t used when it is raining; and a 
beer brewing kit for $1,000 purchased by DHS 
staff. 

This Homeland Security Appropriations bill 
does nothing to require stronger oversight or 
to stop the hemorrhaging of money to our 
least-vulnerable areas. The popcorn factory 
and petting zoo lobby will be happy, but I am 
disgusted, and I urge my colleagues to join 
me in voting no. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the conference report and the 
provisions dealing with chemical plant security. 

I truly regret this issue is being debated in 
the context of an appropriations bill. As Chair-
man of one of this Body’s two Committees of 
jurisdiction, I am committed to engaging the 
policy debate in the future on chemical plant 
security legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been astounded by the 
lack of real knowledge by some professed ex-
perts about the way that chemical plants are 
already regulated under existing Federal laws. 
When Congress resumes this debate in the 
next couple of years, it is essential that all in-
terested persons know what their government 
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and the private sector are already doing be-
fore heaping an array of well-intentioned man-
dates on government and the private sector. 

America does not become more secure by 
piling on more laws, it just become more regu-
lated. 

These provisions on chemical plant security 
are a step forward in making America more 
secure—and this is the only criterion by which 
I find myself supporting them. The legislation 
is far from perfect. However, it does establish, 
for the first time, an actual, and enforceable 
chemical plant security program for the whole 
Nation. 

Let me highlight some key provisions: 
First, this legislation requires chemical 

plants to conduct vulnerability assessments 
and site security plans. Similar steps have 
been required of other facilities by Congress 
and have passed without a dissenting vote. 

Second, this legislation requires the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security to develop risk- 
based, performance-based regulations for se-
curing high risk chemical plants within the next 
six months. This provision includes a much 
wider scope of plant coverage than what the 
Senate spending bill contained and it also 
makes the critical distinction that not every 
chemical plant is created or operates equally, 
has the same risks, or is similarly vulnerable. 

Third, this legislation allows the Department 
to approve chemical plant regimes that other 
public or private interests develop that meet 
the criteria in the Department’s regulations. 
This is crucial because it allows parties that 
have already invested in protecting chemical 
plants from terrorist attacks to avoid having 
those costs stranded simply because they had 
the foresight and initiative to act before this 
legislation became law. 

Fourth, this is legislation protects sensitive 
information. We must never make security- 
sensitive information about chemical plants’ 
available to anyone for the asking, including 
terrorists. Information protections have been 
included in every homeland security related 
bill since 9–11 and there is no good policy 
reason to end that practice right now. 

This provision does not shield any chemical 
plant from FOIA requests for emissions data 
under existing Federal environmental statutes; 
it merely covers vulnerability and security in-
formation. I hope we all support this necessary 
protection. 

Fifth, this legislation keeps the Department 
focused on chemical plant security. Some 
people want to have the Department’s mission 
diluted with extraneous tasks such as regu-
lating chemical plant pollution, chemical plant 
manufacturing processes, or chemical plant 
workplace relations. 

We must not dismiss the volumes of envi-
ronmental and manufacturing laws and en-
forcement expertise at both the Environmental 
Protection Agency and the Occupational Safe-
ty and Health Administration, not to mention 
their state counterparts, so another Agency of 
the Federal government can get into the act. 

Sixth, under the catch-phrase ‘‘inherently 
safer technologies’’ some want to vest in the 
Department of Homeland Security the power 
to regulate chemical feedstocks, processes, 
and products. One environmental protection 
agency is enough, Mr. Speaker. EPA has the 
authority and expertise it needs under the 
Safe Drinking Water Act, Toxic Substances 
Control Act, Clean Air Act, and other laws to 
protect our environment from harmful chemical 
exposure. 

Let’s let the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity focus on protecting us from the threat of 
chemical terrorism so that our plants and com-
munities are secure, and manufacturing facili-
ties can continue to meet the needs of the 
American consumer, the American worker, 
and the American economy. 

Seventh, this legislation distinguishes facili-
ties that are already regulated by Federal law 
to prevent terrorism consequences. This in-
cludes drinking water and Maritime Transpor-
tation Security Act (MTSA) facilities. Some 
misread this distinction as meaning drinking 
water and maritime transportation facilities do 
not get protection. On the contrary, the protec-
tion from terrorism we’ve already given them 
is so good we don’t want conflicting regulatory 
programs to interfere. 

We don’t want DHS, which is not an envi-
ronmental or public health agency, setting de 
facto drinking water standards under the guise 
of security regulations. Both the Public Health 
Security and Bioterrorism Preparedness and 
Response Acts and presidential directives on 
homeland security place EPA in charge of 
drinking water facilities. Let’s keep it there. 

Eighth, this legislation requires DHS to audit 
and inspect chemical facilities to ensure com-
pliance. Further, any facility not in compliance 
faces civil penalties and those facilities who do 
not obey an order to take corrective action 
face the prospect of being forced to cease op-
eration. Considering its consequences for 
dedicated workers and its downstream im-
pacts on interstate commerce, I trust this 
power would be used, if ever, only as a last 
resort. 

Last, this legislation prevents private rights 
of action against the chemical facility solely as 
a means of private parties enforcing the secu-
rity provisions in this section. This bar against 
third-party suits does not extend to any pres-
ently existing right a person might have under 
any other law. Simply, this provision prevents 
self-deputized persons from using the courts 
to enact national security policy. 

Mr. Speaker, imperfect as the chemical se-
curity section is, it is better than current law 
and should make us a more secure nation. I 
urge all my colleagues to support its inclusion 
in this bill and adoption of the conference re-
port. 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, two years after the 
bipartisan 9/11 Commission gave the Repub-
lican led Congress and this Administration fail-
ing grades for their efforts to secure our na-
tion, they are still failing the American public. 

Take the issue of port security for example. 
The Coast Guard has identified over $7.3 

billion in port security needs over the next 
decade, yet since 2002 we have barely pro-
vided $900 million. 

Four days ago the Homeland Security De-
partment announced its latest round of port 
security grants and not one single penny was 
given to the Port of Oakland in my district, 
even though it is the fourth busiest container 
port in the country. 

Instead of spending money to secure the 
Port of Oakland and all our nation’s ports, we 
are spending nearly $2 billion a week—over 
$321 billion so far—to fight this unnecessary 
war in Iraq. 

A war which our intelligence services are 
now telling us is spawning a whole new gen-
eration of terrorists and making us less safe. 

Mr. Speaker, we should be spending tax-
payer dollars to secure our nation, not to cre-
ate new terrorists. 

While I support the funding in this bill, I be-
lieve we need much more. 

Democrats have proposed a new direction 
for America that delivers on our homeland se-
curity needs. It’s time for a change, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, while this bill pro-
vides important funding that is very late in 
coming for our border security, there are still 
holes in the funding Congress has passed 
. . . and what the 9–11 Commission said was 
the least the Congress should do to combat 
the terrorist threat. 

Let us use the Intelligence Reform bill that 
became law in December, 2004, as a bench-
mark of what this nation must do to try and 
control the security of our borders: the bill 
mandated 10,000 Border Patrol agents over 5 
years (2,000 annually) and 40,000 detention 
beds over 5 years (8,000 annually). 

Here is a compilation of all the funding bills 
the Congress has passed that have become 
law—including the bill passed today, laying out 
how many Border Patrol agents and how 
many detention beds we have actually funded: 
Emergency Supplemental in 2005 (Passed 
May 2005), 500 Border Patrol Agents, 1,950 
Detention Beds; FY06 Homeland Security 
Conference Report (Passed October 2005), 
1,000 Border Patrol Agents, 1,800 Detention 
Beds; Emergency Supplemental in 2006 
(Passed June 2006), 1,000 Border Patrol 
Agents, 4,000 Detention Beds; 

Add in what we are passing today: 
FY07 Homeland Security Appropriations Bill, 

1,500 Border Patrol Agents, 4,870 Detention 
Beds; 

Our grand total of what we should have 
done according to the 9–11 Commission to 
date is: 4,000 Border Patrol Agents and 
16,000 detention beds. While we are finally 
caught up on paying for the least the 9–11 
Commission said we should do for Border Pa-
trol agents, we are still 1,550 short on deten-
tion beds. 

Never let it be said that we did the least we 
could do—this Congress is paying for less 
than what the 9–11 Commission said was the 
least we should do. And let me add that it took 
a national guilt trip and backlash to get this 
Congress to pay for the least amount of Bor-
der Patrol agents the 9–11 Commission de-
manded. 

What has appalled so many of us is that 
DHS is releasing thousands of illegal immi-
grants into the general population of the U.S. 
because they simply do not have the detention 
space to hold them. These illegal immi-
grants—also referred to as OTMs (other than 
Mexicans)—are given what they call ‘‘walking 
papers’’ and are released on their own recog-
nizance with an order to appear at a deporta-
tion hearing weeks after their release. 

In fact, they are asked where they are trav-
eling to in order to give them a hearing near 
their final destination. Of course, they rarely 
return. This is hurting the morale of our U.S. 
Border Patrol Agents and it is a misguided 
process. 

Because of ‘‘catch and release’’ the number 
of immigrants who have come across our bor-
ders has significantly increased. According to 
the April 2006 Department of Homeland Secu-
rity Inspector General report here’s what 
underfunding border security means: 774,112 
illegal immigrants were apprehended during 
the past three years. Of those, 280,987—or 36 
pecent—were released largely due to a lack of 
personnel, bed space and funding. 
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Our willful neglect of our border security had 

galled our fellow citizens. As a political ges-
ture, this Administration and this Congress 
want to build a wall and militarize the border? 
That’s not what we need. We need to keep 
our promises to the American people and fund 
the promises we made. 

We must send a clear message that when 
you cross our borders illegally, you will be 
caught and detained. I get our desperate fiscal 
situation. But compromising border security is 
not the way to trim the deficit. 

At some point, this Congress must deal with 
the national security risks that remains with 
the very large number of OTMs released into 
the general population who are still unac-
counted for. Funding the effort to locate all the 
released OTMs is going to make paying for 
the minimum number of agents and beds 
seem like child’s play. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the conference report. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the conference report. 
Pursuant to clause 10 of rule XX, the 

yeas and nays are ordered. 
Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XX, fur-

ther proceedings on this question will 
be postponed. 

f 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 

A further message from the Senate 
by Ms. Curtis, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed a 
bill of the following title in which the 
concurrence of the House is requested: 

S. 3661. An act to amend section 29 of the 
International Air Transportation Competi-
tion Act of 1979 relating to air transpor-
tation to and from Love Field, Texas. 

f 

WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER 
AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT 
ON H.R. 5122, JOHN WARNER NA-
TIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2007 

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
by direction of the Committee on 
Rules, I call up House Resolution 1062 
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 1062 
Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-

lution it shall be in order to consider the 
conference report to accompany the bill 
(H.R. 5122) to authorize appropriations for 
fiscal year 2007 for military activities of the 
department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the 
Department of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal year, and 
for other purposes. All points of order 
against the conference report and against its 
consideration are waived. The conference re-
port shall be considered as read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. COLE) is 
recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
for the purpose of debate only, I yield 

the customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. MAT-
SUI), pending which I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. During consid-
eration of this resolution, all time 
yielded is for the purpose of debate 
only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have 5 legislative days to revise 
and extend their remarks and attach 
tabular and extraneous material. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 

today, the Rules Committee met and 
reported a special rule for consider-
ation of H.R. 5122, the fiscal year 2007 
National Defense Authorization Act. 
The rule waives all points of order 
against the conference report and 
against its consideration and provides 
that the conference report shall be con-
sidered as read. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
rule for H.R. 5122 and the underlying 
legislation. Today, we are at a critical 
juncture. The conference report for the 
fiscal year 2007 National Defense Au-
thorization Act is before us. This legis-
lative companion to the fiscal year 2007 
defense appropriations bill authorizes 
and provides critical legislative lan-
guage for full implementation of our 
defense policies. 

Let us be clear: This is an excellent 
piece of legislation, a good bipartisan 
package that represents the best work 
of the House Armed Services Com-
mittee. Recognizing that, I would like 
to personally thank both the gen-
tleman from California, Chairman 
HUNTER, and the gentleman from Mis-
souri, Ranking Member SKELTON, for 
delivering a package that I am sure al-
most all of us can support. 

Mr. Speaker, having served on the 
House Armed Services Committee and 
currently being a member on leave of 
absence from that committee, I know 
how closely the members of that com-
mittee work together to achieve a bill 
that is bipartisan, that is good for our 
servicemen and women and that is 
good for increasing the security of our 
country. 

Mr. Speaker, this year, the Armed 
Services Committee produced a bill 
that contains several major legislative 
initiatives and funding impacts. 
Among them are an additional $70 bil-
lion in supplemental bridge funding to 
support the war on terror’s operations 
costs; personnel expenses and procure-
ment of new equipment; additional 
funding for force protection needs in 
support of Operation Enduring Free-
dom and Operation Iraqi Freedom, in-
cluding up-armored Humvees, Humvee 
IED protection kits and gunner protec-
tion kits, IED jammers and state-of- 
the-art body armor; a 2.2 percent pay 
raise for all members of our Armed 
Forces; and an increase of 30,000 per-
sonnel for the Army and 5,000 personnel 

for the Marine Corps to help them sus-
tain their required missions. 

b 1600 

The bill blocks the Department of 
Defense proposed TRICARE Prime, 
Standard, and Select Reserve fee in-
creases. The bill authorizes grants and 
loan guarantees to U.S. shipyards to 
approve their efficiency, cost effective-
ness, and international competitive-
ness. The bill fully funds the imme-
diate Army and Marine Corps short-
falls for replenishing supplies and re-
placing equipment in the amount of 
$17.1 billion for the Army and $5.7 bil-
lion for the Marines. 

Mr. Speaker, more importantly this 
legislation directly supports our serv-
icemen and -women in the field and on 
deployment. Operations in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan are dependent on us passing 
this legislation that contains so many 
changes in legislative language. 

Mr. Speaker, a bumper sticker we 
often read says: ‘‘I support our troops.’’ 
Today we have that opportunity and 
responsibility. We could support our 
troops and improve the security of our 
Nation in a way that other Americans 
cannot. We can offer our vote in sup-
port of this legislation as 60 of 61 mem-
bers of the House Armed Services Com-
mittee did when they initially passed 
the bill. 

This is not a controversial propo-
sition. This is something we should be 
proud to do, regardless of our perspec-
tives and different positions on the war 
in Iraq. All of us are proud of our 
troops. All of us are committed to 
them and commend them for their 
courage and their professionalism, and 
all of us will do everything we can to 
increase their safety and effectiveness. 

Mr. Speaker, I would be remiss if I 
did not also note that the Afghan and 
the Iraqi people also deserve to be com-
mended for their efforts in our common 
struggle. During this war, the citizens 
of both these countries have held elec-
tions, written constitutions, and 
formed permanent governments. Af-
ghan and Iraqi citizens are watching 
what we do here today. They require 
and request our continued support as 
they move forward in their efforts to 
build new and better countries. The 
passage of this rule and underlying leg-
islation is an important sign that this 
country and Congress will keep its 
commitments. Afghanistan and Iraq 
are striving to create a future of hope 
and promise. We can play an important 
role in helping them do that here 
today. 

Mr. Speaker, many may wish to raise 
policy issues in this debate. Some may 
want to discuss issues that, however 
important, are superfluous to providing 
for the needs of our men and women in 
uniform. And I welcome that exchange, 
if indeed it occurs. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe we should 
focus on what should count. We have 
committed hundreds of thousands of 
our service men and -women to fight 
terrorism and advance the cause of 
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freedom in Iraq and Afghanistan. We 
owe them our full support in the bat-
tles they wage on behalf of the Amer-
ican people and the cause of liberty. 
This rule and the underlying bill rep-
resent the efforts of Congress to keep 
that solemn commitment to the sons 
and daughters of America. Mr. Speak-
er, to that end, I urge support for the 
rule and the underlying bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman from Oklahoma for 
yielding me the customary 30 minutes, 
and I yield myself such time as I might 
consume. 

(Ms. MATSUI asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, the rule 
before us makes in order a conference 
report for the fiscal year 2007 defense 
authorization bill. The underlying 
agreement has been a long time in the 
making, and I am happy to report that 
it is a clean agreement. I applaud the 
conferees for refraining from adding 
extraneous provisions. This bill is 
about our troops, and I appreciate the 
Members preserving that focus. 

I am not unsympathetic to the desire 
of many Members in this Chamber to 
do more before we adjourn. As my col-
leagues and I have been urging all 
week, Congress should not leave town 
without allowing for floor debate on 
the American people’s priorities. These 
include fully implementing the 9/11 
Commission recommendations, allow-
ing a clean vote to increase the min-
imum wage, and restoring the massive 
cuts in student financial aid passed by 
this Congress earlier this year. Despite 
being the waning hours of this Con-
gress, there is still time to conduct the 
business of the American people. There 
is certainly time for debate and a vote 
on these other urgent priorities. 

But to return to the rule we now de-
bate, it allows for consideration of a 
bill of our national defense and it is a 
good agreement. 

When H.R. 5122 was first considered 
by the House, I discussed that this bill 
serves two critical roles: first, as a 
planning blueprint in order to ensure 
that our military has the resources and 
tools to meet any threat from abroad; 
and, second, to provide for the men and 
women on the front line of our Nation’s 
defense. 

I am happy to report that the con-
ferees kept both of these goals in mind 
in crafting this responsible agreement. 
It goes far in the support of the most 
professional and dedicated military in 
the world. 

The agreement does not permit in-
creases in the military’s TRICARE pre-
scription drug program, as the House 
version of this bill would have done. 
That is a very good thing. Our men and 
women in uniform should not pay more 
to access their benefits, particularly in 
a time of war. 

Additionally, the agreement also 
maintains a critical role of our mili-
tary chaplains and what they play in 

the spiritual lives and health of our 
troops. In a time of war, we cannot af-
ford to change the rules in ways which 
may degrade readiness and unit cohe-
sion. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
that conferees preserve the wisdom in 
the underlying bill, which preserved 
the troop strength of our National 
Guard. The tragedy of Hurricanes 
Katrina and Rita, the annual wildfires 
in my home State of California and 
other parts of the West, as well as 
many members of the Guard called to 
duty in Iraq, demonstrate the numer-
ous demands placed on the Guard and 
the important role they play. 

For all that we ask of them, these in-
dividuals, be they members of the 
Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps, 
Reserves, or National Guard, ask very 
little of us in return. What they ask is 
that we provide the equipment they 
need to get the job done, provide for 
them, provide for their family. And the 
agreement we have before us today 
would do that. I thank the conferees 
for their efforts to craft this com-
promise. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
I would like to yield such time as he 
may care to consume to the distin-
guished chairman of the Rules Com-
mittee, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. DREIER), who does so much to 
make sure that we operate in an or-
derly and expeditious fashion in this 
Congress. 

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of this rule and the con-
ference report. I want to begin by con-
gratulating Mr. COLE and Ms. MATSUI 
for their management of this rule and 
to say that this is a great example of 
bipartisanship. 

Our friends DUNCAN HUNTER and IKE 
SKELTON have worked very closely on 
this bill, which is, if I recall, $562.8 bil-
lion. It includes that $70 billion bridge 
fund, a 2.2 percent increase which is 
part of a 40 percent increase over the 
past 8 years that has been provided for 
our men and women in uniform. It is a 
very important thing as we continue to 
fight this ongoing struggle against ter-
rorism that we are dealing with all 
over the world. 

Only the United States of America 
can provide the kind of leadership that 
is being provided today. And, Mr. 
Speaker, I believe that it is absolutely 
essential that this Department of De-
fense authorization bill continue to set 
the example of bipartisanship in our 
quest to win that war against ter-
rorism. 

The reason that I wanted to take a 
few minutes here, Mr. Speaker, is that 
I wanted to underscore the fact that 
our reforms are working. 

Now, why would I be talking about 
the issue of reform as we bring up the 
Department of Defense conference re-

port’s rule? It is the fact that this is 
the first time in a conference report 
that we have actually had a required 
listing of the so-called earmarks, items 
that were not included in either the 
House-passed authorization bill or the 
Senate-passed authorization bill. We 
use this term ‘‘air dropped.’’ 

There are five particular provisions, 
Mr. Speaker, that have been listed. 
This list is now made available, and 
the American people, our colleagues 
and the American people through the 
media, and obviously this is online, can 
see exactly what items were provided. 
And it enjoyed bipartisan support this 
reform. We had Democrats, whom I am 
happy to say joined with us in our 
quest to reform. Very few, but we had 
some Democrats joined with us in our 
quest to ensure that we could have 
greater transparency, disclosure, and 
accountability so that the American 
people will be able to see on these very 
important items that relate to our Na-
tion’s defense capability. They now 
don’t have those hidden; they are in 
fact open for everyone to see, and that 
is a reform led by Speaker HASTERT 
that we have been able to implement. 
And I want to thank Speaker HASTERT 
and Majority Leader BOEHNER for, as 
we were going into the August break, 
making a commitment. 

The three of us introduced the legis-
lation that called for this rule change, 
and we were able to implement it expe-
ditiously; and it is now in effect, and 
this conference report is the first time 
that we have seen it. 

So I just want to join in extending 
congratulations again to Messrs. 
HUNTER and SKELTON and all of those 
who have been involved in this process 
and to say that we look forward to the 
passage of this rule, of course, and pas-
sage of the legislation. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to my good friend, the gentle-
woman from California (Mrs. CAPPS). 

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to this rule and to the un-
derlying bill. And I do so because of a 
ridiculous earmark, despite what the 
Rules Chairman has just stated, which 
was added by Chairman HUNTER in 
order to keep the public out of a na-
tional park, which happens to be in my 
district, the Channel Islands National 
Park. 

This provision monkeys around with 
a court settlement to end a lucrative 
privately run trophy hunting operation 
on Santa Rosa Island. 

The owners of the elk and deer herds, 
the Vail family, were already paid $30 
million by taxpayers when they deeded 
over the island back in 1986. They were 
supposed to end this hunting operation 
in 2011. A trophy hunt, which, by the 
way, costs hunters up to $17,000 per 
weekend, shuts the island to park visi-
tors for 5 months out of each year. Mr. 
HUNTER is seeking to allow private 
hunting in the park to go on indefi-
nitely, and this will result in more law-
suits. 

One might wonder why this provision 
is in a bill which deals with supporting 
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our troops. The proposals and reasons 
behind it have evolved over time. At 
one point it was to establish a hunting 
preserve for the military’s top brass 
and their guests. When that didn’t fly, 
it was quickly changed to making 
Santa Rosa a place for disabled vets to 
hunt. But when the paralyzed veterans 
of America actually went to the island, 
they told Chairman HUNTER, and I 
quote, ‘‘the Santa Rosa initiatives is 
not viable.’’ 

Then the provision morphed into sav-
ing the animals from extinction. That 
is right. The intention is that we are 
going to save the animals, though they 
continue to be hunted indefinitely and 
on the island. This provision is opposed 
by the Park Service, the PVA, the Hu-
mane Society, and many public lands 
groups. Even the U.S. Senate unani-
mously passed a resolution against this 
proposal. 

So why is it in the bill? Who knows. 
What we do know is that taxpayers 
who paid $30 million for the island are 
now being told by our chairman they 
can’t visit it for nearly half the year. 
This is an insult to our constituents, to 
all taxpayers. It is also an insult to our 
troops whose service to this country is 
being used as a cover for this special 
interest boondoggle. 

Now, I know the underlying bill will 
pass by a wide margin, and I under-
stand that. I also know that this House 
has never endorsed this proposal. And 
given the opportunity for an up-or- 
down vote, I am sure they would agree 
with me. And so this is yet another sad 
day for taxpayers, for our national 
parks, and for this House. 

PVA, 
July 26, 2006. 

Hon. VIC SNYDER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE SNYDER: On behalf 
of the Paralyzed Veterans of America (PVA), 
I am responding to your inquiry regarding 
efforts to provide hunting opportunities for 
paralyzed and disabled veterans on Santa 
Rosa Island. While PVA applauds the efforts 
by Chairman Duncan Hunter to open hunting 
and outdoor venues for our members, other 
disabled veterans and current service mem-
bers we have come to the conclusion that the 
Santa Rosa Island initiative is not viable. 
PVA has sent one of our members to the is-
land and we have explored possible solutions 
to the challenges posed by the site; however, 
it is our opinion that the numerous obstacles 
inherent to the island, including ingress and 
egress, logistics, personal safety and cost, far 
outweigh the possible, limited benefit it 
could provide. 

It is our hope that the concept of expanded 
hunting and outdoor opportunities on federal 
facilities for our members, other disabled 
veterans and service personnel will continue 
to receive the attention of Congress. Chair-
man Hunter’s efforts should serve as a start-
ing point for future initiatives to provide ac-
cessible venues for both veterans and active 
duty personnel. We would be happy to work 
with you and other members to explore al-
ternatives to this issue and identify other 
opportunities across the country that may 
afford veterans expanded options. 

Sincerely, 
DOUGLAS K. VOLLMER, 

Associate Executive Director 
for Government Relations. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 

Washington, DC, July 21, 2006. 
Hon. DUNCAN HUNTER, 
Chairman, Armed Services Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Department of 
the Interior would like the opportunity to 
provide its views on section 1036(c) of H.R. 
5122, the National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 2007, as approved by the 
House of Representatives. 

We recommend deletion of section 1036(c) 
in order to ensure that the National Park 
Service is able to continue its progress to-
ward the recovery of native species and pro-
viding year-round access for other rec-
reational activities on Santa Rosa Island. 

Section 1036(c) states that ‘‘[t]he Secretary 
of the Interior shall immediately cease the 
plan, approved in the settlement agreement 
for case number 96–7412 WJR and case num-
ber 97–4098 WJR, to exterminate the deer and 
elk on Santa Rosa Island, Channel Islands, 
California, by helicopter and shall not exter-
minate or nearly exterminate the deer and 
elk.’’ 

We believe section 1036(c) is intended to 
overturn this settlement agreement that 
prescribes a phase-out of the privately-owned 
deer and elk from Santa Rosa Island, culmi-
nating in their complete removal by the 
owners by December 31, 2011. The National 
Park Service is party to that settlement 
agreement and stands by its terms. Fulfill-
ment of the agreement is necessary to ac-
complish the purposes for which the Na-
tional Park Service acquired Santa Rosa Is-
land. 

The National Park Service purchased 
Santa Rosa Island for $30 million in taxpayer 
funds in 1986 after Congress included the 
54,000-acre island as part of Channel Islands 
National Park in 1980. The purpose of this 
acquisition was to restore the native ecology 
of the island and open it to the public for 
hiking, camping, sightseeing, and other rec-
reational activities. Although hunting is 
usually not allowed in National Parks, a pri-
vate hunting operation for deer and elk was 
permitted to continue under a special use 
permit at the request of the owner, who had 
retained a 25-year reservation of use and oc-
cupancy (through 2011) in 7.6 acres on the is-
land. Subsequently, the settlement agree-
ment provided for the phased elimination of 
the deer and elk population. 

Elimination of the nonnative deer and elk 
is needed to allow native plant and animal 
species, including some that are endangered 
and threatened, to flourish on the island. 
Also, more visitors will be able to enjoy the 
island after the closure of the deer and elk 
hunting operations that currently close 
about 90 percent of the island to National 
Park Service visitors engaged in other rec-
reational activities for 4 to 5 months every 
year. 

Section 1036(c) also raises several other 
issues. It gives direction to the Secretary of 
the Interior with respect to the settlement 
agreement, yet the Secretary is not respon-
sible for removing the deer and elk from the 
island—the former owner of the island, who 
retains ownership of the deer and elk, is re-
sponsible for their removal. Furthermore, 
1036(c) suggests that the National Park Serv-
ice has an approved plan to exterminate the 
deer and elk by helicopter, yet no such plan 
exists. In fact, as already noted, the deer and 
elk are the property of the former owner of 
the island and, under the terms of the settle-
ment agreement, must be removed by them. 
Only if the deer and elk become extraor-
dinarily difficult to remove would the Na-
tional Park Service share the cost of remov-
ing the animals, which could include the use 
of helicopters. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to 
provide these comments. The Office of Man-
agement and Budget has advised that it has 
no objection to this letter from the stand-
point of the Administration’s program. 

Sincerely, 
ACTING ASSISTANT SECRETARY, 

Fish and Wildlife and Parks. 

THE HUMANE SOCIETY, 
August 7, 2006. 

Hon. JOHN WARNER, 
Chairman, Armed Services Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
Hon. CARL LEVIN, 
Ranking Member, Armed Services Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN WARNER & SENATOR LEVIN: 
On behalf of the more than 9.5 million mem-
bers and constituents of The Humane Soci-
ety of the United States (HSUS), the na-
tion’s largest animal protection organiza-
tion, I urge you to reject efforts by House 
Armed Services Committee Chairman Dun-
can Hunter to establish a hunting reserve on 
Santa Rosa Island in California. 

The HSUS urges you to follow the guid-
ance provided by S. Res. 468, the Senate reso-
lution that deemed that the Channel Islands 
should be managed in a manner consistent 
with the mission of the National Park Serv-
ice. This would preclude establishing a hunt-
ing operation on the Channel Islands, as ad-
vocated by Chairman Hunter. 

Chairman Hunter’s proposal to keep Santa 
Rosa Island open to guided trophy hunts of 
deer and elk under the guise of a benefit to 
disabled veterans is not only inhumane and 
unsporting, but is also opposed by the Para-
lyzed Veterans of America and the local 
community. It is also opposed by Represent-
ative Lois Capps, whose district includes the 
Channel Islands. Trophy hunting on this is-
land is not viable for disabled veterans, and 
is not consistent with the wishes or the man-
date of the National Park Service. 

Although a large island, the deer and elk 
managed for trophy shooting have no oppor-
tunity to escape their pursuers. It is effec-
tively a ‘‘canned’’ hunt. Conservation 
groups, hunters and animal protection orga-
nizations have openly agreed in their opposi-
tion to canned hunts. Canned hunts are com-
mercial enterprises conducted under cir-
cumstances that generally guarantee a kill. 
Canned hunts can all be identified by the two 
traits they have in common: (1) they charge 
their clients a fee to kill an animal; and (2) 
they violate the generally accepted stand-
ards of the hunting community, which are 
based on the concept of fair chase, by elimi-
nating escape possibilities. Our national 
park land should be safe havens for animals, 
not privileged playgrounds for a small group 
of trophy hunters. 

We hope you will omit Rep. Hunter’s lan-
guage to establish a canned hunting oper-
ation on a unit of the National Park Service 
in the final version of the FY07 National De-
fense Authorization Act. 

Sincerely, 
WAYNE PACELLE, 

President & CEO. 

NATIONAL PARKS 
CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION, 

Washington, DC, September 8, 2006. 
Hon. JOHN W. WARNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, 
U.S. Senate. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: On behalf of the 
327,000 members of the National Parks Con-
servation Association, I am writing to ex-
press our strong opposition to Section 1036(c) 
of the House-passed National Defense Au-
thorization Act, which attempts to nullify a 
court-approved settlement agreement in a 
lawsuit regarding the management of the 
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Channel Islands National Park. I urge you 
not to include this harmful provision in the 
conference report on the DOD bill. 

Under the terms of the Settlement Agree-
ment in this proceeding (NPCA v. Kennedy. 
Civil Action Number 96–7412 WJR) non-na-
tive deer and elk are to be removed from the 
Park’s Santa Rosa Island, and the lucrative 
private hunting operations on the island, 
which undermine restoration efforts and 
limit public access to the park, are ended by 
the year 2011. The onerous language in the 
House bill attempts to alter that agreement 
by forestalling removal of the animals. 

The ostensible purpose of the language is 
to create a hunting preserve for among oth-
ers, disabled veterans, but the Paralyzed 
Veterans Association has stated unequivo-
cally that Santa Rosa Island is not suitable 
for that purpose because of its rugged ter-
rain, accessibility, and cost. This altogether 
worthy idea is in fact addressed in another 
section of the bill [Section 1036(a)(b)] which 
would provide increased hunting and fishing 
opportunities for disabled veterans and other 
armed service personnel at many existing, 
suitable DOD owned locations throughout 
the country. 

On August 6th of this year, the Senate 
passed S. Res. 488, supporting the continued 
administration of the Channel Islands Na-
tional Park, including Santa Rosa Island, in 
accordance with the laws, regulations, and 
policies of the National Park Service. The 
Congressional mandated purpose of the park 
is, ‘‘to protect and interpret the internation-
ally significant natural, scenic, wildlife, ma-
rine, ecological, historic, archeological, cul-
tural and scientific values of the Channel Is-
lands.’’ The Senate is, therefore, clearly on 
record in strong support of restoring, man-
aging, and providing public access to all the 
Channel Islands as required by the terms of 
the court directed Settlement Agreement. 

The National Park Service is strongly op-
posed to this provision, the Department of 
the Interior has recommended deleting the 
provision from the bill, and the Department 
of Defense has never requested it. This unre-
lated and non-jurisdictional controversy has 
no place in an important defense authoriza-
tion bill. If Section 1036(c) is enacted, as a 
party to the court’s Settlement Agreement, 
we will have no choice but to pursue every 
legal means available to preserve the settle-
ment’s integrity. I hope that will not be nec-
essary and that you will drop this ill-con-
ceived, unwarranted and damaging provision 
from the final Defense Bill. 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS C. KIERNAN, 
President, National Parks 

Conservation Association. 

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield such time as he may care to 
consume to the distinguished chairman 
of the Armed Services Committee, Mr. 
HUNTER, from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. And the 
only reason I am rising is to set 
straight the record which, sadly, has 
been not accurate that has just been 
laid out by my colleague, the gentle-
woman from California. 

I was taking a bunch of marines who 
were up hunting up in northern Cali-
fornia down the California coastline, 
and one of them brought up the point 
that Santa Rosa Island off the coast, 
which is owned by a private company 
and which has deer and elk on it, was 
going to see those deer and elk 
exterminated, and wouldn’t it be a 
great place for our wounded people re-

turning from Iraq and Afghanistan, 
rather than exterminating these ani-
mals with helicopters in the end, which 
is in the court order, to allow our peo-
ple who like to pursue hunting in the 
Armed Forces who have been wounded 
to have a place to go and have a great 
time with their families. 

b 1615 

Taking that under advisement, I put 
a provision in to allow that to happen. 
I have never put in a provision that 
was intended to have the Navy brass or 
VIPs or Army brass or Marine Corps 
brass out there hunting. This is for 
wounded people, and right now it is op-
erated by a private company. 

The ranching family, whom I have 
never met, I will tell the gentlewoman 
I have never met them. I have never 
had discussions with them, except one 
of them called up and asked me to tell 
the Park Service that I have never met 
him because my name was an 
anathematism. We say simply, listen, 
the island is going to be turned over by 
the private family to the Park Service 
in 2011. The court orders that all the 
animals be wiped out, be exterminated, 
be killed; the entire herd be killed. All 
we say is, don’t exterminate the ani-
mals. Don’t shoot them from heli-
copters, as the court order now directs. 
Let the herd stay and let us let our dis-
abled veterans hunt. 

Now we had the Paralyzed Veterans 
go over and check out the island. They 
wrote a letter back saying this is not 
their cup of tea. It is pretty rough ter-
rain. It is hard to get over to the is-
land. That is why almost nobody from 
the public comes over. The number of 
people who visit this 50,000-acre island 
per day, it is extremely small. There 
are almost more Park Service people 
on the island than there are members 
of the public. And this would only be 
for a short time during the year. 

All we are asking is that they don’t 
shoot the animals, don’t exterminate 
them, and they let the disabled vet-
erans hunt. 

Now after the Paralyzed Veterans 
said this is not our cup of tea, because 
of the spartan circumstances over 
there, it is going to be tough for people 
with spinal cord injuries to really 
enjoy this island, so the Wound War-
riors went over. 

That is a great organization that 
takes wounded GIs and Marines and 
Navy and Air Force personnel, takes 
them skiing, takes them on outdoor 
outings and shows them a good time. 
They went to the island, and the report 
I got back, and I will give the letter to 
the gentlewoman, said they really en-
joyed it. They really liked it, and they 
would like to have this opportunity. 
All we say is, don’t exterminate the 
herd. That is the real import of this 
bill. 

What I would like to see is a situa-
tion in which those people, only those 
people, only disabled American vet-
erans get to hunt there. Because it is a 
wonderful outing. They can take their 

families. Their families can visit the 
seashore. They can take pictures. They 
can have a wonderful outdoor time 
while these people who gave so much to 
our country have a special place to go. 

They don’t have to pay any money 
because this will be when it is turned 
over to the government by the ranch 
family. All we are saying to the ranch 
family is, when you turn it over, don’t 
exterminate the deer and elk. Leave 
them for the veterans. That is all they 
have to do. Inaction is what we are 
asking for. 

I would tell the gentlewoman she has 
my word I will never hunt on that is-
land. The only thing I will do is help 
the wounded veterans get over and help 
them in any way to have a good time. 
I think this is absolutely appropriate. 
It is not going to push a single member 
of the public off that island. Almost 
nobody goes to it right now because it 
takes a boat ride or plane ride to get to 
that island. This will bring happiness 
to many, many military families. I 
think it is appropriate that we do this. 

Mr. Speaker, I look forward to the 
time when maybe the gentlewoman and 
I could go over with some of our 
wounded guys and watch them having 
a good time over there and agree that 
this is a good thing. 

I thank the gentleman for letting me 
speak. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. CAPPS) to respond. 

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, just in re-
sponse, because I am happy to accom-
pany the chairman any time he wishes 
to go to the island. I have been there. 
There have been many thousands of 
visitors this year. Yes, it is a rugged 
place. That is one of the appeals of it. 
Much of the natural resource that is 
there, cultural and animal and flora, 
that have been destroyed in part by 
first the cattle, now the cattle are 
gone, and by the deer and elk, it is a 
prized area for archaeologists and oth-
ers to understand the history of the ge-
ography of our country. That is one of 
the reasons to remove the elk. 

Extermination has been ameliorated 
by the Park Service’s interest, and an 
invitation has already been extended to 
offer support to the family in removing 
without injuring the animals at the ap-
propriate time after the settlement has 
been arranged. 

It is also the case that the park su-
perintendent is looking forward to an 
opportunity to make this island more 
accessible to those with disabilities. 
Veterans are not excluded from the is-
land, nor would they ever be. 

Also, hunting has been especially 
provided for our veterans on all kinds 
of public lands, including many mili-
tary bases, as I am sure the chairman 
already knows. That is why the Para-
lyzed Veterans said there are many 
other places we can hunt, and now they 
would be extended an opportunity with 
special accommodations to visit the is-
land like the rest of the public has. 

There have been many attempts on 
the part of the Park Service, and this 
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will continue, to reach out to people 
with special needs to make available 
the wonderful resources on the island. 

I am happy to take the chairman up 
on his invitation to visit the island. 

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HUNTER). 

Mr. HUNTER. That island is over 50 
square miles. Can the gentlewoman tell 
me how many people from the public 
visit the island per day on a given day? 

I yield to the gentlewoman. 
Mrs. CAPPS. I don’t have those num-

bers, but I can certainly make them 
available to you. Even with it being off 
limits to the public 5 months of the 
year, it is either 5,000 or 8,000 visitors 
that were out there last year. Part of 
the attraction of the island is its re-
moteness and the fact that it is set 
apart. 

Mr. HUNTER. Reclaiming my time, 
if there are 5,000 people per year, that 
means roughly 20 people per day on 
that entire island. That’s 5,000 people. 
With 365 days a year, 10 people a day, 
so 3,000 people and if you double that, 
20 people a day for 50-square miles. 
That means there is one visitor from 
the public per 2 square miles on that is-
land per day. 

Now we have many, many places in 
America where we have mixed use, 
where you have hunters and fishermen 
and members of the public. These dis-
abled veterans, they are not going to 
push anybody off the island. If you 
compare that to our other parks like 
Yosemite, with thousands of peole 
coming per day, 10 or 20 people per day 
on a 50-square mile is no density what-
soever. 

In fact, I bet you that the park em-
ployees, the U.S. Government employ-
ees, on many days outnumber, because 
there are more than 20 of them at any 
time on the island, I bet you they out-
number the number of visitors. 

I will tell the gentlewoman, because 
you have to take a boat trip or an air-
plane to get to that park, you will 
never have the type of visitors you get 
in parks where people can drive up. So 
that makes it perfect for these wound-
ed people, these great American vet-
erans, to come on over and have a 
great outdoor experience. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, the rule before us 
makes in order a balanced agreement 
on the fiscal year 2007 Defense author-
ization bill. I urge all Members to sup-
port its adoption. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself the balance of my time. 

Today, in closing, I want to reiterate 
the importance of passing this rule. 
This rule allows us to move forward 
and pass necessary legislation and do 
the business of the American people. 

Mr. Speaker, I particularly again 
want to thank the distinguished chair-
man of the House Armed Services Com-
mittee, the gentleman from California 

(Mr. HUNTER), and also the ranking 
member, the distinguished gentleman 
from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON). They 
have worked together on this legisla-
tion and presented us with a truly 
model bill and one I think they ad-
justed during the legislative process to 
meet the needs of American men and 
women who are serving under very dif-
ficult circumstances to protect this 
country. 

I particularly appreciate the fact 
that they made sure that these deserv-
ing individuals got a pay raise, that 
they made sure that the people who de-
fended the country in the past were not 
subjected to unnecessary fee increases 
in the Tricare system, and they worked 
hard to shift funds towards force pro-
tection and the protection of individual 
American soldiers. And, at the same 
time, they addressed the very, very se-
rious and critical needs of the Army 
and Marine Corps in terms of addi-
tional personnel and additional equip-
ment. 

I think the chairman and the ranking 
member can be exceptionally proud of 
their efforts, and I think all of us can 
appreciate the bipartisan spirit that 
the members of the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee acted in, and I am sure 
when we vote later today we will have 
a strong vote in support of the legisla-
tion. 

Obviously, it comes as no surprise 
that I intend to vote for the rule and 
the underlying legislation. I urge my 
colleagues to do the same. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

RESIGNATION FROM THE HOUSE 
OF REPRESENTATIVES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MURPHY) laid before the House the fol-
lowing resignation from the House of 
Representatives: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, September 29, 2006. 

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Capitol Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I hereby resign as the 
representative of the 16th Congressional Dis-
trict of Florida, effective today. 

Sincerely, 
MARK FOLEY, 

Member of Congress. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, September 29, 2006. 

Hon. JEB BUSH, 
Governor, State of Florida, 
Tallahassee, FL. 

DEAR GOVERNOR BUSH: I hereby resign as 
the representative of the 16th Congressional 
District of Florida, effective today. 

Sincerely, 
MARK FOLEY, 

Member of Congress. 

JOHN WARNER NATIONAL DE-
FENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 2007 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to House Resolution 1062, I call up the 
conference report on the bill (H.R. 5122) 
to authorize appropriations for fiscal 
year 2007 for military activities of the 
Department of Defense, for military 
construction, and for defense activities 
of the Department of Energy, to pre-
scribe military personnel strengths for 
such fiscal year, and for other pur-
poses. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 1062, the con-
ference report is considered read. 

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
today.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HUNTER) 
and the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
SKELTON) each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
conference report currently under con-
sideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, let me start out by say-

ing this is a tough job for a lot of our 
members of the committee and the sub-
committees that make up the Armed 
Services Committee. It involves a lot 
of travel to the warfighting theaters. 
Almost every member on our com-
mittee has gone multiple times to Iraq 
and Afghanistan. It involves a lot of 
time away from families and a lot of 
tough work in committees. It involves 
a lot of analyses to try to figure out 
how to manage the logistical problems 
of all of the problems that attend the 
war fight in two theaters, Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, and the war against terror 
around the world, and at the same time 
look over that horizon and try to exer-
cise some vision as to what the next 
conflict may be and what we have to do 
to prepare for the future. 

Let me tell you, Mr. Speaker, I could 
have no better partner in that endeav-
or than the gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. SKELTON). 

b 1630 

Mr. SKELTON is a tremendous, tre-
mendous guy. And he has got kind of a 
corporate memory in terms of military 
history. He has got a recommended 
reading list for all of us. He analyzes 
the present situation through the 
prism of history. We all appreciate 
that. And today we actually dressed in 
uniform. That is amazing. And without 
design, I might say. We simply came in 
with the same outfits because this is 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 04:09 Nov 18, 2006 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00072 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORDCX\T37X$J0E\H29SE6.REC H29SE6cc
ol

em
an

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

71
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7977 September 29, 2006 
the military and you have got to be in 
uniform. 

Mr. Speaker, this is an immense bill, 
$532-plus billion. We did something 
very unusual in this bill and I think 
unprecedented, and that is that we 
added to the bill that includes lots of 
money for force protection, for body 
armor, for up-armored Humvees, for 
surveillance capability to fight the IED 
war in Afghanistan and Iraq, lots of 
things to support the troops, and, of 
course, all of the quality-of-life issues 
for the troops. 

This pay raise this year means that 
over the last 80 years, we will have in-
creased pay by a little more than 40 
percent for our men and women in uni-
form. The base readiness of our forces 
and military construction and all the 
things that combine to make Amer-
ica’s defense apparatus the strongest in 
the world, we did all of that, but this 
year we did something extra. We asked 
the Army and the Marine Corps to 
come in and testify to our committee, 
largely in classified session, as to what 
shortages they had that they needed to 
be funded so that they could take the 
tanks, the trucks, the fixed-wing air-
craft, and the helicopters and all the 
other platforms and pieces of equip-
ment for the Marines and the Army 
and reset them, that is, repair them as 
they come off the battlefield so that 
they can be ready to go again. 

A massive analysis. And they came 
forth and they gave us that analysis. 
And when we got finished, we funded, 
we authorized on top of the defense 
budget $20-plus billion to make up the 
total reset cost, every dime, that was 
submitted to us by the United States 
Marine Corps and the United States 
Army. And the appropriations commit-
tees, God bless them, did the same 
thing and followed the authorizing 
committees on that. And that is a trib-
ute, I think, to all of our Members, all 
of our colleagues who worked on and 
voted on that very important piece of 
funding. 

So, Mr. Speaker, this is a great bill. 
I want to mention that we have won-
derful members on both sides of the 
aisle that make up this committee. 

And JOEL HEFLEY is leaving after 
many, many years, a great personal 
friend and a guy who is kind of archi-
tect of privatization of housing so that 
American military families, many of 
whom were living in homes that were 
built 40, 50, 60, and 70 years ago and 
were under some sort of disrepair, now 
live in new homes that afford a great 
quality of life. And many of the devel-
opments now that they have come in 
and built on military bases have com-
munity centers. I have been in a num-
ber of them, where families can come 
in and enjoy swimming pools and recre-
ation and moms can come in and work 
out and have their toddlers in a little 
room right off the exercise room and 
keep watch on their kids while they 
are having a little relaxation and a lit-
tle rest and where families can get to-
gether for social activities. 

This new military construction that 
is springing up all over the United 
States at our bases is largely a func-
tion of Mr. HEFLEY’s foresight and vi-
sion, and he is leaving us after those 
many years. I have often said JOEL 
HEFLEY was the best cowboy in Con-
gress. He used to rodeo with the great 
Casey Tibbs and a number of other 
rodeo greats. He is a wonderful guy 
whose word was his bond and still is, 
and we wish him the very best. 

And along with him now leaving us 
and running for Governor in Nevada is 
Mr. JIM GIBBONS. JIM GIBBONS also 
brought a great deal of background and 
expertise to our committee. As a fight-
er pilot who worked the Desert Storm 
I operation and who understands tac-
tical aircraft as well or better than any 
member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee or the full House, JIM GIBBONS 
brought a special insight to our com-
mittee. He also brought a great love for 
the National Guard and has been a 
great and powerful advocate for them. 
I know he is going to continue to do 
that in his new role. But JIM GIBBONS, 
like JOEL HEFLEY, is one of those qual-
ity guys that you just enjoy working 
with and you know when he comes to 
the job every day, he cares about the 
service, he cares about the people that 
wear the uniform. 

There is a real joy in working on this 
committee, Mr. Speaker, and those 
gentlemen are people that every one in 
this House likes to work with and un-
derstands the value added that they 
bring every time they walk into this 
Chamber or into the committee room. 
So our many, many thanks to them. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to listen to my great colleague, who 
had a great taste in coats today be-
cause we came with exactly the same 
outfits here. Mr. SKELTON, the fine gen-
tleman from Missouri, has done a won-
derful job working on this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, let me 
take this opportunity to thank my 
friend from California for being such a 
gentleman and for his courtesy not just 
this year but through the years. We ap-
preciate it very, very much and also 
his very thoughtful words a moment 
ago. Mr. Speaker, we thank DUNCAN 
HUNTER very much. 

Leaving us is LANE EVANS, a gen-
tleman who was a marine and served 
here and is on the top row of our com-
mittee, ranking member for so long for 
the Veterans’ Affairs Committee; and 
we say a fond farewell to him and 
thank him for his excellent service to 
the Nation. 

JOEL HEFLEY, who, as the chairman 
has spoken so well of, has been such a 
good friend to all through the years. 
JIM GIBBONS, who is going into other 
political pursuits, we certainly wish 
him well. Dr. SCHWARZ, CYNTHIA 
MCKINNEY also will not be coming 
back. We wish them Godspeed in the 
days ahead. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support the 
National Defense Authorization Act. It 

is, as you may know, named in honor of 
Senator JOHN WARNER, who is for the 
last time, under the rules of the Sen-
ate, chairing the Armed Services Com-
mittee. We thank him for his accom-
plishments with the Armed Services 
Committee as chairman. He is respon-
sible in large measure for many of the 
compromises that were allowed under 
this bill. 

This is a good bill. It is good for 
America. It is good for the troops. It 
deserves our support. This wartime bill 
authorizes a total of $462.9 billion and, 
as was mentioned by the chairman a 
few moments ago, $70 billion authoriza-
tion for a bridge fund supplemental, of 
which $20 billion is for the reset of the 
equipment lost or damaged in oper-
ations overseas. 

As many have heard me speak, I am 
terribly concerned about the readiness 
of our ground forces, our Army, our 
Marines; and this bill provides the 
critically needed downpayment to 
begin to set things right. 

Under the testimony of General 
Schoomaker, it is not only for the 
Army, some $17 billion needed this 
year, but 12 billion reset dollars for 
over the next several years apiece. And 
we know the Army and Marine Corps 
equipment is wearing out, and we do 
know that some units are coming back 
to little or no equipment whatsoever. 
That has a serious readiness challenge, 
particularly in the Army and the Ma-
rines. Our ground forces must be, in 
the days and years ahead, prepared to 
deal with sustained deployment not 
just in Iraq and Afghanistan but who 
knows what the future will hold. 

I have been blessed, Mr. Speaker, to 
represent the Fourth District of Mis-
souri. This is my 30th year here in Con-
gress. And during that 30 years, there 
have been 12 engagements in which 
American forces have been either de-
ployed or used, some minor, some 
major. And if the future is anything 
like the past, we will have times when 
our forces will need to be prepared to 
be called on, to be used, if nothing else, 
to deter aggression or adventurism in 
the years ahead by other countries. 
And it is a serious matter to make sure 
that the reset comes to pass and that 
the readiness is corrected. 

Of course, the ongoing wars in Iraq 
and Afghanistan demand our imme-
diate attention, but we cannot afford 
to lose sight of other security chal-
lenges that loom across the road. 

We are getting seven new ships for 
the Navy and recommend some $400 
million for advanced procurement of a 
second VA-class submarine. We have a 
multiyear procurement contract for 
the F–22, and other aircraft is on the 
books for us to authorize and build. 

I am most pleased about what the 
bill does for our magnificent men and 
women in the Armed Forces and their 
families. The end strength for the 
Army and Marines has increased by 
30,000 and 5,000, for the Army and Ma-
rines respectively. In addition, this 
year we are able to enact an initiative 
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first proposed by the gentleman from 
Mississippi, GENE TAYLOR. This con-
ference report expands the TRICARE 
Reserve Select to members of the Se-
lected Reserves and terminates the 
current three-tier eligibility program. 
I am also particularly glad to note that 
there is a 1-year moratorium on in-
creases on TRICARE and pharmacy 
fees. I had offered a similar amendment 
in committee, and I am pleased that 
that was included in the final product. 

I am proud to say that we are able to 
provide our servicemembers with a 
well-deserved 2.2 percent pay raise and 
a targeted pay raise for those mid- 
grade and senior noncommissioned offi-
cers and warrant officers who truly are 
the backbone of our military. 

These are just a few examples of why 
this is a critical bill at this critical 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, much has been said 
about Iraq. Much has been said about 
the fight against terrorism, which has 
the genesis in Afghanistan. But the 
bright spot in all of this is the young 
man and young woman who wear the 
American uniform. There is no way for 
us to say as eloquently as we should 
thank you for your service. And a spe-
cial note of gratitude for the families 
of the young men and young women in 
uniform, to be called on for a year, one, 
two, three, and in some cases I know 
some SEALs that have been deployed 
four times for 7 months at a time. And 
there is no way really to say thank you 
well enough to the families that endure 
this: the spouses; the children; and in 
some cases, yes, the grandchildren, for 
which the chairman and I share a mu-
tual interest. 

So let this bill be a tribute to their 
service, a thank you for their service, 
and a warm note of appreciation to the 
spouses and children of those magnifi-
cent warriors wearing the American 
uniform. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I would like to yield 8 minutes to 
the chairman of the Readiness Sub-
committee, Mr. HEFLEY, the gentleman 
who is departing after 18 years of great 
service on this committee. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the chairman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong 
support of H.R. 5122, the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
2007. 

And I would like to thank the chair-
man of this committee and the ranking 
member of the committee both. You 
have earned your pay all the way 
through, but particularly in the last 
few weeks as we have struggled to get 
this conference report through and ac-
tually bring this bill to the floor; and I 
appreciate the yeomen effort that both 
of you have put in. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield on that point? 

Mr. HEFLEY. I don’t know if I 
should, but I guess I will. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. HEFLEY, I appre-
ciate that. Let me just say the fact 

that we were able to bring this bill to 
the floor and do as much work as we 
did on it, as big as it is and as com-
prehensive as it is and with so many 
people dependent on it and at the same 
time do the bill that will allow us to 
prosecute terrorists, do all that, that 
was largely a product of this tremen-
dous staff, this wonderful bipartisan 
staff that we have on the Armed Serv-
ices Committee. 

b 1645 

They have done a fabulous job, and 
that is why we are able to juggle these 
two important challenges at the same 
time. They are great, great people, and 
what professionals, and also people who 
can work very effectively when they 
have been up for 24 hours. That has al-
ways astounded me, frankly, but they 
have done a great job, and I think they 
deserve a lot of thanks from this com-
mittee. 

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HEFLEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York. 

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. HEFLEY, I am sure 
the chairman will yield you some more 
time. 

Let me start off by associating my-
self, as I know all of us do, with the 
comments of the esteemed chairman. 

But, Mr. Chairman, I know you would 
agree with me that it is appropriate to 
recognize that, after so many years of 
loyal and dedicated service to the 
House Armed Services Committee, this 
is Subcommittee Chairman HEFLEY’s 
final authorization bill. 

He has been a lion in defense of the 
men and women in uniform. He has a 
been a guiding light to more junior 14- 
year Members such as myself. I just 
wanted to let the record show how 
much we are going to miss him and 
how much we all appreciate the great 
service he has provided to this com-
mittee, to the people of this country, 
and, most importantly, to the men and 
women in uniform of the United States 
of America. Thank you, JOEL. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Thank you, Mr. 
MCHUGH. I appreciate that very much 
and the kind words Mr. SKELTON said 
earlier. 

You know, there is a lot that I am 
going to miss about Congress; and 
more than anything else is my service 
on this committee. Because you felt 
every day you were working on this 
committee that you were doing some-
thing worthwhile, something that was 
important for America. I am so privi-
leged to have done this with the won-
derful people that are on the com-
mittee and also on the staff. We do 
have an absolutely outstanding staff 
that we are very proud of. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HEFLEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. SKELTON. I really want to say a 
special personal thanks to you for the 
tremendous work you have done on our 
committee and in working with me in 

particular for helping Whiteman Air 
Force Base, Ft. Leonard Wood, Mis-
souri, be what it is. I would be remiss 
if I did not just say a special note of 
gratitude to you, JOEL HEFLEY. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. SKELTON, thank 
you so much. You have been such a 
good friend over the years. 

And I also would be remiss if I did 
not thank Mr. ORTIZ, SOLOMON ORTIZ. 
He and I have been teammates leading 
the Readiness Committee but before 
that leading the Military Construction 
Committee. 

I would guess that we have agreed on 
95 percent or more of everything we 
have dealt with during this period of 
time. In fact, I can’t think of anything, 
SOLOMON, that we have not agreed on, 
but there might have been something. 
But, obviously, if we did not agree, we 
disagreed in a professional, pleasant, 
friendly way and moved on to try to do 
what is best for our troops and for the 
defense of this country. SOLOMON, I 
cannot tell you how much I appreciate 
you. 

Mr. Speaker, you know, despite 5 
years of demanding combat operations, 
our Nation’s military remains the most 
effective, most powerful, most ready 
force in the world. However, it comes 
as no surprise that the wear and tear of 
the years of wartime activities have re-
sulted in increased funding require-
ments for training, operations, equip-
ment and maintenance. 

Recognizing this, the Readiness Sub-
committee has conducted rigorous 
oversight on military readiness 
through hearings, classified briefings, 
and visits with military personnel in 
the field. Our oversight efforts led the 
committee to include in this con-
ference report both funding and policy 
actions intended to further enhance 
the readiness of our military forces. 

The most striking example is the in-
clusion of nearly $24 billion within the 
supplemental budget accounts for the 
repair, modernization, and replacement 
of equipment damaged or destroyed in 
Iraq and Afghanistan. This money will 
satisfy all past and current reset re-
quirements of the Army and Marine 
Corps. 

I suspect, Mr. HUNTER, you have 
probably already mentioned this, but 
this is the high point of our bill. This 
is so important. 

The conference report also includes 
important policy initiatives that will 
improve readiness and allow Congress 
to better monitor readiness-related de-
velopments within the services, such 
as: 

A requirement that the Secretary of 
Defense fully fund equipment reset for 
all of the services, equipment for Army 
mobility, modality, and Army 
prepositioned stocks; 

A requirement for the Department of 
Defense to create a uniform strategy 
policy for the prepositioning of mate-
riel and equipment; and 

A mandate for continued capital in-
vestment into our depot maintenance 
facilities. 
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In addition to such efforts, this con-

ference report also authorizes more 
than $13 billion for military construc-
tion projects, more than $4 billion for 
family housing, and $5.6 billion for im-
plementation of the 2005 base closure 
rounds. These funds are critical for 
both quality of life and military readi-
ness. 

I would like to add here that I hope 
we will not use these base closure mon-
eys to do other things, because it is im-
portant if we are going to do base clo-
sure procedures that we do it and we 
get these properties back into some 
useful use. 

In conclusion, this conference report 
provides the necessary funding and pol-
icy changes to improve our Nation’s 
military readiness. I urge my col-
leagues to support the conference re-
port for this very important bill. 

You know, in 20 years that I have 
been here, Mr. SKELTON, I am not proud 
of everything we have done. I am proud 
of some things we have done, but I am 
not proud of everything we have done. 
But I can tell you I am very proud of 
this bill. It is a good bill, as you said 
and as Mr. HUNTER said. We need to 
support it. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT). 

Mr. SPRATT. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to support and to 
praise the chairman and the ranking 
member for their efforts in bringing 
this bill to fruition this fall, rather 
than Christmas Eve, as was our experi-
ence last year. 

There may be some questions as to 
whether or not it is worth it, to have 
two committees process a bill of this 
magnitude, an authorization process 
and an appropriations process. But in 
addition to having a second scrub of a 
$462 billion bill, that double, two-part 
process also leads to some positive pro-
visions from each mark. Let me just 
highlight a couple to show you some of 
the valuable features in this bill. 

A couple of years ago, we became 
concerned about the level of 
Servicemembers’ Group Life Insurance. 
We increased the amount of coverage 
from $250,000 to $400,000. 

I offered an amendment to pay for 
the full premium for those troops that 
go into a combat zone and hazardous 
duty zones. That did not pass, but we 
did pass a provision that $150,000 of the 
increased coverage would be paid for. 
This bill takes it a step further, as it 
should. 

What we are saying in this bill is 
that the full $400,000 in life insurance 
coverage in the combat zone will be 
paid for in full when you enter the 
combat zone. This is the least we can 
do for those who put their lives on the 
line for our country. The least we can 
do is to make sure that their family 
and loved ones should be taken care of 
in this manner if the worst should hap-
pen to them. 

Second, nonproliferation is a major 
concern, big defense risk. In this par-

ticular bill, we plussed-up the Presi-
dent’s budget for the megaports bill by 
$15 million, and we added $20 million to 
the Global Threat Initiative. This addi-
tional funding will allow for the instal-
lation of additional radiation detectors 
at the world’s major border crossings 
and ports and help secure and dispose 
of nuclear material in some of the most 
vulnerable research reactors around 
the globe. 

Finally, one of the things we did not 
do was to endorse the authorization for 
space-based missile defense weapons. I 
have always had great concerns about 
the efficacy. This bill says to ballistic 
defense: Before you undertake this pro-
gram, make sure it works, what its 
scope is, what its strategic implica-
tions are. 

And, finally, we right and timely put 
in this bill $23.7 billion to reset the 
capital assets of the Marine Corps and 
the Army. And this is an illustration of 
a cost that is going to be staring us in 
the face for years to come as we try 
also to fund transformation and mod-
ernization. 

We will have to pay this expense just 
to keep standing still, another reason 
we needed a bill of this magnitude, $462 
billion, to defend the country. I com-
mend the leadership of this committee 
for bringing this bill to fruition. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Vir-
ginia (Mrs. DRAKE). 

Mrs. DRAKE. Mr. Speaker, predatory 
lending practices have become a major 
concern in areas surrounding military 
installations. This is of particular con-
cern in the Second District of Virginia, 
with a very high number of payday 
lenders. Interest rates on these loans 
have been recorded as high as 780 per-
cent. 

Many young servicemembers attempt 
to climb out of debt by adding addi-
tional debt on top of debt, which quick-
ly becomes unmanageable. Lenders add 
to this by encouraging extensions of 
the loan through refinancing. 

This type of predatory lending leads 
to multiple issues, chief among them 
the loss of a security clearance. A mili-
tary member lost in uncontrollable 
debt could be a security risk, and clear-
ances are often revoked. This rep-
resents a national security issue. 

Additionally, this represents a mo-
rale issue. Individuals have a tendency 
to concentrate less on their jobs when 
they are mired in uncontrollable debt. 
When servicemembers are concen-
trating less on their mission and more 
on their debt, it affects readiness. 

To safeguard servicemembers, the 
conference report prohibits creditors 
from rolling over loan balances, charg-
ing annual percentage rates that are 
higher than 36 percent, including fees, 
and it prohibits the borrower from pre-
paying the loan or charging the bor-
rower a fee for prepayment. 

This is a fairness issue. It has been a 
grave concern to our military com-
manders. I would like to commend our 
chairman, our ranking member and our 

committee for their concern for this 
issue. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. DRAKE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding. 

You know, we went into this thing. I 
thank her for all of the great work that 
she did and lots of other Members who 
really worked this hard. I know Mr. 
DAVIS brought some important ele-
ments to this package. 

We wanted to have a package that 
would make the sergeant majors who 
saw their kids going out and paying 
massive loan fees trying to pay off 
their loan, they could not pay it off, 
having the loan rolled over, and then 
seeing higher and higher fees stacked 
on top of that. In fact, I think it was 
Mr. DAVIS’ provision that barred the 
roll-overs. 

We want to see those sergeant majors 
see a bill come out of our committee 
and out of conference that, as I said, 
would make them throw their hats in 
the air and shout: Hooray, Congress 
has done what it took for our kids. 

And we kept them apprised, as we 
moved this conference report along, as 
the gentlewoman knows in working on 
the team, to protect our people. And 
when we showed them the product, 
they threw their hats in the air, and 
they yelled hooray, and they felt like 
it was a good product. 

You know, the other thing we have 
got to do is we have got to get these 
credit unions that are in the base, the 
guys in the institutions we allow to be 
inside the perimeter of that base, to 
reach out and establish short-term 
loans for our servicemembers so serv-
icemembers go there instead of feeling 
they have got to go a to a loan shark 
to get that loan. 

I thank the gentlewoman for her 
leadership and her great work on this. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. ORTIZ), the ranking member 
on Readiness. 

b 1700 

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the bill. I want to thank 
Chairman HUNTER and Mr. SKELTON for 
their skills and leadership in address-
ing the military issues before us today. 

I want to thank Chairman HEFLEY 
for your friendship, for your leadership 
and for so many years you and I have 
worked together. I will always remem-
ber the good that you have done for 
this country and for those young men 
and women who are in harm’s way. I 
know that you are too young to retire, 
but I wish you the best in whatever you 
do, and we are going to miss you 
around here. 

This bill provides, in some measure, 
for the needs of our troops and their 
families. One of the most important 
parts of this bill is the attention given 
to the immediate readiness needs of 
our men and women in uniform. 
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The bill takes some action to address 

the shortfalls in operations, training 
and maintenance funding that the De-
partment of Defense failed to address 
in their budget submission. 

Now we have taken care of our most 
immediate readiness need, although we 
have long-term needs we have not yet 
begun to address, but I can tell you 
this is a very, very good beginning. 

When we come back to this in the 
next Congress, again after we recess, 
we need to particularly address the 
lack of equipment for the National 
Guard and for the Reserves. The Na-
tional Guard and Reserves have been as 
busy as the active duty military in 
Iraq and Afghanistan, and they need to 
be considered equal in status with the 
other partners in our fighting efforts. 

The equipment shortfalls for the Na-
tional Guard mean we will be unable to 
respond as we need to do in the next 
natural disaster, or God forbid, another 
war. 

I thank Chairman HUNTER, Chairman 
HEFLEY for their outstanding work, but 
I want to thank my ranking member, 
IKE SKELTON, the top Democrat on the 
committee whose outstanding leader-
ship has gone a long way to address the 
many shortfalls in our defense budget, 
while balancing the need for our mili-
tary to remain the world’s premier 
fighting force. 

So I ask my friends, my colleagues to 
support this bill. It includes $130 billion 
in O&M funding to operate the mili-
tary, $17 billion funding for the mili-
tary construction, and an additional 
$20 billion added to the bridge funding 
to help offset some of the immediate 
needs of the Army and the Marine 
Corps. 

This is a good bill. I want to thank 
the staff as well for doing a great job. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Upstate New York (Mr. 
MCHUGH), who works absolutely tire-
lessly as chairman of our Personnel 
Subcommittee. 

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a great bill and 
it is a great bill given the times we live 
in, the challenges that our men and 
women in uniform and their families 
face in, frankly, the economic environ-
ment in which we find ourselves. 

I know my ranking member Vic Sny-
der with whom I worked so closely, he 
and I both feel a great deal of pride 
year after year that when a majority of 
Members of this House will speak kind-
ly about this bill, which they will, they 
will refer to many of the provisions in 
the personnel mark. 

We owe thanks to the chairman, 
DUNCAN HUNTER, and to the ranking 
member for allowing us to have the op-
portunity to try to do better by the 
most important part of a great mili-
tary, the most important part of the 
greatest military the world has ever 
seen, that of the United States of 
America; and I know, Mr. Speaker, 
many that have gone before and others 

that will follow have talked about the 
terrific things in this bill, the 2.2 per-
cent pay increase that diminishes that 
gap between military and pay that had 
existed down to 4 percent from a high 
of about 14 percent. 

We increase end strength, adding 
tens of thousands of soldiers into the 
Army and the Marine Corps to lessen 
the pace of deployments and the oper-
ations tempo. 

Most importantly, in my judgment, 
at a time of war, when our men and 
women in uniform are sacrificing, when 
we have made commitments to our vet-
erans, we rejected to the tune of $486 
million, that the conferees had to find 
the increases proposed by the Depart-
ment of Defense to the military health 
care system in both the TRICARE pro-
gram, as well as the pharmacy pro-
gram. None of those increases will 
occur. 

I also want to add my words of 
thanks, indeed, to the gentlewoman 
from Virginia (Mrs. DRAKE) and to the 
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. DAVIS) 
for their work in ending the scourge of 
predatory payday lenders who get rich 
on the backs of the men and women in 
uniform and their families. 

This is a terrific mark from top to 
bottom; but we are particularly proud 
of the personnel marks, and I would 
hope all of our colleagues would vote in 
support of this legislation. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
21⁄2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from El Paso, Texas (Mr. 
REYES), who is also the ranking mem-
ber of the Strategic Subcommittee on 
the Armed Services Committee. 

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

I rise in support of this conference re-
port on the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 2007. 

I want to thank our chairman, Chair-
man HUNTER, and our ranking member, 
Ike Skelton, the staff on both sides. So 
many people have put in so much effort 
and a lot of work on this bill that sup-
ports our men and women in uniform. 

While I might have preferred a more 
inclusive process, taken as a whole, the 
product is worthy of everyone’s sup-
port in this House. It provides our 
troops with tools and support that they 
need to defend our Nation at a time of 
war. 

I am particularly pleased that the 
final legislation does not include lan-
guage that linked funding for the 
Army’s Future Combat System with 
the critical need to replace and repair 
equipment that has been lost or dam-
aged in Iraq and Afghanistan. 

As the ranking member of the Stra-
tegic Forces Subcommittee, I am also 
pleased to report that the final bill be-
fore us today contains bipartisan com-
promises on the issues within our juris-
diction. The Strategic Forces Sub-
committee has oversight of numerous 
complex and contentious programs, in-
cluding ballistic missile defense, space 
systems and nuclear weapons. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to recognize and 
thank our subcommittee chairman, my 

good friend from Alabama, Chairman 
Everett, for his leadership and the tre-
mendous amount of effort that he put 
into forging a bipartisan effort to agree 
on these very complex and controver-
sial issues at times. 

In the short time that I have, I want 
to highlight elements of the conference 
report on ballistic missile defense sys-
tems. 

The conferees adopted a Senate pro-
vision establishing U.S. policy on bal-
listic missile defense that clearly re-
flects our views. It says that we should 
accord greater priority within the pro-
gram to effective near-term missile de-
fense capabilities, including the 
ground-based midcourse defense sys-
tem, the Aegis ballistic missile defense 
system, the Patriot PAC–3 system, the 
Terminal High Altitude Area Defense 
system, and the sensors necessary to 
support such systems. 

The conferees also adopted the House 
provision preventing use of funds for 
testing or deployment of a space-based 
missile defense interceptor. 

Mr. Speaker, while time does not per-
mit me to describe in detail the rest of 
our subcommittee’s accomplishments, 
I again want to thank Chairman EVER-
ETT and our Senate colleagues for their 
cooperation in achieving this bipar-
tisan, successful measure; and I want 
to recommend to all our colleagues 
that they vote ‘‘yes’’ on this very im-
portant legislation to support our 
troops and their families. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. SIMMONS), a great mem-
ber of our committee and a distin-
guished Vietnam War veteran. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman, I thank the Chair, and 
I rise in support of the Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 2007, which 
is a bill that brings good news to our 
men and women in uniform and espe-
cially good news for the U.S. sub-
marine force and to the American ship-
building industry. 

The conference report before us con-
tains $400 million in spending author-
ization to begin the construction of 
two fast attack submarines in the year 
2009 and also expresses a sense of the 
Congress that the attack submarine 
force should not drop below 48, the 
stated requirement of the U.S. Navy to 
meet its critical missions. 

Because of submarine shortfalls, the 
Navy is on track to meet only 54 per-
cent of the submarine mission days re-
quested by the U.S. combatant com-
manders. We need to do better than 54 
percent. This legislation puts us in the 
right direction of doing better, and we 
will do better. 

My colleagues on the House Armed 
Services Committee understand this 
reality, and I would especially like to 
thank subcommittee chairman, ROSCOE 
BARTLETT from Maryland, and the 
ranking member, GENE TAYLOR from 
Mississippi. These two gentlemen prob-
ably have more knowledge about Amer-
ican and global shipbuilding than any-
one else in the Congress. I would also 
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like to thank my colleague from Rhode 
Island (Mr. LANGEVIN), who for the last 
4 years has worked with me in a bipar-
tisan fashion on these issues and is the 
co-chair with me on the Congressional 
Submarine Caucus. 

Finally, I want to thank Ranking 
Member IKE SKELTON who works in 
such a fine bipartisan fashion and our 
chairman, DUNCAN HUNTER, who comes 
from the city of San Diego with a great 
shipbuilding tradition and who has also 
visited my part of Connecticut. We 
have a shipbuilding tradition as well 
right in Connecticut, the submarine 
capital of the world. That is what we 
call it. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMMONS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend for yielding. 

I just want to thank the champion of 
Groton for his hard work and all the 
work that he and Mr. LANGEVIN, and as 
you said, Mr. TAYLOR and Mr. BART-
LETT, have done. I want to thank all of 
them for their great work and also to 
the gentleman for his hard work on 
payday lender and trying to make sure 
that our troops have a good situation 
now and will not be the victims of loan 
sharks and what to do on that. 

You have brought a real insight to 
undersea warfare that has been impor-
tant to us and especially in a Taiwan 
scenario or another type of scenario in 
the future which could be very, very 
critical to American sea power. 

I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman. In concluding, he re-
ferred to his $89 a month and the loan 
sharks. When I was in as a private, I 
made $68 a month. The loan sharks 
were out there. So the legislation to 
get them off the backs of our soldiers is 
welcome news. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the hardworking gen-
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr. 
LANGEVIN), a member of the Projection 
and Terrorism Subcommittee. 

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Before I begin, I just wanted to rec-
ognize and commend the great service 
of my friend and colleague, Congress-
man HEFLEY, and I have so enjoyed 
serving with you in a number of capac-
ities, particularly in our work in the 
Armed Services Committee. We had an 
opportunity to work on several impor-
tant issues, and I thank you for being 
such a gentleman and giving such great 
service to this Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
5122 and thank Chairman HUNTER and 
Ranking Member SKELTON for their 
hard work. 

The bill helps our servicemembers 
and their families, as well as military 
retirees. It includes a 2.2 percent pay 
increase for military personnel and 
much-needed increases to end-strength 
numbers. It places a 1-year moratorium 
on cost increase for the TRICARE 

pharmacy benefit and expands 
TRICARE eligibility for Reservists, 
two very important issues to my con-
stituents. 

I am particularly pleased that H.R. 
5122 recommends $400 million to expe-
dite the construction schedule for the 
Virginia-class submarine so that we 
can start building two per year as early 
as 2009. I commend the great work of 
my friend Congressman SIMMONS and 
his leadership on this issue. He is a 
great partner in this effort. The Navy’s 
current shipbuilding plan would have 
our submarine fleet drop to dan-
gerously low levels, and this bill under-
stands we cannot allow that to happen. 

I thank the committee for its leader-
ship in its efforts, all of the staff and 
all of my colleagues on the committee 
for their efforts to accomplish these 
important goals, and I encourage my 
colleagues to support the measure. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. EVERETT), 
who is chairman of our Strategic 
Forces Subcommittee. 

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
you very much. We are going to miss 
Mr. HEFLEY. We still have some unfin-
ished business between us that I am 
going to hold him to. 

I want to recognize also the gen-
tleman from California, my long-time 
friend, the chairman of the committee. 
I do not think in the 14 years I have 
been here that I have had the privilege 
to serve with anyone who has the pa-
tience that he has had. He has a great 
skill in leading this committee, and he 
mentioned earlier in his opening re-
marks about the fact that this com-
mittee works so hard, and it does. The 
members take very seriously what they 
are doing. 

I had the great privilege, along with 
Mr. MCHUGH, of being the first Mem-
bers of Congress into Baghdad after we 
invaded, and I just appreciate his out-
standing leadership and his dedication 
to the fighting men and women of our 
country. 

b 1715 

And also the gentleman from Mis-
souri, who has the same type dedica-
tion, and who knows that he is wel-
come back to Dauphin, Alabama, any 
time he wants to. It has only been 
about 40 years since he has been there. 

I do support the conference com-
mittee, the National Defense Author-
ization Act, H.R. 5122. It supports the 
administration’s objectives, while sig-
nificantly improving the budget re-
quest. 

Moreover, our national security in-
vestment must continue to develop 
transformation capabilities of future 
systems, and this conference report 
does that. 

Finally, let me also say that my sub-
committee, the one that I head, Stra-
tegic Forces, simply would not have 
been able to work like it did in a very 
bipartisan manner if it had not been 
for my good friend, Mr. REYES of Cali-

fornia. Much of what we have been able 
to do has been on a bipartisan basis, as 
he had mentioned earlier, on very com-
plex, contentious issues, perhaps some 
of the most contentious issues in the 
committee. We were able to reach a 
consensus that would serve the best in-
terests of the Nation and of our fight-
ing troops, and I again thank him for 
his efforts as well as the other com-
mittee members who oftentimes had 
different views. But we all came to-
gether. 

We also have an outstanding staff 
who has to study these very complex 
issues to see if we can’t come to an ac-
cord that is in the best interest of the 
Nation. 

So, again, I recommend supporting 
the final version of this bill. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
21⁄2 minutes to the very distinguished 
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. SNY-
DER), the ranking member on the Per-
sonnel Subcommittee. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman; and I rise in support of 
this bill. I think this bill has a lot of 
good things in it for our troops, and I 
appreciate all the work Members on 
both sides of the aisle have done. 

I want to mention two or three 
things that I think we need to work on 
and maybe we can work on in the fu-
ture. 

First of all, Mr. MCHUGH and I par-
ticipated in a joint hearing yesterday 
with Mr. BOOZMAN, from one of the 
Veterans Committee’s subcommittees, 
and Ms. HERSETH, the ranking member; 
and we had a really good hearing on 
the GI bill. 

The GI bill has challenges. We have 
problems now in that the GI bill pro-
gram for folks in the Active component 
is a different program than for those in 
the Reserve component, the folks in 
the Army Reserves and the National 
Guard. What has happened as the years 
have gone by it has become a really 
terribly unfair program for our folks in 
the Reserve component, and for the 
folks in the Active component, the cost 
of going to school gets higher and high-
er. 

So we had a good hearing yesterday. 
I hope that this joint hearing between 
the Veterans Committee and the 
Armed Services Committee will con-
tinue but with the ultimate result 
being we make a change in some of the 
issues in the GI bill. 

One provision I wished had been ac-
cepted, Senator LINCOLN had inserted 
on the Senate side, dealt with what I 
think is just unconscionable, and that 
is the way we treat members of the Re-
serve who are activated in the GI bill. 
The way the system currently works is 
if they get activated, let’s say acti-
vated to go to Iraq, 14, 15 months, and 
then get out. So here they have been in 
a war zone for a year, their enlistment 
ends, and once the enlistment ends, 
they get zero educational benefit. Zero 
educational benefit. 

Now the administration says that 
helps retention. But the retention 
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numbers are good. That, to me, is ter-
ribly unfair, and we need to do a better 
job on that. 

Another provision I wish that we 
would either do in the defense bill or as 
a stand-alone provision is what Sen-
ator Truman did during World War II. 
We need something comparable to the 
Truman Commission to deal with the 
waste of billions and billions of dollars 
and the dissatisfaction of American 
taxpayers with how the dollars have 
been spent on reconstruction projects 
in Iraq. 

A third point I would make, and I 
made it before, is I really hope, we 
have tried it now 10 years without the 
Subcommittee on Oversight and Inves-
tigations, and in my view that has been 
to the great detriment of the American 
people, the American taxpayer, and our 
men and women in uniform. So I hope 
we will bring back the Subcommittee 
on Oversight and Investigations to the 
House Armed Services Committee. 

I recommend everyone support this 
bill, and thank you to Chairman 
HUNTER and Mr. SKELTON for the work 
they have done on this bill. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. BARTLETT), who is chairman 
of the Projection Forces Sub-
committee. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to commend Chairman 
HUNTER and Ranking Member SKELTON 
for their exemplary leadership in 
bringing this conference report. 

I also want to thank my sub-
committee ranking member, Mr. TAY-
LOR, for his tireless efforts and dedica-
tion in the preparation of this impor-
tant legislation. I am grateful for our 
strong and cooperative relationship. 

In addition, I would like to recognize 
my fellow colleagues on the sub-
committee for their diligence and com-
mitment to a job well done. 

The intense work involved in pre-
paring this conference report before us 
has been accomplished with the assist-
ance of our professional and hard-work-
ing staff, and I commend their efforts 
and the quality of the final product. 
Staff, thank you very much. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of this conference report. It strikes an 
appropriate balance between modern-
izing and maintaining our existing 
weapon systems, while investing in re-
placement capabilities for our future 
force. 

In this bill, we move forward with 
the development of our future fleet by 
funding the lead replacement amphib-
ious assault ship and the dual lead 
DDG–1000 destroyers, while also pro-
viding advance procurement funds for 
the next generation aircraft carrier. 
The bill also continues to build-out our 
fleet of Virginia class attack sub-
marines, San Antonio class amphibious 
ships and Littoral Combat Ships. This 
conference report also contains funds 
for continuing the refueling and com-
plex overhaul of the USS Carl Vinson 
and provides funds for the moderniza-

tion of the Arleigh Burke destroyer and 
the Air Force’s fleet of strategic airlift 
and bomber aircraft. 

We have taken action to provide our 
future force with the capabilities they 
need to meet future threats. We have 
also taken steps to ensure that the cur-
rent capabilities are not retired pre-
maturely. This conference report man-
dates the Department of Defense main-
tain a minimum strategic airlift force 
structure of 299 aircraft and allows lim-
ited retirements of KC–135E aerial re-
fueling aircraft and B–2 bombers. 

One point of concern deals with the 
submarine force for the future. It is 
destined to go back to 40 submarines. 
It is the strong sense of this sub-
committee that it ought to go no lower 
than 48 submarines. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting our sailors, our airmen, our 
soldiers and marines by voting ‘‘yes’’ 
for the fiscal year 2006 National De-
fense Authorization Act. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, may I 
make an inquiry as to the time remain-
ing for each side, please? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Missouri has 101⁄2 minutes 
remaining, and the gentleman from 
Colorado has 31⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that Members have 
the right to revise and extend their re-
marks this evening. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. TAYLOR), who is the rank-
ing member of the Projection Sub-
committee, a true friend of those who 
wear the uniform of our country. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank Chairman SKELTON, 
the ranking member, and Chairman 
HUNTER for the great work they have 
done. 

I also want to thank Lieutenant 
Commander Kevin Aanestad, who the 
Navy was nice enough to let work in 
my office for a year. Just a while back 
Kevin was flying combat missions in 
Iraq. He has been assigned to this of-
fice, as was last year Captain Randy 
Edwards, and let us not forget that 
that is what this bill is all about. It is 
for the Kevins, the Randys and the peo-
ple serving in Iraq now, the people who 
have been there, and the people who 
are going there. 

I want to thank Chairman BARTLETT 
for the great work he has done on the 
dual-lead strategy for the DDX. I think 
the DDGs have served our Nation very 
well, but it is time to move on to an-
other platform, and it is great we are 
finally getting started on that. 

I want to thank Chairman MCHUGH 
for including TRICARE for guardsmen 
and reservists in this bill. It was kind 
of a contentious vote last year. I wish 
we could have prevailed last year, but 
the good news is it is going to happen 
this year. Our guardsmen and reserv-

ists are called upon increasingly to 
serve our Nation. 

At the time I made my pitch on the 
floor, 40 percent of the all people serv-
ing in Iraq were guardsmen or reserv-
ists. Since I made that pitch, we actu-
ally lost, I regret to say, a young Na-
tional Guardsman by the name of Josh 
Russell. He died the night of Hurricane 
Katrina on a search and rescue mission 
only 30 miles from his home. 

They deserve the same benefits as 
the Active Duty force. If we are going 
to use them the same as the Active 
Duty force, then it is a great thing that 
this bill is going to give them the same 
health care benefits. 

The only disappointment I would like 
to express, Mr. Speaker, is, number 
one, I want to thank Chairman HUNTER 
and thank Ranking Member SKELTON 
for including language in the bill that 
would have provided an IED jammer on 
every vehicle in Iraq. If you look, as I 
do, at the casualty reports in the 
paper, you will see on a daily basis that 
young men and women are dying in 
Iraq as a result of an improvised explo-
sive device exploding near their vehi-
cle. Over half of all the casualties in 
Iraq are the result of IEDs, improvised 
explosive devices. 

We can jam that signal most of the 
time. And it is not a parochial thing. 
These devices are made nowhere near 
south Mississippi. But what they will 
do is save the lives of south Mississip-
pians and Marylanders and people from 
California and people from Missouri. 
So I deeply regret that the Senate 
would not agree with us on this provi-
sion. 

They did, however, include a provi-
sion that every vehicle has some sort 
of coverage. But, again, in the chaos of 
combat, I think our Nation would be 
better served if every single vehicle 
had this provision; and I want to put 
my colleagues on notice that it is 
something we need to work on again 
next year. 

So, again, I want to thank Chairman 
BARTLETT for his great cooperation. 
JOEL HEFLEY, you are one of the 
classiest acts that has ever served in 
the United States Congress. Thank you 
for your service. Chairman HUNTER, 
Ranking Member SKELTON, thank you 
very much for your help on this bill. 

I want to thank Chairman HUNTER and 
Ranking Member SKELTON, as well as Chair-
man WARNER and Ranking Member LEVIN, for 
their work on this Conference Report. They 
have done an outstanding job making this a 
truly bipartisan effort. As always, Chairman 
BARTLETT and the Projection Forces staff have 
done a tremendous job crafting our Sub-
committee’s section of the bill. He has gone 
out of his way to ensure that this is a bipar-
tisan effort, with provisions that make fiscally 
responsible decisions. I thank the Chairman 
for his leadership and for his consideration, 
even on issues on which our views differ. I 
strongly support the provisions in the Projec-
tion Forces portion of this bill. 

I would like to thank the Chairman and 
Ranking Member for the compromise reached 
on the ‘‘dual lead ship’’ strategy for DDG I000 
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this year. Last year we in Congress required 
the Navy and the shipbuilding industry to use 
both surface combatant shipyards to build the 
DD(X), the Navy complied, and this bill follows 
through on that and allows us to be consistent 
in our direction to the department. The bill al-
lows work to begin on a total of 7 new ships, 
with advanced procurement for an eighth—a 
good start towards reversing the decade long 
decline of our surface fleet. 

The theme of fiscally conservative decision- 
making while maintaining the robust force 
structure our military requires is maintained 
throughout the Projection Forces section of 
this bill. From maintaining our strategic airlift 
capability with the addition of 10 more G–17s 
(for a total of 22), to allowing the retirement of 
only those KC–135s and B–52s that are the 
most expensive to maintain. It applies cost 
caps on future aircraft carriers and amphibious 
ships, and requires that future proposals for all 
surface ships include options for alternative 
propulsion sources such as nuclear power to 
reduce our dependence on foreign oil. I am 
extremely pleased to support the Projection 
Forces section of this bill. 

I would like to express my appreciation as 
well for finally including the expansion of 
TRICARE coverage to members of the Na-
tional Guard and Reserve. I want to commend 
all of my colleagues. In particular, I want to 
commend and remember a former colleague, 
the late Sonny Montgomery. I think Sonny 
would be very pleased that we are providing 
our Nation’s Guardsmen and Reservists with 
TRICARE benefits. It is long overdue and I 
want to thank the chairman of the sub-
committee, Chairman MCHUGH, and all the 
other people who helped make this happen. 
Providing this health coverage recognizes the 
sacrifices our Guard and Reserve troops are 
making every day. Insurgents in Iraq don’t dif-
ferentiate between reserve soldiers and active 
duty soldiers. 

Lastly, I would like to express my dis-
appointment in a compromise that weakened 
my provision to require IED jammers on all of 
our wheeled military vehicles at risk in Iraq 
and Afghanistan. This threat is responsible for 
over half of the casualties in the war. I realize 
jammers are not a 100 percent solution, but 
they are proven and known to be effective. 
This is not the last conflict in which our military 
personnel will face this threat, every potential 
enemy in the world is watching and learning 
from our current conflict. Our British and Aus-
tralian allies require and provide a jammer on 
every vehicle; we should be ashamed that we 
don’t do the same. 

Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member SKELTON, I 
thank you and your staff again for the work 
you’ve done on this bill, and for your thought-
ful insight and leadership in creating an overall 
extremely balanced measure that I am proud 
to support. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, good 
things happen and we Members, of 
course, often take the credit, but 
truthfully the staff does so much work. 
We would be at a loss without them, so 
a special thanks to all of our staff. 

And it is special to note that Betty 
Gray of the Armed Services staff is 
now completing 30 years of service on 
our Armed Services staff. So a special 
thanks to her for her dedication. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I yield 21⁄2 
minutes to the gentleman from Long 
Island, New York (Mr. ISRAEL), who be-
longs to the Tactical Air and Projec-
tion Subcommittee and who has taken 
a great interest in professional mili-
tary education. 

Mr. ISRAEL. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Speaker, all of us can celebrate 

this conference report and the support 
that it provides to our troops. It is a 
good product, and we have had some 
hard-fought differences on various 
issues. 

For me, we have been grappling with 
the proper balance between religious 
expression and tolerance in the mili-
tary. I am very pleased that this con-
ference report struck language that in 
my view would have made it easier to 
engage in certain practices by over-
turning existing DOD standards on tol-
erance of all faiths. And I thank my 
ranking member, Mr. SKELTON, and I 
thank Senators WARNER and LEVIN of 
the other body, the Department of De-
fense, and many, many different reli-
gious organizations, from the National 
Conference on Ministry to the Armed 
Forces, to the U.S. Conference of 
Catholic Bishops, to the American Jew-
ish Committee and so many others. 
They understand this is not just an 
issue of tolerance, Mr. Speaker, it is an 
issue of good order and discipline and 
unit cohesion. 

We maintain the overall language re-
quiring respect of all religious faiths, 
but this language does reopen a loop-
hole, a loophole that allowed com-
manders and chaplains at the Air Force 
Academy to chastise cadets for not at-
tending certain religious services, a 
loophole that allowed one chaplain to 
tell cadets of all faiths that some of 
them would burn in the eternal flames 
of hell for not following his faith. So 
we still have some work to do, and we 
still have some good-faith discussions 
ahead of us. 

And I want to take this opportunity 
to say something to my friends on the 
other side of the aisle and on the other 
side of this issue, people who I respect 
and admire a great deal. I want to con-
tinue working with them. I have been 
troubled by the occasional rhetorical 
excess that has suggested, because I am 
opposed to proselytizing of any specific 
religion on any military base, I am 
somehow trying to stop people from in-
voking the name of Jesus in their pray-
ers. 

Nothing could be further from the 
truth. People should be able to pray 
how they want, when they want, where 
they want, and to whom they want. 
They just can’t compel others to join 
them. 

For those of you who truly believe 
that the chaplain who told cadets will-
ing to die in the defense of freedom 
that after they died they would burn in 
the eternal flames of hell, well, you 
and I have some profound differences 
on that issue. So profound that I don’t 
think the issue should be decided in 3 
weeks of discussion in a House-Senate 

conference. It ought to be put before 
the American people in hearings. 

And I want to close, Mr. Speaker, by 
suggesting that, as we move forward in 
trying to resolve this issue, we all re-
dedicate ourselves to the spirit of open-
ness, sensitivity, tolerance, and re-
spect. And don’t take my word for it, 
Mr. Speaker, because behind me, 
carved into this wood dais on the floor 
of the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, is the word ‘‘tolerance,’’ 
right in the center. That word must re-
main with us. My speech will come and 
go. This word will always stay. That is 
what makes our military great. That is 
what makes our country worth fight-
ing for. 

b 1730 
Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 

the balance of my time. 
Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 

minute to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. KUCINICH). 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. Speaker, I want my colleagues 
here to know that my comments have 
nothing to do with a lack of apprecia-
tion for your efforts on this bill, but 
rather relate to some institutional and 
historic concerns that I have. 

The U.S. can spend tens of billions of 
dollars less and do a far better job of 
protecting our Nation. The defense-in-
dustrial complex follows a misguided 
strategy of buying weapons that pro-
vide Americans with no increased safe-
ty; buying ever more expensive fighter 
jets, massive naval ships, and a missile 
defense system that provides no addi-
tional protection for our Nation. There 
are no fighter jets or naval ships that 
can challenge our Air Force or our 
Navy. 

Furthermore, the claimed ballistic 
missile threat is grossly overexagger-
ated. Terrorists do not possess ballistic 
missiles and the few nation states that 
do have no desire to face the under-
stood retaliation of our ballistic mis-
siles. 

This defense-industrial complex 
wrongly believes that the $270 million 
F–22 fighter is an important new weap-
on system. However, the current F–15 
remains unchallenged and inexpensive 
upgrades can keep our Air Force su-
preme. The F–22 cannot bomb away the 
beliefs of a small number of radical 
fighters. 

The advocates of advanced weapons 
systems fail to understand these new 
systems do not match up an effective 
defense capability with the terrorist 
threats. Only a new approach to for-
eign policy can effectively mitigate the 
terrorist threat. 

We need to provide for the traditional sense 
of security by first ensuring economic security, 
health security, and job security for all. The 
roots of terrorism begin not in hatred, but in 
desperation. All people, no matter their eth-
nicity, seek the basic necessities such as 
food, clothes, shelter, good health, and the 
ability to earn a decent living. If you can level 
this playing field, there is no desperation that 
may potentially evolve into radical hatred. 
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I will support a defense budget that matches 

real threats to our security with appropriate 
defensive measures. In the long term, the fed-
eral budget needs a fresh look at our foreign 
policy, that promotes an economic stability 
worldwide, thereby eliminating the true roots of 
terrorism, desperation. 

IRAQ 
The ever-rising cost of our military is not 

sustainable. This year Congress has handed 
over to the Pentagon over $400 billion, includ-
ing $70 billion in ‘‘bridge funding’’ to support 
ongoing operations in Iraq and Afghanistan. 
But don’t be fooled by this massive number. 
The Administration will be back before the end 
of the fiscal year seeking more funding for 
continuing operation in Iraq and Afghanistan. 

Of the numerous reasons to vote against 
this bill, the continued funding for the war in 
Iraq is especially absurd. If the U.S. were to 
withdrawn as soon as possible out of Iraq, 
we’d save $1.5 billion each week in Iraq, $6 
billion a month and $72 billion annually. For 
every $1 spent on war costs, we are taking $1 
away from U.S. entitlement programs. 

It is increasingly clear that this Administra-
tion’s occupation and reconstruction of Iraq 
has failed. 

After three and half years, Iraq is less safe, 
not more; Al Qaeda, which prior to the U.S. in-
vasion had no influence, has now grown in in-
fluence and number of recruits. The fact is, 
Mr. Speaker, this Administration’s policies has 
turned Iraq into a breeding and training 
grounds for terrorists, and created the greatest 
recruiting tool ever for al Qaeda. Even the Na-
tional Intelligence Estimate suggests the inva-
sion of Iraq has evolved into our largest ter-
rorist threat. 

But, Mr. Speaker, the greatest tragedy of 
this war is the 2,669 American soldiers that 
have been irrevocably lost, and tens of thou-
sands more injured. Between 100,000 and 
200,000 innocent Iraqis have died as a result 
of the U.S. invasion. Everyday, 120 more 
Iraqis die at the hands of execution-style 
death squads, kidnappings, murders, IEDs, 
and sectarian violence. 

The war in Iraq has been a grave and tragic 
mistake. It has cost us in blood and treasure. 
It has damaged our once unchallenged rep-
utation in the world. It has squandered the 
good will rained upon this nation after 9/11 
and has been a distraction from our efforts to 
root out terrorism worldwide and bring to jus-
tice for those responsible for 9/11. 

The President’s promise that we would not 
leave Iraq until after his Presidency will only 
compound past failures and make our nation 
less safe. 

Our continued occupation of Iraq is not only 
counterproductive, but fuels the civil war. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe it is time we end this 
grave misadventure in Iraq and bring our 
troops home with the honor and dignity they 
deserve. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the distinguished 
ranking member, I thank the chair-
man, and I wish best wishes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Colorado 
for his service. 

Everyone, though, knows that Texas 
has given the full measure in the war 

in Iraq and Afghanistan, as have our 
soldiers across the Nation. But to our 
soldiers in Texas, I pay great tribute. 

I rise to simply applaud this con-
ference on its emphasis on military 
quality of life, military health care 
that has been improved, and certainly 
military pay and bonuses. 

I also want to acknowledge a very 
important project that speaks to the 
partnership between institutions of 
higher learning, like Historically 
Black Colleges, and a Center For 
Human Materials Resources that will 
occur at Texas Southern University 
that addresses testing of uniforms and 
equipment. What a new and exciting 
opportunity for new partners. 

Lastly, I would hope that in the fu-
ture we will be able to address the 
question I have raised, which is the 
ability of individuals who are receiving 
their loved ones who have fallen in bat-
tle at Dover Air Force Base to be able 
to have a public display if they so de-
sire. It is an executive order that there 
are no cameras there for families who 
desire that. I hope we will be able to 
address that. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to 
a support this legislation. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. SAXTON), the chairman of 
our Terrorism Subcommittee. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, let me 
just begin by recognizing the true bi-
partisan nature of this bill. The bipar-
tisan nature of this bill is due in no 
small part to our great chairman and 
my friend, DUNCAN HUNTER, and the 
person that he often refers to as his 
partner, Congressman IKE SKELTON, 
and their respective staffs. IKE, thank 
you very much for your great coopera-
tion, and for working through the sum-
mer as conferees with our colleagues in 
the Senate to fine tune this measure to 
provide the maximum benefit to our 
troops in every possible area, from pay 
to health care to equipment to armor 
and to advanced weapons systems for 
now and those contemplated far into 
the future. 

We funded 11 of the top unfunded re-
quirements for the U.S. Special Oper-
ations Command, adding almost $200 
million to the command’s acquisition 
budget. We also funded technology ini-
tiatives within each of the services and 
in DARPA, ensuring the continued fu-
ture supremacy of U.S. weapons sys-
tems and equipment. Cutting-edge 
medical research was also addressed. 

Seeing a continued greater need for 
modernization airlift, one the Air 
Force clearly needed but could not af-
ford, we authorized 12 C–17 aircraft re-
quested by DOD and added 10 more, for 
a total of 22 C–17 aircraft. I see this as 
a good start and hope we can continue 
to fund the C–17 line in future years. 
The best Army and Marine Corps in the 
world, which is that which we have, 
must be able to get to the fight to be 
effective. 

We haven’t forgotten our oversight 
responsibilities, providing for a number 

of initiatives in the acquisition, infor-
mation technology and chemical de-
militarization areas. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a time of great 
stress for our Nation for we are in a 
war which has been referred to in many 
different terms, but most soberingly, 
the long war. This is a bill that every 
American can be proud of. Republicans 
and Democrats have come together to 
build a measure that helps soldiers and 
their families across the board. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on 
this bill. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the great Roman ora-
tor, Cicero, once said that the greatest 
of all virtues is gratitude, and I am 
filled with gratitude at this moment, 
Mr. Speaker, for our chairman DUNCAN 
HUNTER, for the members of this com-
mittee, the ranking members, sub-
committee chairmen, every member, as 
well as our hardworking and dedicated 
staff. 

I think it is also a moment like this 
when we are getting ready to pass a de-
fense bill which fulfills the first duty of 
Members of Congress and of our gov-
ernment to protect the citizens of our 
country. 

A special note of gratitude and appre-
ciation should go to those who wear 
the uniform of our country, to those 
who have worn the uniform of our 
country, to those who have sacrificed, 
and especially to those tremendously 
supportive families of those who serve 
in our various services. 

With that, a great moment of reflec-
tion and gratitude, Mr. Speaker, I say 
thank you. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, it is a 
great pleasure to yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
WELDON), a friend who came to Con-
gress at the same time I did and who 
does such an enormously important job 
on our committee. 

(Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in strong support of this 
legislation and congratulate our distin-
guished chairman and ranking member 
for their outstanding work. 

We take great pride on this com-
mittee in doing our defense work in a 
bipartisan manner. In our sub-
committee we had no disagreements. 
Our markup lasted for 5 minutes, 
which is typical for us. NEIL ABER-
CROMBIE and I came to terms on every 
issue. Whether it was the F–22, tactical 
aviation, Army modernization, you 
name it, we were able to find a com-
mon ground. I think the reason we can 
do that is because of the tone set by 
our leadership on both sides of the 
aisle. 

It is especially sad, though, for me, 
Mr. Speaker, because my good friend is 
leaving. JOEL is the president of our 
class. We came together with the 
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Speaker, and JOEL will no longer be 
sitting alongside of us. 

Mr. HEFLEY has been an outstanding 
Member, along with the other Members 
who are not returning. I just want to 
pay my respects to my good friend and 
let him know that America is better 
because of his service to the country. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. WELDON, thank you very much. I 
thank all of you for the kind words 
that you said about my service on this 
committee. But it is really my great 
pleasure and honor to have been able to 
serve with all of you, both staff and 
Members. 

CURT has been as tireless as anybody. 
As I introduced people going through 
this exercise here, each one I wanted to 
say so much more about, because I 
have been there with them through the 
late nights and long hearings and so 
forth as we struggle. Sometimes we 
disagree about details between our-
selves. Even on the Democrat side or 
the Republican side, there is some dis-
agreement sometimes, but our hearts 
are all together and our focus is all to-
gether, and that is the defense of this 
Nation, and our hearts are with the 
troops. 

I want to particularly thank our 
chairman, DUNCAN HUNTER. Golly, I 
couldn’t have served with a better 
chairman than DUNCAN HUNTER. DUN-
CAN came to my district when he didn’t 
know me, when I was running, CURT, as 
you were in the summer of 1987, and he 
came and helped me in my election ef-
fort. Little did I know that these 20 
years later, we would be serving to-
gether in this very important job. 

Mr. HUNTER, you are a great chair-
man, and I appreciate it so much. 

Mr. SKELTON, of course, you and I 
have been friends for a long time. I kid 
you that I have named everything in 
your part of Missouri after you. I prob-
ably haven’t gotten everything done, 
but whatever we have gotten done, you 
deserve it. I appreciate your work too. 

Isn’t it something to see how bipar-
tisan this effort is when we get to this 
stage? It is nice to see that here. You 
don’t see that very much. It is because 
we all have the same goals and the 
same purpose. Sometimes we have dif-
ferent roads to get there, but the same 
purpose. 

Mr. Speaker, I encourage strong sup-
port for this bill. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to support this year’s National De-
fense Authorization Act. It includes many pro-
visions that are vital to giving our military the 
tools it needs to defend the nation, although it 
also leaves much work undone that will have 
to be addressed in the future. 

The bill addresses one issue in particular 
that merits attention. Despite the Pentagon’s 
repeated denials of a military readiness crisis, 
this bill authorizes an additional $23 billion in 
funding as a downpayment on the damage to 
the U.S. Army and Marine Corps from re-
peated and sustained deployments to Iraq, 
and the Bush Administration’s decision to fund 
the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan through a pa-

rade of emergency supplemental appropria-
tions. The wars themselves are wearing down 
our equipment at a tremendous rate. Further 
damage is done by supplemental appropria-
tions because the military services are denied 
the funding they need in a timely and predict-
able fashion. These two factors are doing seri-
ous and longterm damage to the nation’s mili-
tary readiness, and the Congress must ad-
dress them. 

During Armed Services Committee delibera-
tions on this bill in March 2006, I offered an 
amendment to add $42 billion for this reason. 
Sadly, that amendment was voted down on a 
party-line vote. I offered the amendment be-
cause we had a growing readiness problem 
and because I thought putting as much of the 
funding for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan 
as possible into the base budget was the most 
honest and effective way to proceed. My ap-
proach ended up in the final version of this 
bill. The $23 billion in this year’s bill is a good 
start, but this funding will have to be sustained 
in many subsequent bills to address the readi-
ness crisis we continue to face. 

I am also pleased that this bill includes 
many important legislative provisions that di-
rectly improve the lives of the people of my 
district and my state. First, it takes the first 
step toward dealing with the chemical muni-
tions dumped off the coast of Hawaii in the 
1940s. These weapons could still pose a seri-
ous health and environmental risk, and Sec-
tion 314 of this bill requires a comprehensive 
research effort by the military to identify, ana-
lyze, and assess the potential threat these 
sites may pose. 

Section 2843 of this bill addresses a major 
land transfer issue in Hawaii regarding the 
former Barbers Point Naval Air Station. Afford-
able housing for the people of Hawaii and a 
new public transit system are critical local 
issues. This language requires the Navy to 
turn over an important parcel of land that will 
allow both new housing and transit develop-
ment. Balancing the needs of the military and 
the local population in Hawaii is a challenge, 
but in this case, I think an arrangement was 
reached that helps both sides accomplish their 
goals. I want to thank Chairman HUNTER and 
Chairman HEFLEY for working with me on this 
language. 

Lastly, Section 343 of the bill requires an 
analysis by the Army of its future live-fire train-
ing infrastructure needs in Hawaii. The Army’s 
presence in Hawaii is undergoing tremendous 
change. A new Stryker Brigade is due to be 
activated this coming year, and thousands 
more troops will be coming to Hawaii as part 
of the larger changes in the military’s Pacific 
region basing posture. Supporting these grow-
ing needs while accommodating the cultural, 
environmental and quality of life concerns of 
the people of Hawaii is essential. This report 
will help Congress understand where the Army 
wants to go in Hawaii with its training infra-
structure, and how to get there. In particular, 
it will address the sensitive issue of the Army’s 
long-term future in the Makua Valley, an area 
of Hawaii owned by the people of Hawaii and 
on temporary loan to the military. Eventually, 
this land must be returned, so the report re-
quires the Army to look beyond its current use 
of the Makua Valley toward the eventual re-
turn of this historic and environmentally sen-
sitive treasure to the people of Hawaii. 

There are critical quality of life issues that 
were not resolved. Specifically, it does not do 

enough to help military families who need the 
Survivor Benefit Program and Dependency 
and Indemnity Compensation offset repealed. 
For me, this is a basic issue of fairness that 
must be addressed at some point in the fu-
ture. The bill does not do enough to protect 
TRICARE health insurance patients from sky-
rocketing prescription drug prices. The Depart-
ment of Defense asked for legislative authority 
to negotiate lower prices with major drug com-
panies. The majority was unwilling to let this 
provision into the final bill. Finally, the bill be-
fore us only provides a 2.2 percent pay raise 
for the military in 2007. This is meager thanks 
for our men and women in uniform in a time 
of war; for those who are experiencing sus-
tained and repeated deployments and ab-
sences from their families. 

As well, this raise is simply too small to help 
our military families keep up with rising cost of 
living expenses at many bases around the na-
tion, and especially in Hawaii. We have asked 
a lot from these men and women. We owe 
them more in return. 

I want to now turn to the portion of the bill 
that falls under the jurisdiction of the Tactical 
Air and Land Forces Subcommittee, on which 
I am proud to serve as the ranking minority 
member. This year, the subcommittee had a 
daunting task: to reconcile a budget submis-
sion that was simply unrealistic in some re-
spects when compared to the needs of the 
military both today and in the future. 

Our military is clearly being pulled in many 
directions at once. Today our forces are fight-
ing unconventional wars in Iraq and Afghani-
stan, the demands of which, in terms of equip-
ment, are very different from possible future 
conventional conflicts. The U.S. military has to 
be able to fight and win both types of wars, 
but there is clearly not enough funding for 
doing everything the services want to do. 

This bill authorizes critical short-term needs 
such as modernization of Army equipment in 
combat today and increased production of air-
craft like the C–17 that are absolutely vital to 
current military operations. The bill also looks 
to the future in continuing successful aviation 
and ground systems. Finally, it takes funding 
from a few programs that are off-track or not 
working and moves that funding to more 
pressing needs, ensuring that taxpayer dollars 
are not wasted. 

It also demands additional analysis and test-
ing of systems in development that the sub-
committee has concerns about. These provi-
sions may discomfort some people at the Pen-
tagon, but it is Congress’ duty to oversee 
these programs and ensure that the troops get 
what they need. 

Overall, this year I think the subcommittee 
did an excellent job. I especially want to com-
mend Chairman WELDON on his leadership of 
the Tactical Air and Land Forces Sub-
committee. His willingness to work in an open 
and nonpartisan manner greatly facilitates the 
subcommittee’s work and produces a better 
product for our troops and the civilians who 
serve the nation at the Department of De-
fense. 

Finally, another member of this committee 
deserves special recognition. I worked for 
many years with JOEL HEFLEY on the Armed 
Services Committee. He is a both a valued 
colleague and a close friend. Among his many 
accomplishments during his distinguished ca-
reer on this committee, he helped shepherd 
through one of the most important changes in 
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military housing construction in decades. His 
vision for leveraging private investment dollars 
into a massive new program to rebuild and re-
habilitate military family housing is now a re-
ality. In my state alone almost ten thousand 
military homes will be upgraded in the next 
few years. This housing is a vital part of keep-
ing an all-volunteer military ready, and Joel 
Hefley was a leader in this revolutionary pro-
gram. I was and am grateful for the oppor-
tunity afforded to me to partner with him in ac-
complishing passage and implementation of 
this key legislation enhancing the quality of life 
of our fighting men and women. 

MS. BORDALLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in support of the conference agreement on 
H.R. 5122, the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 2007. I am pleased that we 
have completed this Act before the onset of 
the new fiscal year because it contains provi-
sions vital to the operation of our Department 
of Defense and to the men and women of our 
armed forces who are fighting the war against 
terrorism around the world today. 

Several provisions within this Act are par-
ticularly important to my district and the people 
of Guam. Among these provisions is Section 
1014, which closes a legal loophole that had 
previously been utilized by the Department of 
the Navy to permit repair of U.S. Navy vessels 
in foreign shipyards at the expense of U.S. 
shipyards, including the shipyard on Guam. By 
making clear that Guam, and in particular 
Guam’s Apra Harbor, is a U.S. location, Sec-
tion 1014 of this Act make clears to the Navy 
that its reliance on legal minutia to enable for-
eign repair of ships that are homeported on 
Guam or that make a port call on Guam is 
both unacceptable and now illegal. Congress 
expects the Navy to adhere both to the written 
word of 10 U.S.C. Section 7310, as amended 
by this Act, and to Congress’s clear intent that 
Navy vessels will be repaired in U.S. ship-
yards except when those vessels are 
homeported overseas, when voyage repairs 
are necessary or where operational demands 
dictate. The Navy should not and cannot use 
excessively liberal definitions of voyage re-
pairs or an overseas homeport to enable for-
eign repair. 

Further, many vessels operating in the Pa-
cific frequently make port calls on Guam. Sec-
tion 1014 of this Act, when read in concert 
with related instructions from the Commander, 
Military Sealift Command and in particular the 
instruction identified as COMSCINST 
4700.14A, also makes clear that vessels that 
make such port calls on Guam should no 
longer be considered eligible for repair in for-
eign shipyards such as the shipyard in Singa-
pore. Paragraph 6(b)(5) of COMSCINST 
4700.15A states, ‘‘If an overseas homeported 
ship returns to the United States at any time 
during its overseas assignment, the policy 
governing U.S. homeported ships will apply, 
and the homeport status will be reevaluated.’’ 
Ships that visit Guam regularly should not be 
included on the Assistant Secretary of the 
Navy’s annual memorandum designating ships 
as homeported overseas and therefore made 
eligible for overseas repair. Ships that visit 
Guam must be returned to Guam, Hawaii or 
another U.S. location for repair, thereby being 
worked on by U.S. industry and our domestic 
skilled ship repair workforce. 

Adherence to this refined and reemphasized 
policy is important to the vitality of the U.S. 
ship repair industrial base which is critical to 

our national security. Further, strict adherence 
to this policy will ensure that U.S. Navy ves-
sels are repaired in safe harbors by U.S. citi-
zens, thereby protecting our fleet and Navy 
personnel from risks such as attack, subter-
fuge, espionage or otherwise hostile actions. 
Section 1014 is a reaffirmation of Congres-
sional intent on ‘‘repair American’’ policies ap-
plicable to the U.S. Navy. Section 1014 is an 
expression of this Congress’s strong intent to 
safeguard the vital U.S. ship repair workforce 
and industry, one that faces significant work-
load reductions in coming years but one that 
must be maintained, even at greater cost, in 
order to maintain a ship repair industrial base 
capable of meeting any potential war time de-
mand in the future. Congress will apply fore-
sight if the Navy will not through the exercise 
of our oversight responsibilities. 

It should be noted that the Section 1014 of 
the H.R. 5122 as passed by the House has 
been significantly streamlined. As a result of 
negotiations with the Senate and with the U.S. 
Navy, it was determined that Section 1014 did 
not need to be as robustly written as initially 
passed by the House. It should, however, also 
be noted that the Armed Services Committees 
will evaluate Navy compliance in light of the 
current revision to U.S. law and Congress’s 
concern with the Navy’s growing practice of 
sending U.S. Navy vessels to foreign ship-
yards for repair. 

In addition to the revisions made to 10 
U.S.C. 7310 is a provision agreed to by the 
conference committee, Section 1015, which 
provides for a comprehensive report on the 
operation of the Guam Shipyard and the 
Navy’s intent for future utilization of the facility. 
It would be shortsighted of Congress to re-
quire greater utilization of such a facility with-
out providing for appropriate study of the facili-
ty’s current capabilities and of future needs for 
the facility in light of expected increased mili-
tary utilization of the bases on Guam. I note 
that Guam will soon be home to 8,000 U.S. 
Marines who will be relocating from Okinawa 
and who will have points of embarkation in 
Apra Harbor. Guam will also soon become 
home to a third fast-attack nuclear-powered 
submarine and is expected to host an almost 
continuous presence of SSGN submarines. 
Further, military development plans call for the 
homeporting of three Littoral Combat Ships in 
Apra Harbor as well as significantly increased 
utilization of Apra Harbor by Navy aircraft car-
rIers. 

The Navy must evaluate what capability it 
desires from the Guam Shipyard and begin 
preparations for an increase in the shipyard’s 
utilization so that the shipyard can handle the 
anticipated additional repair requirements. The 
invaluable forward and strategic location of the 
Guam Shipyard cannot and should not be 
taken for granted and preparations must begin 
for growing its capability and capacity because 
it is clear that the yard will play an increased 
role in Navy ship repair in the Pacific as well 
as provide a vital capability to the U.S. Navy 
in the U.S.’s most strategic location in the Pa-
cific. Training and growing a skilled U.S. ship 
repair workforce is not easy work. The Navy 
should begin enabling steady growth at the 
Guam Shipyard now so that the yard is pre-
pared for future missions. 

I would like to extend my thanks to Chair-
man JOEL HEFLEY and Ranking Member SOL-
OMON ORTIZ of the Readiness Subcommittee 
and to Chairman DUNCAN HUNTER and Rank-

ing Member IKE SKELTON of the full committee 
for their steadfast subpart in adresses these 
ship repair and workforce issues. I would like 
to particularly thank the efforts of their respec-
tive staffs, especially the efforts of House 
Armed Services Committee Professional Staff 
Members Joe Fengler and Paul Arcangeli. Mr. 
Fengler has recently left the committee staff 
but I would like to acknowledge his profes-
sionalism, expertise and work ethic in rep-
resenting his Chairman and in facilitating ro-
bust oversight by the House Armed Services 
Committee and its Members. I know that Mr. 
Fengler will have a bright future and I thank 
him for his dedication and service to Chairman 
HUNTER, to the committee and to our country. 

This Act also includes a provision, Section 
2810, to repeal Section 2864 of Title 10 in the 
United States Code which prohibits H2–B 
skilled foreign laborers, or nonimmigrant 
aliens, from working on military construction 
(MILCON) projects on Guam. Many commu-
nity and industry stakeholders recognized that 
the restriction on labor contracts for military 
construction projects on Guam does not apply 
to other military construction projects else-
where. Stakeholders felt that the Guam spe-
cific restrictions could negatively impact the 
ability to execute the planned military growth 
on Guam in the required timeframe. Because 
completing the movement of Marines from 
Okinawa to Guam in a timely manner is a 
major component of an international agree-
ment, it was considered important to enable 
the Department of Defense to complete mili-
tary construction projects associated with this 
move without undue obstacles and in accord-
ance with the timeframe set out by the govern-
ments of Japan and the United States. At my 
urging, all parties agreed that the priority for 
hiring labor for military construction projects on 
Guam will continue to go to the local work-
force. Many observed, however, that the 
amount of work expected on Guam will likely 
exceed local capacity and require additional 
labor, as have other large construction booms 
in Guam’s past. Nonetheless, a principal part 
of my focus in representing the people of 
Guam remains preparing and training the local 
Guam workforce so that Guam’s workers can 
receive maximum benefit from the military 
buildup. This provision ultimately enables 
Guam to prepare to meet the demands of fu-
ture construction while also enabling the 
United States Government to meet its inter-
national obligations and thereby maintain its 
credibility and reputation with important allies. 

I am pleased that this Act also authorizes a 
major increase in military construction funding 
for Guam. The military construction funding for 
Guam is a continued reflection of the Depart-
ment of Defense’s renewed interest in utilizing 
Guam’s first-class and strategically located 
bases. Guam provides a capability to our Na-
tion to project stability into the Pacific and, if 
ever necessary, to project force to protect our 
Nation, our allies and our values. I note that 
the Senate had previously marked against two 
military construction projects scheduled for 
Guam. I commend the Senate Armed Services 
Committee leadership for working with me and 
with my House colleagues to retain one of 
these two projects. Authorizing the first phase 
of construction at Andersen Air Force Base’s 
Northwest Field is a critical step to completing 
the already begun relocation of the Air Force’s 
Red Horse School from Osan, Korea to 
Guam. This relocation is an important part of 
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the Air Force’s realignment of forces in the 
Pacific and its increased utilization of Ander-
sen Air Force Base on Guam. While I am dis-
appointed the Senate did not recede to the 
House authorization for the new commercial 
gate at Andersen Air Force Base, I join the 
Senate in expressing my strong intent to 
evaluate military construction projects sched-
uled for Guam to ensure that they fit within the 
overall plans for growth on the island and are 
consistent with the needs not just of the mili-
tary but of the civilian community on Guam. 
While I believe the commercial gate already fit 
well within the plans for overall development 
on Guam, the concerns expressed by the 
Senate are shared in general and I look for-
ward to working with my House and Senate 
colleagues to provide robust oversight of mili-
tary development on Guam to ensure it is 
properly executed in the interests of all par-
ties. 

The $193.446 million in military construction 
funding for projects on Guam authorized this 
year represents continued growth in military 
activity on the island and provides assistance 
to Guam in preparing incrementally for the pe-
riods of military construction on the island 
which will soon be far more robust. 

It is unfortunate that the conferees did not 
include in the conference agreement Section 
632 of the House passed authorization bill. 
This provision would have authorized 
servicemembers assigned to and from non-for-
eign overseas locations to ship a second per-
sonally owned vehicle at government expense 
to the new assigned duty station consistent 
with the authorization for assignments within 
the continental United States. This change in 
law is still needed. This is an important quality 
of life issue for servicemen and women and 
their families who receive orders to serve on 
bases located outside the 48 contiguous 
States. Supported by The Military Coalition 
and by the Congressional delegations from 
Hawaii, Alaska, Puerto Rico and Guam, it is 
my hope that the committee will once again 
consider this provision next year and that its 
passage will ultimately be won. Our men and 
women in uniform deserve the enactment of 
this provision. 

Finally, I am pleased that conferees retained 
language in this Act requiring the Department 
of Defense to study reestablishing a Military 
Entrance Processing Center on Guam. This 
study authorization is contained in Section 582 
of the Act. The great number of patriotic men 
and women who enlist in our Armed Services 
from Guam and from the region deserve and 
need an entrance processing center on Guam. 
I encourage the Department of Defense to ex-
peditiously undertake and complete this study. 
I trust it will find that the value of establishing 
a center on Guam is high and that such estab-
lishment will yield important results for recruit-
ment goals. I look forward to the establish-
ment of such a center and stand prepared to 
assist the Department in any way necessary 
to facilitate such an endeavor. 

The decision by conferees to include numer-
ous provisions important to our Nation’s vet-
erans is also to be commended. In particular, 
I fully support the provision which places a 
one-year moratorium on any increases in retail 
pharmaceutical prices under the TRICARE 
system. I join my colleagues in reiterating the 
principle that we must fulfill our promises to 
the veterans who have served our Nation. In-
creasing pharmaceutical fees under the 

TRICARE system is simply unacceptable. I 
also fully support the many other provisions in 
this Act related to protecting our veterans, our 
active duty personnel and our reserve per-
sonnel. I note particular support for the provi-
sion to curb predatory lending activity around 
military bases and the provisions to improve 
health care services for servicemembers suf-
fering from post traumatic stress disorder or 
other combat related injuries. Our Nation re-
mains committed to caring for those who fight 
and have fought to protect our way of life and 
our values. 

This Act also contains language directing 
the Department of Defense to study cases of 
reported off shore disposal of munitions by the 
Department of Defense. I encourage the De-
partment to study any cases of potential off 
shore disposal in the waters off of Guam. 
Should the Department determine that any 
dumping of munitions took place in the waters 
off of Guam, I urge the Department to take ac-
tion to remedy any potential harm of such 
dumping. I further urge the Department to be 
not just comprehensive but transparent in its 
conduct of these studies and its findings. It is 
vital that the communities connected to any 
past disposal actions be kept fully informed as 
to Department findings and actions. 

I also support provisions in this Act that di-
rect the Secretary of Defense to prepare a 
plan that would enable the Department of De-
fense Education Activity (DODEA) to assist 
local educational agencies that are affected by 
force structure changes in their communities. I 
plan to continue to work closely with the De-
partment of Defense regarding the impacts 
that the movement of 8,000 Marines to Guam 
will have on Guam’s local education system. 
The 8,000 Marines are expected to be accom-
panied by 9,000 dependents and perhaps sev-
eral thousand civilian employees. While the 
dependents of the Marines are expected to at-
tend DODEA schools, it is not unreasonable to 
believe that some Marine children as well as 
the children of civilian employees will enter the 
Guam Public School System. We must begin 
planning now to prepare Guam for any such 
impact. 

I am a strong supporter of our Nation’s Na-
tional Guard and especially of the National 
Guard and Reserve servicemembers who re-
side on Guam. I remain a strong supporter of 
H.R. 5200, the National Guard Empowerment 
Act. I believe that the time has come to 
change the way we think about our Guard and 
Reserve because in this war on terror we 
have changed the way we use them. No 
longer can the Guard and Reserve come sec-
ond in funding, equipping or anything else. 

So while I am pleased that H.R. 5122 sub-
stantially increases authorized funding for 
Guard and Reserve equipment, I believe this 
bill should have also included the provisions of 
H.R. 5200 to ensure that the Guard would re-
ceive a Chief with a fourth star that sits on the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and could advocate for 
and protect Guard interests. I also believe it is 
time to give the Guard independent budget 
authority from the parent services because 
history has told us that the parent services 
care for themselves first and the reserve com-
ponent second. In an era when the Guard is 
completing the same mission as its active duty 
counterparts, it should have the same leader-
ship and authorities as its active duty counter-
parts. I will continue to advocate for reform 
and increased empowerment of the Guard and 

Reserve. I look forward to the study of H.R. 
5200 by the Commission on the National 
Guard and Reserves and trust that the Com-
mission will recommend adoption of many of 
the provisions contained within the legislation. 
I also note that conferees removed authority 
included in the House passed authorization bill 
that would have enabled the President to mo-
bilize Guard members without the consent of 
a state or territorial governor in the event of a 
natural disaster. Granting such an authority 
would remove a fundamental and constitu-
tional control granted to state governors re-
garding their state militias. I am pleased that 
the provision has been stricken from the bill. 

Finally, I am encouraged that the conferees 
retained in the final bill language proposed by 
the Senate that requires the President to ap-
point a senior presidential coordinator of U.S. 
policy on North Korea and to submit to Con-
gress a semi-annual report on the nuclear and 
missile programs of North Korea (Section 
1211). While I remain a strong supporter of 
the Six-Party Talks, North Korea’s testing of a 
Taepodong II missile earlier this year indicates 
that current policy toward North Korea is not 
proving a sufficiently effective deterrent 
against the unstable regime currently in 
Pyongyang. More must be done to secure our 
country and to assure allies in the Pacific of 
their safety from a North Korean regime that 
appears determined to develop additional nu-
clear weapons and to develop the means to 
deliver them. I also support the $10.4 billion in 
funding authorized in this Act for missile de-
fense including the increase of $100 million for 
the ship based Aegis ballistic missile defense 
system, a system vital to protecting islands in 
the Pacific, including Guam, from any North 
Korean threat. 

Mr. Speaker, I have addressed only a few of 
the many provisions within this Act. I com-
mend my colleagues for their work in finalizing 
the defense authorization bill. The legislation 
provides for measures ranging from a well de-
served pay raise for our uniformed 
servicemembers to construction funding for 
ships vital to our Navy’s future. I am in support 
of this legislation and urge my colleagues to 
pass H.R. 5122. 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of this conference report. 

As a relatively new Member of the Armed 
Services Committee, I appreciate having had 
the opportunity to work with my colleagues, 
especially Chairman HUNTER and Ranking 
Member SKELTON, on a number of provisions 
of particular importance to Colorado. 

I want to express my particular thanks to 
JOEL HEFLEY, the dean of our Colorado dele-
gation, who I am proud to call my colleague 
and friend. He and I have joined forces on a 
wide variety of matters, including steps to re-
spond to the danger to our state’s commu-
nities from wildfires, and I have benefited 
greatly from the opportunity to work with him 
both before and especially after I became a 
member of the Armed Services Committee. 

The Senate bill included language to name 
a housing facility at Fort Carson in honor of 
Representative HEFLEY, who is retiring at the 
end of the year. I thought it was appropriate, 
and while the conference report does not in-
clude that provision, I am glad to note that it 
does include a section (Section 2002) that ac-
curately states that since his election in 1986, 
Representative HEFLEY ‘‘has served in the 
House of Representatives with distinction, 
class, integrity, and honor.’’ 
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The same section goes on to note that Rep-

resentative HEFLEY’S efforts on our committee 
have benefited the military value of installa-
tions in Colorado and the quality of life of the 
men and women stationed there. It also re-
minds us that he was a leader in efforts to re-
tain and expand Fort Carson and was a leader 
in efforts to eliminate inadequate housing on 
military installations, beginning with a pilot pro-
gram at that Colorado base, an effort which 
has ‘‘brought meaningful improvements to liv-
ing conditions for thousands of members of 
the Armed Forces and their spouses and chil-
dren at installations throughout the United 
States. 

And it concludes by saying that ‘‘Congress 
recognizes and commends Representative 
JOEL HEFLEY for his 20 years of service to 
benefit the people of Colorado, members of 
the Armed Forces and their families, veterans, 
and the United States’’—a well-earned com-
mendation in which I completely concur. 

Looking ahead, I anticipate receipt of two 
reports on matters of particular importance to 
Colorado. 

Part of the report of our House Armed 
Forces Committee accompanying this author-
ization bill reflected our recognition of the im-
portance of the High Altitude Aviation Training 
Site (HAATS) based at the Eagle, Colorado 
Regional Airport and its need for enough air-
craft to fulfill its mission. 

HAATS is the primary site for training mili-
tary aviators on operations in hostile, high alti-
tude, and power-limited environments under 
all seasonal weather conditions, such as Af-
ghanistan. Responding to language I had in-
cluded in the Defense Authorization bill last 
year, the Army National Guard pledged to pro-
vide two Blackhawks to HAATS. However, I’m 
told HAATS needs five Blackhawks in order to 
sustain training requirements. 

To lay the foundation for possible future ac-
tion to meet that need, our committee’s report 
included a request for the Secretary of the 
Army to provide a report on high altitude avia-
tion training to the congressional defense 
committees by December 15, 2006. The report 
is to include: (1) The current location and type 
of high altitude training, to include the percent-
age of pilots who receive such training on an 
annual basis at each location and the types of 
aircraft used in such training; (2) the number 
and type of helicopters required to provide the 
high altitude aviation training needed to sus-
tain the war strategies contained in the 2006 
Quadrennial Defense Review, assuming that 
priority for such training is given to com-
manders, instructor pilots, aviation safety offi-
cers, and deploying units; and (3) a thorough 
evaluation of the accident rates for deployed 
Army helicopter pilots who received high alti-
tude training and deployed helicopter pilots 
who did not receive such training, including 
the number of accidents related to power 
management, using high and low estimates 
and the number of accidents involving combat 
and non-combat environments. I expect that 
this report will make clear the importance of 
HAATS’ critical mission and the need for its 
having more aircraft. 

And this conference report includes a sec-
tion (section 2827) requiring a report by No-
vember 30th of this year analyzing of any po-
tential expansion of the Pinon Canyon Maneu-
ver Site, which is associated with Fort Carson. 
As a member of the Armed Service Com-
mittee and the Colorado delegation, I will be 

very interested in the information presented in 
this report. 

The conference report provides funds for 
important projects in Colorado, including $10 
million for work at Buckley Air Force Base, 
$4.9 million for construction at Peterson Air 
Force Base, $21 million for work at Schreiver 
Air Force Base, and $26.1 million to be used 
at Fort Carson. 

And, at the national level, it includes many 
provisions that will improve our overall military 
readiness and provide for our troops and retir-
ees. 

Among other things, it authorizes a 2.2 per-
cent pay raise, effective January 1, 2007, and 
includes a provision, developed through the 
leadership of our colleague Representative 
JOHN SPRATT, to provide targeted pay raises 
for mid-grade and senior NCOs and warrant 
officers, effective April 1, 2007. It also ex-
pands TRICARE Reserve Select to members 
of the Selected Reserves, and terminates the 
current three-tier eligibility program while put-
ting a one-year moratorium on any increases 
in retail pharmaceutical prices under the 
TRICARE system. 

The conference report also establishes addi-
tional financial protections for service mem-
bers, prohibiting creditors from charging serv-
ice members and their dependents annual in-
terest rates for loans higher than the legal limit 
for state residents, or no more than 36 percent 
in any case. 

And, of course, it authorizes a $70 billion 
supplemental for operations in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, including $23.7 billion to replace 
and reset equipment lost or damaged in oper-
ations. 

I opposed President Bush’s decision to in-
vade Iraq and my concerns about this poorly 
managed and badly planned war have been 
realized. I believe it was a strategic mistake to 
make nationbuilding in Iraq the centerpiece of 
our war against Islamic terrorism—a belief that 
has been strengthened by the April 2006 Na-
tional Intelligence Estimate entitled ‘‘Trends in 
Global Terrorism: Implication for the United 
States,’’ portions of which were recently de-
classified. But now that our troops are there 
and Iraq is struggling to avoid a slide into civil 
war, we cannot withdraw them immediately, 
and we must continue to provide the funds 
necessary to maintain and re-equip them. 

I urge approval of the conference report. 
Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I reluctantly rise 

today to oppose the Conference Report for 
The National Defense Authorization Act, H.R. 
5122. 

The National Defense Authorization Act is 
Congress’ only opportunity each year to seri-
ously debate the defense polices of our Na-
tion. Yet, when the House debated this legisla-
tion in earlier this year, the Republican Major-
ity prevented any debate about the most im-
portant national defense issue we face: the 
war in Iraq. More than 2,700 American service 
members have lost their lives fighting in Iraq. 
American taxpayers have paid more than 
$400 billion to fund the effort. Yet, despite au-
thorizing an additional $70 billion for the war, 
we have had no debate on this floor about our 
policy or needed strategy changes. This is an 
unconscionable failure of the House. 

The House previously made a mockery of 
Congress’ responsibilities to guide policy by 
shamefully politicizing Representative JOHN 
MURTHA’s thoughtful proposal for a phased re-
deployment of American troops in Iraq. Re-

gardless of one’s opinion on the best course 
of action in the war, the failure of Congress to 
entertain debate or exercise real oversight is a 
dereliction of our duty. 

Just this week, news reports revealed that a 
National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) written in 
April comes to the conclusion that the war in 
Iraq is making America less safe. I have been 
telling my constituents for months that this war 
is endangering the lives of our service mem-
bers, fueling the terrorist insurgency, and fail-
ing to make us safer. The NIE confirms this. 

On another important subject, Congress is 
also long overdue for a serious examination of 
our nuclear weapons policy. Fifteen years 
after the collapse of the Soviet Union, we be-
have as if the Cold War never ended, main-
taining a stockpile of thousands of nuclear 
weapons, many on hair-trigger missiles—far 
more than we need to assure our continued 
military dominance. It is time we honor the 
commitment we made when we signed the 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty and begin to 
phase out our nuclear stockpile. This bill fails 
to make any changes to our nuclear posture 
and it is my hope that the committee will work 
with me to get the United States to honor our 
NPT pledge. 

I am also disappointed that this bill author-
izes $9.4 billion for the missile defense pro-
grams within the Missile Defense Agency 
(MDA). Since its inception during the Reagan 
administration, MDA has spent nearly $100 
billion for missile defense programs that have 
repeatedly failed flight tests. This money 
would have been more wisely spent on other 
national security priorities, such as jamming 
devices for improvised explosive devices 
(IEDs), up-armoring Humvees, and radio-
logical detection at our ports and borders. One 
of the craziest ideas I have ever heard is that 
we should deploy this missile defense system 
as a way to test it. Simple strategic analysis 
tells us that a provocative yet permeable de-
fense is destabilizing and weakens the secu-
rity of all Americans. 

This authorization bill fails to address and 
make needed changes to U.S. policy in any 
one of these three areas, which is why I op-
pose this bill. 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
this $533 billion Defense authorization bill. 

But, Mr. Speaker, the bill before us today 
does have a very important provision in it: lan-
guage preventing the establishment of perma-
nent military bases in Iraq. 

This is an important first step in taking the 
targets off the backs of our troops in Iraq by 
showing the world that we have no designs to 
stay in Iraq permanently. 

However, this provision will only apply to 
funds for FY07. We need to make the policy 
of the United States not to have permanent 
military bases in Iraq. 

Futhermore, it’s unfortunate that this bill is 
the vehicle for this critical policy. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that our Nation is 
best defended by funding priorities that make 
our Nation and world safer. 

This bill, I’m sorry to say, does not do that. 
Mr. Speaker, what does it say about our pri-

orities when Congress authorizes nearly $70 
billion more for the wars in Iraq and Afghani-
stan without any direction, or exit strategy? 

Mr. Speaker, what does it say about our pri-
orities when this bill authorizes a $10.4 billion 
for a missile defense program that has con-
sistently failed, will never protect us from ter-
rorists? 
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What it is says, Mr. Speaker is the priorities 

of the Bush administration are grossly mis-
placed. When it comes to making our Nation 
safe, they are spending almost $2 billion a 
week on a war in Iraq, but can’t spare a dime 
for the security of the Port of Oakland, our Na-
tion’s fourth largest container port. 

That’s why, Mr. Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to reject this bill and offer Americans 
a real bill that protects America and truly re-
flects our nation’s security priorities. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the conference report. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the conference report. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings 
will resume on questions previously 
postponed. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: adoption of conference report on 
H.R. 5441; adoption of conference report 
on H.R. 5122; and passage of H.R. 4772, 
in each case by the yeas and nays. 

The first electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining 
electronic votes will be conducted as 5- 
minute votes. 

f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 5441, 
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SE-
CURITY APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2007 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the question of 
adoption of the conference report on 
the bill, H.R. 5441, on which the yeas 
and nays are ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the conference report. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 412, nays 6, 
not voting 14, as follows: 

[Roll No. 509] 

YEAS—412 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 

Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 

Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 

Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Carter 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 

Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 

McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 

Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 

Sodrel 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 

Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—6 

Flake 
Hostettler 

Markey 
McDermott 

Paul 
Stark 

NOT VOTING—14 

Burgess 
Case 
Castle 
Evans 
Foley 

Ford 
Jenkins 
Jones (NC) 
Lewis (GA) 
Meehan 

Ney 
Obey 
Strickland 
Wilson (SC) 

b 1810 

Mr. MCDERMOTT changed his vote 
from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Ms. DELAURO and Mr. WALSH 
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to 
‘‘yea.’’ 

So the conference report was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

(Mr. BOEHNER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker and my 
colleagues, just to give everyone as 
much information as I have, after this 
series of votes we will move to a series 
of suspension votes. We are expecting 
to have a port security conference re-
port available some time this evening. 

I wish I could give you a more exact 
time. I expect that we could see this at 
9 to 10 o’clock in the Rules Committee, 
or somewhere in that vicinity, and 
have it on the floor and hopefully be 
finished by midnight. 

I would be happy to yield to my col-
league from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. Is it therefore safe to as-
sume that the port security bill would 
be the last bill on which Members 
would be required to vote, or would 
there possibly be other business fol-
lowing that? 

Mr. BOEHNER. I would expect that 
the port security vote around midnight 
would be the last vote for the day. 

I do expect that will be our last vote, 
we will complete our work, and I will 
have met my commitment to all of 
you. 
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LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Leader, if you 
would, can you clarify for the Members 
what you contemplate the schedule to 
be from now until we get to the port 
security bill? 

I yield to my friend. 
Mr. BOEHNER. I thank my colleague 

for yielding. 
After this series of votes, we have a 

series of suspensions. Any votes that 
may be called, we will roll and take at 
the time of the vote on the rule for the 
port security bill. 

Mr. HOYER. So that will be some 
time after 9 o’clock? 

Mr. BOEHNER. It will be sometime 
closer to 10:30 or 11 o’clock. 

Mr. HOYER. So after this series of 
votes, Members could be confident 
there will be no votes prior to, say, 
9:30? 

Mr. BOEHNER. There will be no 
votes until probably closer to 11. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, 5-minute voting will con-
tinue. 

There was no objection. 

f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 5122, 
JOHN WARNER NATIONAL DE-
FENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 2007 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the question of 
adoption of the conference report on 
the bill, H.R. 5122, on which the yeas 
and nays are ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the conference report. 
This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 398, nays 23, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 510] 

YEAS—398 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 

Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 

Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Carter 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 

Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Israel 

Issa 
Istook 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 

Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 

Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 

Wasserman 
Schultz 

Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 

Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wolf 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—23 

Baldwin 
Capps 
Conyers 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Holt 
Inslee 
Jackson (IL) 

Kucinich 
Lee 
McDermott 
McKinney 
Michaud 
Miller, George 
Owens 
Pallone 

Paul 
Payne 
Schakowsky 
Serrano 
Stark 
Velázquez 
Woolsey 

NOT VOTING—12 

Burgess 
Case 
Castle 
Evans 

Foley 
Ford 
Jones (NC) 
Lewis (GA) 

Meehan 
Ney 
Strickland 
Wilson (SC) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members are advised there 
are 2 minutes remaining in this vote. 

b 1823 

So the conference report was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

PRIVATE PROPERTY RIGHTS 
IMPLEMENTATION ACT OF 2006 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the vote on passage 
of H.R. 4772, on which the yeas and 
nays are ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the passage of the bill. 
This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 231, nays 
181, not voting 20, as follows: 

[Roll No. 511] 

YEAS—231 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Berry 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buyer 
Calvert 

Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carter 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Costa 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Etheridge 

Everett 
Feeney 
Filner 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
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Holden 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Istook 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marshall 
Matheson 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 

Melancon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Royce 

Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salazar 
Schmidt 
Scott (GA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—181 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Bass 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Boucher 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Tom 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 

Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kelly 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kirk 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 

McGovern 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meeks (NY) 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Platts 
Price (NC) 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reichert 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Shays 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 

Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stupak 
Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 

Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walsh 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 

Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (PA) 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—20 

Boehner 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Case 
Castle 
Evans 
Foley 

Ford 
Fossella 
Jones (NC) 
Lewis (GA) 
McCaul (TX) 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 

Ney 
Oxley 
Pomeroy 
Sabo 
Strickland 
Wilson (SC) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Members are advised that 
they have 2 minutes in which to vote. 

b 1831 

Mr. KIRK changed his vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. Speaker, 
due to a pre-existing commitment in my dis-
trict, I missed three rollcall votes this after-
noon. I ask that the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
show that had I been present: 

For rollcall No. 509—Adoption of the Con-
ference Report on H.R. 5441, the Department 
of Homeland Security Appropriations Act for 
Fiscal Year 2007—I would have voted ‘‘aye’’; 

For rollcall No. 510—Adoption of the Con-
ference Report on H.R. 5122, the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2007— 
I would have voted ‘‘aye’’; 

For rollcall No. 511—Final Passage on H.R. 
4772, the Private Property Rights Implementa-
tion Act—I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I was 
unable to cast rollcall votes 474 through 503 
from September 26 through September 29, 
2006, because I was attending to a family 
emergency. Had I been present, I would have 
cast the following votes: 

On rollcall 474, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 
On rollcall 475, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 
On rollcall 476, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 
On rollcall 477, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 
On rollcall 478, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 
On rollcall 479, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 
On rollcall 480, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 
On rollcall 481, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 
On rollcall 482, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 
On rollcall 483, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 
On rollcall 484, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 
On rollcall 485, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 
On rollcall 486, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 
On rollcall 487, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 
On rollcall 488, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 
On rollcall 489, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 
On rollcall 490, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 
On rollcall 491, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 
On rollcall 492, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 
On rollcall 493, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 
On rollcall 494, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 

On rollcall 495, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 
On rollcall 496, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 
On rollcall 497, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 
On rollcall 498, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 
On rollcall 499, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 
On rollcall 500, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 
On rollcall 501, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 
On rollcall 502, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 
On rollcall 503, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 
On rollcall 504, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 
On rollcall 505, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 
On rollcall 506, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 
On rollcall 507, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 
On rollcall 508, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 
On rollcall 509, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 
On rollcall 510, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 
On rollcall 511, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, on the vote 
on H.R. 5441, the voting bells in my of-
fice malfunctioned, did not go off, 
causing me to miss the vote. 

I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mrs. Wanda 
Evans, one of his secretaries. 

f 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 

A further message from the Senate 
by Ms. Curtis, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed 
without amendment bills and concur-
rent resolution of the House of the fol-
lowing titles: 

H.R. 233. An act to designate certain Na-
tional Forest System lands in the Mendocino 
and Six Rivers National Forests and certain 
Bureau of Land Management lands in Hum-
boldt, Lake, Mendocino, and Napa Counties 
in the State of California as wilderness, to 
designate the Elkhorn Ridge Potential Wil-
derness Area, to designate certain segments 
of the Black Butte River in Mendocino Coun-
ty, California as a wild or scenic river, and 
for other purposes. 

H.R. 318. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to study the suitability and 
feasibility of designating Castle Nugent 
Farms located on St. Croix, Virgin Islands, 
as a unit of the National Park System, and 
for other purposes. 

H.R. 326. An act to amend the Yuma Cross-
ing National Heritage Area Act of 2000 to ad-
just the boundary of the Yuma Crossing Na-
tional Heritage Area, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 562. An act to authorize the Govern-
ment of Ukraine to establish a memorial on 
Federal land in the District of Columbia to 
honor the victims of the man-made famine 
that occurred in Ukraine in 1932–1933. 

H.R. 1728. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to study the suit-
ability and feasibility of designating por-
tions of Ste. Genevieve County in the State 
of Missouri as a unit of the National Park 
System, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 2107. An act to amend Public Law 104– 
329 to modify authorities for the use of the 
National Law Enforcement Officers Memo-
rial Maintenance Fund, and for other pur-
poses. 

H.R. 2720. An act to further the purposes of 
the Reclamation Projects Authorization and 
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Adjustment Act of 1992 by directing the Sec-
retary of the Interior, acting through the 
Commissioner of Reclamation, to carry out 
an assessment and demonstration program 
to control salt cedar and Russian olive, and 
for other purposes. 

H.R. 3443. An act to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to convey certain water dis-
tribution facilities to the Northern Colorado 
Water Conservancy District. 

H.R. 4841. An act to amend the Ojito Wil-
derness Act to make a technical correction. 

H. Con. Res. 456. Concurrent resolution 
providing for a correction to the enrollment 
of the bill, S. 203. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate has passed with an amendment 
in which the concurrence of the House 
is requested, bills of the House of the 
following titles: 

H.R. 409. An act to provide for the ex-
change of land within the Sierra National 
Forest, California, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 1129. An act to authorize the exchange 
of certain land in the State of Colorado. 

H.R. 3085. An act to amend the National 
Trails System Act to update the feasibility 
and suitability study originally prepared for 
the Trail of Tears National Historic Trail 
and provide for the inclusion of new trail 
segments, land components, and camp-
grounds associated with that trail, and for 
other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate has passed bills of the following 
titles in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 476. An act to authorize the Boy Scouts 
of America to exchange certain land in the 
State of Utah acquired under the Recreation 
and Public Purposes Act. 

S. 1131. An act to authorize the exchange of 
certain Federal land within the State of 
Idaho, and for other purposes. 

S. 1288. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to enter into cooperative 
agreements to protect natural resources of 
units of the National Park System through 
collaborative efforts on land inside and out-
side of units of the National Park System. 

S. 1346. An act to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to conduct a study of maritime 
sites in the State of Michigan. 

S. 1378. An act to amend the National His-
toric Preservation Act to provide appropria-
tion authorization and improve the oper-
ations of the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation. 

S. 1829. An act to repeal certain sections of 
the Act of May 26, 1936, pertaining to the 
Virgin Islands. 

S. 1830. An act to amend the Compact of 
Free Association Amendments Act of 2003, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 1913. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to lease a portion of the Doro-
thy Buell Memorial Visitor Center for use as 
a visitor center for the Indiana Dunes Na-
tional Lakeshore, and for other purposes. 

S. 4001. An act to designate certain land in 
New England as wilderness for inclusion in 
the National Wilderness Preservation system 
and certain land as a National Recreation 
Area, and for other purposes. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
will postpone further proceedings 
today on motions to suspend the rules 
on which a recorded vote or the yeas 
and nays are ordered, or on which the 

vote is objected to under clause 6 of 
rule XX. 

Record votes on postponed questions 
will be taken later today. 

f 

SAFETEA–LU AMENDMENTS ACT 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 6233) to amend the Safe, Account-
able, Flexible, Efficient Transportation 
Equity Act: A Legacy for Users to 
make technical corrections, and for 
other purposes. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 6233 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

TITLE I—HIGHWAY PROVISIONS 
SECTION 101. SURFACE TRANSPORTATION TECH-

NICAL CORRECTIONS. 
(a) CORRECTION OF INTERNAL REFERENCES IN 

DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS ENTERPRISES.— 
Paragraphs (3)(A) and (5) of section 1101(b) of 
the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient 
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for 
Users (119 Stat. 1156) are amended by strik-
ing ‘‘paragraph (1)’’ each place it appears and 
inserting ‘‘paragraph (2)’’. 

(b) CORRECTION OF DISTRIBUTION OF OBLIGA-
TION AUTHORITY.—Section 1102(c)(5) of the 
Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Trans-
portation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
(119 Stat. 1158) is amended by striking 
‘‘among the States’’. 

(c) CORRECTION OF FEDERAL LANDS HIGH-
WAYS.—Section 1119 of the Safe, Account-
able, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Eq-
uity Act: A Legacy for Users (119 Stat. 1190) 
is amended by striking subsection (m) and 
inserting the following: 

‘‘(m) FOREST HIGHWAYS.—Of the amounts 
made available for public lands highways 
under section 1101— 

‘‘(1) not more than $20,000,000 for each fis-
cal year may be used for the maintenance of 
forest highways; 

‘‘(2) not more than $1,000,000 for each fiscal 
year may be used for signage identifying 
public hunting and fishing access; and 

‘‘(3) not more than $10,000,000 for each fis-
cal year shall be used by the Secretary of 
Agriculture to pay the costs of facilitating 
the passage of aquatic species beneath forest 
roads (as defined in section 101(a) of title 23, 
United States Code), including the costs of 
constructing, maintaining, replacing, and re-
moving culverts and bridges, as appro-
priate.’’. 

(d) CORRECTION OF DESCRIPTION OF NA-
TIONAL CORRIDOR INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVE-
MENT PROJECT.—Item number 1 of the table 
contained in section 1302(e) of the Safe, Ac-
countable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation 
Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (119 Stat. 
1205) is amended in the State column by in-
serting ‘‘LA,’’ after ‘‘TX,’’. 

(e) CORRECTION OF INTERSTATE ROUTE 376 
HIGH PRIORITY DESIGNATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1105(c)(79) of the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 2032; 119 Stat. 
1213) is amended by striking ‘‘and on United 
States Route 422’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
1105(e)(5)(B)(i)(I) of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (105 
Stat. 2033; 119 Stat. 1213) is amended by 
striking ‘‘and United States Route 422’’. 

(f) CORRECTION OF INFRASTRUCTURE FI-
NANCE SECTION.—Section 1602(d)(1) of the 
Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Trans-
portation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
(119 Stat. 1247) is amended by striking 

‘‘through 189 as sections 601 through 609, re-
spectively’’ and inserting ‘‘through 190 as 
sections 601 through 610, respectively’’. 

(g) CORRECTION OF PROJECT FEDERAL 
SHARE.—Section 1964(a) of the Safe, Account-
able, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Eq-
uity Act: A Legacy for Users (119 Stat. 1519) 
is amended by striking ‘‘section 120(b)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘section 120’’. 

(h) TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT 
AND OPERATIONS DEFINED.—Section 101(a) of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(39) TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS MANAGE-
MENT AND OPERATIONS.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘transpor-
tation systems management and operations’ 
means an integrated program to optimize 
the performance of existing infrastructure 
through the implementation of multimodal 
and intermodal, cross-jurisdictional systems, 
services, and projects designed to preserve 
capacity and improve security, safety, and 
reliability of the transportation system. 

‘‘(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘transpor-
tation systems management and operations’ 
includes— 

‘‘(i) regional operations collaboration and 
coordination activities between transpor-
tation and public safety agencies; and 

‘‘(ii) improvements to the transportation 
system, such as traffic detection and surveil-
lance, arterial management, freeway man-
agement, demand management, work zone 
management, emergency management, elec-
tronic toll collection, automated enforce-
ment, traffic incident management, roadway 
weather management, traveler information 
services, commercial vehicle operations, 
traffic control, freight management, and co-
ordination of highway, rail, transit, bicycle, 
and pedestrian operations.’’. 

(i) CORRECTION OF REFERENCE IN APPOR-
TIONMENT OF HIGHWAY SAFETY IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM FUNDS.—Effective October 1, 2006, 
section 104(b)(5)(A)(iii) of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘the 
Federal-aid system’’ each place it appears 
and inserting ‘‘Federal-aid highways’’. 

(j) CORRECTION OF AMENDMENT TO ADVANCE 
CONSTRUCTION.—Section 115 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by redesig-
nating subsection (d) as subsection (c). 

(k) CORRECTION OF HIGH PRIORITY 
PROJECTS.—Section 117 of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (d) 
through (h) as subsections (e) through (i), re-
spectively; 

(2) by redesignating the second subsection 
(c) (relating to Federal share) as subsection 
(d); 

(3) in subsection (a)(2)(A) by inserting ‘‘(112 
Stat. 257)’’ after ‘‘21st Century’’; and 

(4) in subsection (a)(2)(B)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘subsection (b)’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘subsection (c)’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘SAFETEA–LU’’ and in-

serting ‘‘Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Effi-
cient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy 
for Users (119 Stat. 1256)’’. 

(l) CORRECTION OF TRANSFER OF UNUSED 
PROTECTIVE-DEVICE FUNDS TO OTHER HIGH-
WAY SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
PROJECTS.—Section 130(e)(2) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
‘‘purposes under this subsection’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘highway safety improvement program 
purposes’’. 

(m) CORRECTION OF HIGHWAY BRIDGE PRO-
GRAM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 144 of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(A) in the section heading by striking ‘‘RE-
PLACEMENT AND REHABILITATION’’; 

(B) in subsections (b), (c)(1), and (e) by 
striking ‘‘Federal-aid system’’ each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘Federal-aid high-
way’’; 
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(C) in subsections (c)(2) and (o) by striking 

‘‘the Federal-aid system’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘Federal-aid highways’’; 

(D) in the heading to paragraph (4) of sub-
section (d) by inserting ‘‘SYSTEMATIC’’ before 
‘‘PREVENTIVE’’; 

(E) in subsection (e) by striking ‘‘off-sys-
tem bridges’’ each place it appears and in-
serting ‘‘bridges not on Federal-aid high-
ways’’; 

(F) by striking subsection (f); 
(G) by redesignating subsections (g) 

through (s) as subsections (f) through (r), re-
spectively; 

(H) in paragraph (2) of subsection (f) (as re-
designated by subparagraph (G)) by striking 
the paragraph heading and inserting 
‘‘BRIDGES NOT ON FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS’’; 

(I) in subsection (m) (as redesignated by 
subparagraph (G)) by striking the subsection 
heading and inserting ‘‘PROGRAM FOR 
BRIDGES NOT ON FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS’’; 
and 

(J) in subsection (n)(4)(B) (as redesignated 
by subparagraph (G)) by striking ‘‘State 
highway agency’’ and inserting ‘‘State trans-
portation department’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(A) EQUITY BONUS PROGRAM.—Subsections 

(a)(2)(C) and (b)(2)(C) of section 105 of title 23, 
United States Code, are amended by striking 
‘‘replacement and rehabilitation’’ each place 
it appears. 

(B) ANALYSIS.—The analysis for chapter 1 
of title 23, United States Code, is amended in 
the item relating to section 144 by striking 
‘‘replacement and rehabilitation’’. 

(n) CORRECTION OF NATIONAL SCENIC BY-
WAYS PROGRAM COVERAGE.—Section 162 of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(3)(B) by striking ‘‘a 
National Scenic Byway under subparagraph 
(A)’’ and inserting ‘‘a National Scenic 
Byway, an All-American Road, or one of 
America’s Byways under paragraph (1)’’; and 

(2) in subsection (c)(3) by striking ‘‘or All- 
American Road’’ each place it appears and 
inserting ‘‘All-American Road, or one of 
America’s Byways’’. 

(o) CORRECTION OF REFERENCE IN TOLL PRO-
VISION.—Section 166(b)(5)(C) of title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
‘‘paragraph (3)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph 
(4)’’. 

(p) CORRECTION OF RECREATIONAL TRAILS 
PROGRAM APPORTIONMENT EXCEPTIONS.—Sec-
tion 206(d)(3)(A) of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘(B), (C), and 
(D)’’ and inserting ‘‘(B) and (C)’’. 

(q) CORRECTION OF INFRASTRUCTURE FI-
NANCE.—Section 601(a)(3) of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘bbb 
minus, BBB (low),’’ after ‘‘Baa3,’’. 

(r) CORRECTION OF MISCELLANEOUS TYPO-
GRAPHICAL ERRORS.— 

(1) Section 1401 of the Safe, Accountable, 
Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity 
Act: A Legacy for Users (119 Stat. 1226) is 
amended by redesignating subsections (d) 
and (e) as subsections (c) and (d), respec-
tively. 

(2) Section 1404(e) of such Act (119 Stat. 
1229) is amended by inserting ‘‘tribal,’’ after 
‘‘local,’’. 

(3) Section 10211(b)(2) of such Act (119 Stat. 
1937) is amended by striking ‘‘plan admin-
ister’’ and inserting ‘‘plan and administer’’. 

(4) Section 10212(a) of such Act (119 Stat. 
1937) is amended— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘equity bonus,’’ after 
‘‘minimum guarantee,’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘freight intermodal con-
nectors’’ and inserting ‘‘railway-highway 
crossings’’; 

(C) by striking ‘‘high risk rural road,’’; and 
(D) by inserting after ‘‘highway safety im-

provement programs’’ the following: ‘‘(and 

separately the set aside for the high risk 
rural road program)’’. 
SEC. 102. MAGLEV. 

(a) FUNDING.—Section 1101(a)(18) of the 
Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Trans-
portation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
(119 Stat. 1155) is amended by striking sub-
paragraphs (A) and (B) and inserting the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(A) $20,000,000 for fiscal year 2007; and 
‘‘(B) $35,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2008 

and 2009.’’. 
(b) CONTRACT AUTHORITY.—Section 1307 of 

the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient 
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for 
Users (119 Stat. 1217) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(e) CONTRACT AUTHORITY.—Funds author-
ized under section 1101(a)(18) shall be avail-
able for obligation in the same manner as if 
the funds were apportioned under chapter 1 
of title 23, United States Code; except that 
the funds shall not be transferable and shall 
remain available until expended, and the 
Federal share of the cost of a project to be 
carried out with such funds shall be 80 per-
cent.’’. 
SEC. 103. PROJECTS OF NATIONAL AND RE-

GIONAL SIGNIFICANCE. 
Item number 22 of the table contained in 

section 1301(m) of the Safe, Accountable, 
Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity 
Act: A Legacy for Users (119 Stat. 1204) is 
amended by striking ‘‘Improvements to I–80, 
Monroe County, PA’’ and inserting ‘‘Rede-
sign and reconstruction of interchanges 298 
and 299 of I–80 and accompanying improve-
ments to any other public roads in the vicin-
ity, Monroe County’’. 
SEC. 104. NATIONAL CORRIDOR INFRASTRUC-

TURE IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS. 
The table contained in section 1302(e) of 

the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient 
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for 
Users (119 Stat. 1205) is amended in item 
number 23 by striking the project description 
and inserting ‘‘Improvements to State Road 
312, Hammond’’. 
SEC. 105. PROJECT AUTHORIZATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The table contained in 
section 1702 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexi-
ble, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A 
Legacy for Users (119 Stat. 1256) is amend-
ed— 

(1) in item number 34 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Removal 
and Reconfiguration of Interstate ramps, I– 
40, Memphis’’; 

(2) by striking item number 61; 
(3) in item number 87 by striking the 

project description and inserting ‘‘M–291 
highway outer road improvement project’’; 

(4) in item number 128 by striking 
‘‘$2,400,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$4,800,000’’; 

(5) in item number 154 by striking ‘‘Vir-
ginia’’ and inserting ‘‘Eveleth’’; 

(6) in item number 193 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Improve-
ments to or access to Route 108 to enhance 
access to the business park near Rumford’’; 

(7) in item number 240 by striking 
‘‘$800,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$2,400,000’’; 

(8) by striking item number 248; 
(9) in item number 259 by striking the 

project description and inserting ‘‘Corridor 
study, EIS, and ROW acquisition for a bridge 
from east of the Crow Wing Highway 3 bridge 
crossing the Mississippi River in Brainerd to 
west of the Minnesota State Highway 6 
bridge crossing the Mississippi River north 
of Crosby’’; 

(10) in item number 274 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Intersec-
tion improvements at Belleville and Ecorse 
Roads and approach roadways, and widen 
Belleville Road from Ecorse to Tyler, Van 
Buren Township, Michigan’’; 

(11) in item number 277 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Construct 
connector road from Rushing Drive North to 
Grand Ave., Williamson County’’; 

(12) in item number 395 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Plan and 
construct interchange at I–65, from existing 
SR–109 to I–65’’; 

(13) in item number 463 by striking 
‘‘Cookeville’’ and inserting ‘‘Putnam Coun-
ty’’; 

(14) in item number 576 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Design, 
right-of-way, and construction of Nebraska 
Highway 35 between Norfolk and South 
Sioux City, including an interchange at 
Milepost 1 on I–129’’; 

(15) in item number 590 by inserting ‘‘, in-
cluding’’ after ‘‘Safety’’; 

(16) in item number 595 by striking ‘‘Street 
Closure at’’ and inserting ‘‘Transportation 
improvement project near’’; 

(17) in item number 649 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Construc-
tion and enhancement of the Fillmore Ave-
nue Corridor, Buffalo’’; 

(18) in item number 655 by inserting ‘‘, 
safety improvement construction,’’ after 
‘‘Environmental studies’’; 

(19) in item number 676 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘St. Croix 
River crossing project, Wisconsin State 
Highway 64, St. Croix County, Wisconsin, to 
Minnesota State Highway 36, Washington 
County’’; 

(20) in item number 770 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Improve 
existing Horns Hill Road in North Newark, 
Ohio, from Waterworks Road to Licking 
Springs Road’’; 

(21) in item number 777 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Construct 
access from airport in Akutan’’; 

(22) in item number 829 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘$400,000 to 
conduct New Bedford/Fairhaven Bridge mod-
ernization study; $1,000,000 to design and 
build New Bedford Business Park access 
road’’; 

(23) in item number 881 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Pedes-
trian safety improvements near North Atlan-
tic Boulevard, Monterey Park’’; 

(24) in item number 923 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Improve 
safety of a horizontal curve on Clarksville 
St. 0.25 miles north of 275th Rd. in Grandview 
Township, Edgar County’’; 

(25) in item number 947 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Third 
East/West River Crossing, St. Lucie River’’; 

(26) in item numbers 959 and 3327 by strik-
ing ‘‘Northern Section,’’ each place it ap-
pears; 

(27) in item number 963 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘For engi-
neering, right-of-way acquisition, and recon-
struction of 2 existing lanes on Manhattan 
Road from Baseline Road to Route 53’’; 

(28) in item number 983 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Land ac-
quisition for highway mitigation in Cecil, 
Kent, Queen Annes, and Worcester Coun-
ties’’; 

(29) in item number 1039 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Widen 
State Route 98, including storm drain devel-
opments, from D. Navarro Avenue to State 
Route 111’’; 

(30) in item number 1047 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Bridge 
and road work at Little Susitna River Access 
road in Matanuska-Susitna Borough’’; 

(31) in item number 1124 by striking 
‘‘bridge over Stillwater River, Orono’’ and by 
inserting ‘‘routes’’; 
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(32) in item number 1206 by striking 

‘‘Pleasantville’’ and inserting ‘‘Briarcliff 
Manor’’; 

(33) in item number 1210 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Town of 
New Windsor Riley Road and Shore Drive’’; 

(34) in item number 1281 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Upgrade 
roads in Attala County District 4 (Roads 4211 
and 4204), Kosciusko, Ward 2, and Ethel, 
Attala County’’; 

(35) in item number 1487 by striking 
‘‘$800,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$1,600,000’’; 

(36) in item number 1575 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Highway 
and road signage, and traffic signal synchro-
nization and upgrades, in Shippensburg Boro, 
Shippensburg Township, and surrounding 
municipalities’’; 

(37) in item number 1661 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Sheldon 
West Extension in Matanuska-Susitna Bor-
ough;’’ 

(38) in item number 1810 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Design, 
engineering, ROW acquisition, construction, 
and construction engineering for the recon-
struction of TH 95, from 12th Avenue to 
CSAH 13, including bridge and approaches, 
ramps, intersecting roadways, signals, turn 
lanes, and multiuse trail, North Branch’’; 

(39) in item number 1852 by striking ‘‘Mile-
post 9.3’’ and inserting ‘‘Milepost 24.3’’; 

(40) in item numbers 1926 and 2893 by strik-
ing the project descriptions and inserting 
‘‘Grading, paving roads, and the transfer of 
rail-to-truck for the intermodal facility at 
Rickenbacker Airport, Columbus, Ohio’’; 

(41) in item number 1933 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Enhance 
Byzantine Latino Quarter transit plazas at 
Normandie and Pico, and Hoover and Pico, 
Los Angeles, by improving streetscapes, in-
cluding expanding concrete and paving’’; 

(42) in item number 1975 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Point 
MacKenzie Access Road improvements in 
Matanuska-Susitna Borough’’; 

(43) in item number 2015 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Heidel-
berg Borough/Scott Township/Carnegie Bor-
ough for design, engineering, acquisition, 
and construction of streetscaping enhance-
ments, paving, lighting and safety upgrades, 
and parking improvements’’; 

(44) by striking item number 2031; 
(45) in item number 2087 by striking the 

project description and inserting ‘‘Railroad 
crossing improvement on Illinois Route 82 in 
Geneseo’’; 

(46) in item number 2211 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Construct 
road projects and transportation enhance-
ments as part of or connected to RiverScape 
Phase III, Montgomery County, Ohio’’; 

(47) in item number 2234 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘North 
Atherton Signal Coordination Project in 
Centre County’’; 

(48) in item number 2316 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Construct 
a new bridge at Indian Street, Martin Coun-
ty’’; 

(49) in item number 2375 by inserting ‘‘, in-
cluding streets’’ after ‘‘Astoria’’; 

(50) in item number 2420 by striking the 
project description and inserting 
‘‘Preconstruction and construction activities 
of U.S. 51 between the Assumption Bypass 
and Vandalia’’; 

(51) in item number 2482 by striking ‘‘Coun-
try’’ and inserting ‘‘County’’; 

(52) in item number 2663 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Rosemead 
Boulevard safety enhancement and beautifi-
cation, Temple City’’; 

(53) in item numbers 2671 and 5032 by strik-
ing ‘‘from 2 to 5 lanes and improve alignment 

within rights-of-way in St. George’’ each 
place it appears and inserting ‘‘, St. George’’; 

(54) in item number 2698 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘I–95/Ellis 
Road and between Grant Road and Micco 
Road, Interchange Justification Reports, 
Brevard’’; 

(55) in item number 2743 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Improve 
safety of culvert replacement on 250th Rd. 
between 460th St. and Cty Hwy 20 in Grand-
view Township, Edgar County’’; 

(56) by striking item number 2800; 
(57) in item number 2826 by striking ‘‘State 

Street and Cajon Boulevard’’ and inserting 
‘‘Palm Avenue’’; 

(58) in item number 2931 by striking 
‘‘Frazho Road’’ and inserting ‘‘Martin 
Road’’; 

(59) in item number 3014 by inserting ‘‘, in-
cluding’’ after ‘‘Safety’’; 

(60) in item numbers 3047 and 5027 by in-
serting ‘‘and roadway improvements’’ after 
‘‘safety project’’ each place it appears; 

(61) in item number 3078 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘U.S. 2/Sul-
tan Basin Road improvements in Sultan’’; 

(62) in item number 3174 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Improving 
Outer Harbor access through planning, de-
sign, construction, and relocations of 
Southtowns Connector–NY Route 5, 
Fuhrmann Boulevard, and a bridge con-
necting the Outer Harbor to downtown Buf-
falo at the Inner Harbor’’; 

(63) in item number 3219 by striking ‘‘For-
est’’ and inserting ‘‘Warren’’; 

(64) in item number 3254 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Recon-
struct PA Route 274/34 Corridor, Perry Coun-
ty’’; 

(65) in item number 3255 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Facility 
acquisition, road construction, and other 
transportation enhancement related im-
provements in the Northwest Triangle Rede-
velopment Area in the city of York’’; 

(66) in item number 3260 by striking ‘‘Lake 
Shore Drive’’ and inserting ‘‘Lakeshore 
Drive and parking facility/entrance improve-
ments serving the Museum of Science and In-
dustry’’; 

(67) in item number 3327 by striking 
‘‘$1,600,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$2,400,000’’; 

(68) in item number 3368 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Plan, de-
sign, and engineering, Ludlam Trail, 
Miami’’; 

(69) in item number 3397 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Cathodic 
bridge protection: allow the Virginia Depart-
ment of Transportation (VDOT) to select the 
bridge or bridges that VDOT considers appro-
priate for cathodic bridge protection modi-
fication’’; 

(70) in item number 3410 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Construct 
eligible sound walls on I–65 between Old 
Hickory Blvd. and Harding Place in Davidson 
County’’; 

(71) in item number 3456 by striking the 
project description and by inserting ‘‘Phase 
II/part I project–Elizabeth Ave. in Coleraine 
to 0.2 miles west of CSAH 15 (2.9 miles)’’; 

(72) in item number 3537 by inserting ‘‘and 
the study of alternatives along the North 
South Corridor,’’ after ‘‘Valley’’; 

(73) in item number 3582 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Improving 
Outer Harbor access through planning, de-
sign, construction, and relocations of 
Southtowns Connector–NY Route 5, 
Fuhrmann Boulevard, and a bridge con-
necting the Outer Harbor to downtown Buf-
falo at the Inner Harbor’’; 

(74) in item numbers 3604 and 5008 by in-
serting ‘‘and Kane Creek Boulevard’’ after 
‘‘500 West’’ each place it appears; 

(75) in item number 3631 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Recon-
struct or modify the existing 5th Street 
Bridge and railroad trestle to provide a 4- 
lane crossing of the Feather River between 
Yuba City and Marysville and improvements 
to connector roads from east and west’’; 

(76) in item number 3632 by striking the 
State, project description, and amount and 
inserting ‘‘FL’’, ‘‘Pine Island Road pedes-
trian overpass, city of Tamarac’’, and 
‘‘$610,000’’, respectively; 

(77) in item number 3634 by striking the 
State, project description, and amount and 
inserting ‘‘FL’’, ‘‘West Avenue Bridge, city 
of Miami Beach’’, and ‘‘$620,000’’, respec-
tively; 

(78) in item number 3673 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Improve 
marine dry-dock and facilities in Ketch-
ikan’’; 

(79) in item number 3688 by striking ‘‘road’’ 
and inserting ‘‘trail’’; 

(80) in item number 3691 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Port fa-
cilities in Hoonah’’; 

(81) in item number 3695 by striking ‘‘in 
Soldotna’’ and inserting ‘‘in the Kenai River 
corridor’’; 

(82) in item number 3700 by inserting ‘‘and 
ferry facilities’’ after ‘‘a ferry’’; 

(83) in item number 3703 by inserting ‘‘or 
another road’’ after ‘‘Cape Blossom Road’’; 

(84) in item number 3704 by striking ‘‘Fair-
banks’’ and inserting ‘‘Alaska Highway’’; 

(85) in item number 3890 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Replace-
ment of fixed route transit buses’’; 

(86) in item number 3911 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Construct 
a new bridge at Indian Street, Martin Coun-
ty’’; 

(87) in item number 3916 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘City of 
Hollywood to purchase buses and bus facili-
ties’’; 

(88) in item number 3937 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Kingsland 
bypass from CR 61 to I–95, Camden County’’; 

(89) in item number 3965 by striking 
‘‘transportation projects’’ and inserting ‘‘and 
air quality projects’’; 

(90) in item number 3981 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Atlanta 
Multi-Use Trail from Spring Street/Concord 
Road to Ridge Road’’; 

(91) in item number 4043 by striking ‘‘MP 
9.3, Segment I, II, and III’’ and inserting 
‘‘Milepost 24.3’’; 

(92) in item number 4050 by striking the 
project description and inserting 
‘‘Preconstruction and construction activities 
of U.S. 51 between the Assumption Bypass 
and Vandalia’’; 

(93) in item number 4058 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘For im-
provements to the road between Brighton 
and Bunker Hill in Macoupin County’’; 

(94) in item numbers 4062 and 4084 by strik-
ing the project descriptions and inserting 
‘‘Preconstruction, construction, and related 
research and studies of I–290 Cap the Ike 
project in the village of Oak Park’’; 

(95) in item number 4089 by inserting ‘‘and 
parking facility/entrance improvements 
serving the Museum of Science and Indus-
try’’ after ‘‘Lakeshore Drive’’; 

(96) in item number 4103 by inserting ‘‘and 
adjacent to the’’ before ‘‘Shawnee’’; 

(97) in item number 4110 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘For im-
provements to the road between Brighton 
and Bunker Hill in Macoupin County’’; 

(98) in item number 4125 by striking 
‘‘$250,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$950,000’’; 

(99) in item number 4129 by striking 
‘‘$128,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$828,000’’; 

(100) by striking item number 4179; 
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(101) in item number 4292 by striking ‘‘BW 

Parkway’’ and inserting ‘‘Baltimore Wash-
ington Parkway’’; 

(102) in item number 4299 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Highway 
improvements in the vicinity of Aberdeen 
Proving Ground to support BRAC-related 
growth’’; 

(103) in item number 4313 by striking 
‘‘Maryland Avenue’’ and all that follows 
through ‘‘Rd. corridor’’ and inserting ‘‘inter-
modal access and pedestrian safety improve-
ments’’; 

(104) in item number 4323 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Maine 
DOT Acadia intermodal passenger and main-
tenance facility’’; 

(105) in item number 4333 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Detroit 
Riverfront Conservancy, Riverfront Walk-
way, greenway, and adjacent land planning, 
construction, and land acquisition from Ga-
briel Richard Park at the Douglas Mac-
Arthur Bridge to Riverside Park at the Am-
bassador Bridge, Detroit’’; 

(106) in item number 4338 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Construct 
1 or more grade-separated crossings of I–75, 
and make associated improvements to im-
prove local and regional east-west mobility 
between Mileposts 279 and 282’’; 

(107) in item number 4428 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘U.S. 76 
improvements’’; 

(108) in item numbered 4457 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Construct 
an interchange at an existing grade separa-
tion at SR 1602 (Old Stantonsburg Rd.) and 
U.S. 264’’; 

(109) in item numbered 4555 by inserting 
‘‘Canal Street and’’ after ‘‘Reconstruction 
of’’; 

(110) in item number 4588 by inserting ‘‘Pri-
vate Parking and’’ before ‘‘Transportation’’; 

(111) in item number 4596 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Transpor-
tation center, Corning’’; 

(112) in item number 4649 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Fairfield 
County, OH U.S. 33 and old U.S. 33 safety im-
provements and related construction, city of 
Lancaster and surrounding areas’’; 

(113) in item number 4651 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Grading, 
paving roads, and the transfer of rail-to- 
truck for the intermodal facility at Ricken-
backer Airport, Columbus, Ohio’’; 

(114) in item number 4691 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Transpor-
tation improvements to Idabel Industrial 
Park Rail Spur, Idabel’’; 

(115) in item number 4749 by striking 
‘‘study’’ and inserting ‘‘improvements’’; 

(116) in item number 4821 by striking 
‘‘highway grade crossing project, Clearfield 
and Clinton Counties’’ and inserting 
‘‘Project for highway grade crossings and 
other purposes relating to the Project in 
Cambria, Clearfield, and Clinton Counties’’; 

(117) in item number 4838 by striking 
‘‘study’’ and inserting ‘‘improvements’’; 

(118) in item number 4839 by striking ‘‘fuel- 
celled’’ and inserting ‘‘fueled’’; 

(119) in item number 4866 by striking 
‘‘$11,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$9,900,000’’; 

(120) by inserting after item number 4866 
the following: 

‘‘4866A RI Repair and 
restore 
railroad 
bridge in 
Westerly.

$1,100,000’’; 

(121) in item number 4915 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘For 
projects of highest priority, as determined 
by the South Dakota DOT’’; 

(122) in item number 4916 by striking 
‘‘$1,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$328,000’’; 

(123) in item number 4924 by striking 
‘‘$3,450,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$4,122,000’’; 

(124) in item number 4974 by striking ‘‘, 
Sevier County’’; 

(125) in item numbers 5011 and 5033 by 
striking ‘‘200 South Interchange’’ each place 
it appears and inserting ‘‘400 South Inter-
change’’; 

(126) in item number 5132 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘St. Croix 
River crossing project, Wisconsin State 
Highway 64, St. Croix County, Wisconsin, to 
Minnesota State Highway 36, Washington 
County’’; 

(127) in item number 2942 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Rede-
signing the intersection of Business U.S. 322/ 
High Street and Rosedale Avenue and con-
structing a new East Campus Drive between 
High Street (U.S. 322) and Matlock Street at 
West Chester University, West Chester, 
Pennsylvania’’; 

(128) in item number 2781 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Highway 
and road signage, road construction, and 
other transportation improvement and en-
hancement projects on or near Highway 26, 
in Riverton and surrounding areas’’; 

(129) in item number 2430 by striking ‘‘200 
South Interchange’’ and inserting ‘‘400 South 
Interchange’’; 

(130) by striking item number 20; 
(131) in item number 424 by striking 

‘‘$264,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$644,000’’; 
(132) in item number 1210 by striking the 

project description and inserting ‘‘Riley 
Road, Shore Drive, and area road improve-
ments’’; 

(133) by striking item numbers 68, 905, and 
1742; 

(134) in item number 1059 by striking 
‘‘$240,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$420,000’’; 

(135) in item number 2974 by striking 
‘‘$120,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$220,000’’; 

(136) by striking item numbers 841, 960, and 
2030; 

(137) in item number 1278 by striking 
‘‘$740,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$989,600’’; 

(138) in item number 207 by striking 
‘‘$13,600,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$13,200,000’’; 

(139) in item number 2656 by striking 
‘‘$12,228,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$8,970,000’’; 

(140) in item number 1983 by striking 
‘‘$1,600,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$1,000,000’’; 

(141) in item number 753 by striking 
‘‘$2,700,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$3,200,000’’; 

(142) in item number 64 by striking 
‘‘$6,560,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$7,760,000’’; 

(143) in item number 2338 by striking 
‘‘$1,600,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$1,800,000’’; 

(144) in item number 1533 by striking 
‘‘$392,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$490,000’’; 

(145) in item number 1354 by striking 
‘‘$40,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$50,000’’; 

(146) in item number 3106 by striking 
‘‘$400,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$500,000’’; 

(147) in item number 799 by striking 
‘‘$1,600,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$2,000,000’’; 

(148) in item number 68— 
(A) by striking ‘‘NY’’ and inserting ‘‘PA’’; 
(B) by striking the project description and 

inserting ‘‘UPMC Heliport in Bedford’’; and 
(C) by striking ‘‘$64,000’’ and inserting 

‘‘$750,000’’; 
(149) in item number 905— 
(A) by striking ‘‘NY’’ and inserting ‘‘PA’’; 
(B) by striking the project description and 

inserting ‘‘Construct 2 flyover ramps and S. 
Lindent Street exit for access to industrial 
sites in the cities of McKeesport and 
Duquesne’’; and 

(C) by striking ‘‘$160,000’’ and inserting 
‘‘$500,000’’; 

(150) in item number 159— 

(A) by striking ‘‘Construct interchange for 
146th St. and I–69’’ and inserting ‘‘Upgrade 
146th St. to I–69 Access’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘$2,400,000’’ and inserting 
‘‘$3,200,000’’; 

(151) by striking item number 2936; 
(152) in item number 3138 by striking the 

project description and inserting ‘‘Elimi-
nation of highway-railway crossing along the 
KO railroad from Salina to Osborne to in-
crease safety and reduce congestion’’; and 

(153) in item number 2316 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Construct 
bridge at Indian Street, Martin County’’; 

(154) in item number 2274 by striking ‘‘be-
tween Farmington and Merriman’’ and in-
serting ‘‘between Hines Drive and Inkster, 
Flamingo Street between Ann Arbor Trail 
and Joy Road, and the intersection of War-
ren Road and Newburgh Road’’; 

(155) in item number 52 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Pontiac 
Trail between E. Liberty and McHattie 
Street’’; 

(156) in item number 1544 by striking ‘‘con-
nector’’; 

(157) in item number 2573 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Rehabili-
tation of Sugar Hill Road in North Salem, 
NY’’; 

(158) in item number 746 by inserting ‘‘, and 
any expansion of the Greenway Corridor,’’ 
after ‘‘Interchange’’; 

(159) in item number 1450 by striking ‘‘III– 
VI’’ and inserting ‘‘III–VII’’; 

(160) in item number 2219 by inserting 
‘‘Center Valley Parkway and’’ after ‘‘Im-
provements to’’; 

(161) in item number 2302 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Planning 
and construction of Safford Road in Madison 
Village, OH’’; 

(162) in item number 2637 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Traffic 
and safety improvements to county road-
ways in Geauga County, OH’’; 

(163) in item number 2342 by inserting ‘‘, 
and planning and construction to Heisley 
Road,’’ after ‘‘Interchange’’; 

(164) in item number 161 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Construct 
False Pass causeway and road to the ter-
minus of the south arm breakwater 
project’’; 

(165) in item number 2002 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Provi-
dence Hospital public access road and en-
hancements, including access connections 
between the proposed Providence Regional 
Administration Building and Piper Street, to 
improve access and circulation in the Prov-
idence Southwest Campus’’; 

(166) in item number 777 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Construct 
access from airport in Akutan’’; 

(167) in item number 2023 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Biking 
and pedestrian trail construction, 
Kentland’’; 

(168) in item number 2035 by striking ‘‘Re-
place’’ and inserting ‘‘Repair’’; 

(169) in item number 2511 by striking ‘‘Re-
place’’ and inserting ‘‘Rehabilitate’’; 

(170) in item numbers 2981 and 5028 by 
striking the project description and insert-
ing ‘‘Roadway improvements on Highway 262 
on the Navajo Nation in Aneth’’; 

(171) in item numbers 2068 and 5026 by in-
serting ‘‘and approaches’’ after ‘‘capacity’’; 

(172) in item number 98 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Right-of- 
way and construction for the 77th Street re-
construction project, including the Lyndale 
Avenue Bridge over I–494, Richfield’’; 

(173) in item number 1783 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Clark 
Road access improvements, Jacksonville’’; 
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(174) in item number 2711 by striking the 

project description and inserting ‘‘Main 
Street Road Improvements through Spring-
field, Jacksonville’’; 

(175) in item number 3485 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Improve 
SR 105 (Hecksher Drive) from Drummond 
Point to August Road, including bridges 
across the Broward River and Dunns Creek, 
Jacksonville’’; 

(176) in item number 3486 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Construct 
improvements to NE 19th Street/NE 19th 
Terrace from NE 3rd Avenue to NE 8th Ave-
nue, Gainesville’’; 

(177) in item number 3487 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Construct 
improvements to NE 25th Street from SR 26 
(University Blvd) to NE 8th Avenue, Gaines-
ville’’; 

(178) in item number 803 by striking ‘‘St. 
Clair County’’ and inserting ‘‘city of Madi-
son’’; 

(179) in item number 615 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Roadway 
improvements to Jackson Avenue between 
Jericho Turnpike and Teibrook Avenue’’; 

(180) in item number 889 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘U.S. 160, 
State Highway 3 to east of the Florida 
River’’; 

(181) in item number 676 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘St. Croix 
River crossing project, Wisconsin State 
Highway 64, St. Croix Co., Wisconsin to Min-
nesota State Highway 36, Washington Co.’’; 

(182) in item number 324 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Paving a 
portion of H-58 from Buck Hill to 4,000 feet 
east of Hurricane River’’; 

(183) in item number 301 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Improve-
ments for St. Georges Avenue between East 
Baltimore Avenue on the southwest and 
Chandler Avenue on the northeast’’; 

(184) in item number 2429 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Construct 
parking facility and undertake streetscaping 
and pedestrian walkways, Oak Lawn’’; 

(185) in item number 1519 by inserting ‘‘at 
the intersection of Quincy/West Drinker/ 
Electric Streets near the Dunmore School 
complex’’ after ‘‘roadway redesign’’; 

(186) in item number 2604 by inserting ‘‘on 
Coolidge, Bridge (from Main to Monroe), 
Skytop (from Gedding to Skytop), Atwell 
(from Bear Creek Rd. to Pittston Township), 
Wood (to Bear Creek Rd.), Pine, Oak (from 
Penn Avenue to Lackawanna Avenue), 
McLean, Second, and Lolli Lane’’ after 
‘‘roadway redesign’’; 

(187) in item number 2168 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Design, 
engineering, right-of-way acquisition, and 
construction of street improvements, 
streetscaping enhancements, paving, light-
ing, safety improvements, parking, and road-
way redesign, including right-of-way acquisi-
tion, structure demolition, and intersection 
safety improvements in the vicinity of the 
intersection of Main and William Streets in 
Pittston’’; 

(188) in item number 1157 by inserting ‘‘on 
Mill Street from Prince Street to Roberts 
Street, John Street from Roberts Street to 
end, Thomas Street from Roberts Street to 
end, Williams Street from Roberts Street to 
end, Charles Street from Roberts Street to 
end, Fair Street from Roberts Street to end, 
Newport Avenue from East Kirmar Avenue 
to end’’ after ‘‘roadway redesign’’; 

(189) in item number 805 by inserting ‘‘on 
Oak Street from Stark Street to the town-
ship line at Mayock Street and on East 
Mountain Boulevard’’ after ‘‘roadway rede-
sign’’; 

(190) in item number 2704 by inserting ‘‘on 
West Cemetery Street and Frederick Courts’’ 
after ‘‘roadway redesign’’; 

(191) in item number 3136 by inserting ‘‘on 
Walden Drive and Greenwood Hills Drive’’ 
after ‘‘roadway redesign’’; 

(192) in item number 1363 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Design, 
engineering, right-of-way acquisition, and 
construction of streetscaping enhancements, 
paving, lighting, safety improvements, hand-
icap access ramps, parking, and roadway re-
design on Bilbow Street from Church Street 
to Pugh Street, on Pugh Street from Swal-
low Street to Main Street, Jones Lane from 
Main Street to Hoblak Street, Cherry Street 
from Green Street to Church Street, and 
Hillside Avenue in Edwardsville Borough, 
Luzerne County’’; 

(193) in item number 883 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Design, 
engineering, right-of-way acquisition, and 
construction of streetscaping enhancements, 
paving, lighting, parking, roadway redesign, 
and safety improvements (including curbing, 
stop signs, crosswalks, and pedestrian side-
walks) at and around the 3-way intersection 
involving Susquehanna Avenue, Erie Street, 
and Second Street in West Pittston, Luzerne 
County’’; 

(194) in item number 625 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Design, 
engineering, right-of-way acquisition, and 
construction of streetscaping enhancements, 
paving, lighting, safety improvements, park-
ing, and roadway redesign on Sampson 
Street, Dunn Avenue, Powell Street, Jose-
phine Street, Pittston Avenue, Railroad 
Street, McClure Avenue, and Baker Street in 
Old Forge Borough, Lackawanna County’’; 

(195) in item number 372 by inserting ‘‘, re-
placement of the Nesbitt Street Bridge, and 
placement of a guard rail adjacent to St. 
Vladimir’s Cemetery on Mountain Road 
(S.R. 1007)’’ after ‘‘roadway redesign’’; 

(196) in item number 2308 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Design, 
engineering, right-of-way acquisition, and 
construction of streetscaping enhancements, 
paving, lighting, safety improvements, park-
ing, and roadway redesign, including a 
project to establish emergency access to 
Catherino Drive from South Valley Avenue 
in Throop Borough, Lackawanna County’’; 

(197) in item number 967 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Design, 
engineering, right-of-way acquisition, and 
construction of streetscaping enhancements, 
paving, lighting, safety improvements, park-
ing, roadway redesign, and catch basin res-
toration and replacement on Cherry Street, 
Willow Street, Eno Street, Flat Road, 
Krispin Street, Parrish Street, Carver 
Street, Church Street, Franklin Street, 
Carolina Street, East Main Street, and Rear 
Shawnee Avenue in Plymouth Borough, 
Luzerne County’’; 

(198) in item number 989 by inserting ‘‘on 
Old Ashley Road, Ashley Street, Phillips 
Street, First Street, Ferry Road, and Divi-
sion Street’’ after ‘‘roadway redesign’’; 

(199) in item number 342 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Design, 
engineering, right-of-way acquisition, and 
construction of streetscaping enhancements, 
paving, lighting, safety improvements, park-
ing, roadway redesign, and cross pipe and 
catch basin restoration and replacement on 
Northgate, Mandy Court, Vine Street, and 
36th Street in Milnesville West, and on Hill-
side Drive (including the widening of the 
bridge on Hillside Drive), Club 40 Road, Sun-
burst and Venisa Drives, and Stockton #7 
Road in Hazle Township, Luzerne County’’; 

(200) in item number 2332 by striking 
‘‘Monroe County’’ and inserting ‘‘Carbon, 
Monroe, Pike, and Wayne Counties’’; 

(201) in item number 2436 by striking the 
project description and the amount and in-
serting ‘‘For Wilkes-Barre to design, acquire 
land, and construct a parking garage or 
parkade, streetscaping enhancements, pav-
ing, lighting, safety improvements, and road-
way redesign at and around the Sterling 
Hotel in Wilkes-Barre, including on River 
Street, Market Street, or Franklin Street (or 
any combination thereof) to the vicinity of 
the Irem Temple’’, and ‘‘$3,000,000’’, respec-
tively; 

(202) in item number 2560 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘To study 
the I–285 highway crossing in Sandy Springs, 
GA’’; 

(203) in item number 2723 by striking the 
State, the project description, and the 
amount and inserting ‘‘AL’’, ‘‘Grade crossing 
improvements along Conecuh Valley RR at 
Henderson Highway (CR-21) in Troy, AL’’, 
and ‘‘$300,000’’, respectively; 

(204) in item number 61 by striking the 
State, the project description, and the 
amount and inserting ‘‘AL’’, ‘‘Grade crossing 
improvements along Wiregrass Central RR 
at Boll Weevil Bypass in Enterprise, AL’’, 
and ‘‘$250,000’’, respectively; 

(205) in item number 2936 by striking the 
State, the project description, and the 
amount and inserting ‘‘AL’’, ‘‘Grade crossing 
improvements along Luxapalila Valley RR 
in Lamar and Fayette Counties, AL (Cross-
ings at CR-6, CR-20, SH-7, James Street, and 
College Drive)’’, and ‘‘$300,000’’, respectively; 

(206) in item number 1742 by striking the 
State, the project description, and the 
amount and inserting ‘‘PA’’, ‘‘Road improve-
ments and upgrades related to the Pennsyl-
vania State Baseball Stadium’’, and 
‘‘$500,000’’, respectively; 

(207) in item number 314 by striking the 
project description and the amount and in-
serting ‘‘Streetscape enhancements to the 
transit and pedestrian corridor, Fort Lauder-
dale, Downtown Development Authority’’ 
and ‘‘$610,000’’, respectively; 

(208) in item number 1639 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Oper-
ational and highway safety improvements on 
Hwy 94 between the 20 mile marker post in 
Jamul and Hwy 188 in Tecate’’; 

(209) in item numbers 2860 and 5029 by 
striking the project description and insert-
ing ‘‘Roadway improvements from Halchita 
to Mexican Hat on the Navajo Nation’’; 

(210) in item number 170 by striking ‘‘facil-
ity’’ and inserting ‘‘garage’’; 

(211) in item number 826 by striking the 
project description and the amount and in-
serting ‘‘For the city of Wilkes-Barre and 
the city of Scranton to jointly study, ana-
lyze, assess, and implement the development 
of a regional intermodal transportation sys-
tem, including associated improvements and 
enhancements to existing infrastructure and 
application of new technologies, in the coun-
ties of Luzerne, Lackawanna, and Monroe in 
Northeastern Pennsylvania’’ and 
‘‘$2,800,000’’, respectively; 

(212) in item number 2549 by striking ‘‘on 
Navy Pier’’; 

(213) in item number 2804 by striking ‘‘on 
Navy Pier’’; 

(214) in item number 1328 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Construct 
public access roadways and pedestrian safety 
improvements in and around Montclair State 
University in Clifton’’; 

(215) in item number 2559 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Construct 
sound walls on Route 164 at and near the 
Maersk interchange’’; 

(216) in item 3665— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘AL’’ in the State column; 
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(B) by inserting ‘‘Construction of Sulphur 

Springs Road Bypass in city of Hoover, Ala-
bama’’ in the project description column; 
and 

(C) by striking ‘‘$0’’ and inserting 
‘‘$3,150,000’’; 

(217) in item number 1849 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Highway, 
traffic-flow, pedestrian facility, and 
streetscape improvements, Pittsburgh’’; and 

(218) in item number 697 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Highway, 
traffic-flow, pedestrian facility, and 
streetscape improvements, Pittsburgh’’. 

(b) TRANSFER OF PROJECT FUNDS.—The Sec-
retary of Transportation shall transfer to 
the Commandant of the Coast Guard 
amounts made available to carry out the 
project described in item number 4985 of the 
table contained in section 1702 of the Safe, 
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transpor-
tation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (119 
Stat. 1447) to carry out that project, in ac-
cordance with the Act of June 21, 1940 (com-
monly known as the ‘‘Truman-Hobbs Act’’) 
(33 U.S.C. 511 et seq.). 

(c) UNUSED OBLIGATION AUTHORITY.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of law, un-
used obligation authority made available for 
an item in section 1702 of the Safe, Account-
able, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Eq-
uity Act: A Legacy for Users (119 Stat. 1256) 
that is repealed, or authorized funding for 
such an item that is reduced, by this section 
shall be made available— 

(1) for an item in section 1702 of that Act 
that is added or increased by this section and 
that is in the same State as the item for 
which obligation authority or funding is re-
pealed or reduced; 

(2) in an amount proportional to the 
amount of obligation authority or funding 
that is so repealed or reduced; and 

(3) individually for projects numbered 1 
through 3676 pursuant to section 1102(c)(4)(A) 
of that Act (119 Stat. 1158). 

(d) ADDITIONAL DISCRETIONARY USE OF SUR-
FACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM FUNDS.—Of 
the funds apportioned to each State under 
section 104(b)(3) of title 23, United States 
Code, a State may expend for each of fiscal 
years 2007 through 2009 not more than 
$1,000,000 for the following activities: 

(1) Participation in the Joint Operation 
Center for Fuel Compliance established 
under section 143(b)(4)(H) of title 23, United 
States Code, within the Department of the 
Treasury, including the funding of additional 
positions for motor fuel tax enforcement of-
ficers and other staff dedicated on a full- 
time basis to participation in the activities 
of the Center. 

(2) Development, operation, and mainte-
nance of electronic filing systems to coordi-
nate data exchange with the Internal Rev-
enue Service by States that impose a tax on 
the removal of taxable fuel from any refin-
ery and on the removal of taxable fuel from 
any terminal. 

(3) Development, operation, and mainte-
nance of electronic single point of filing in 
conjunction with the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice by States that impose a tax on the re-
moval of taxable fuel from any refinery and 
on the removal of taxable fuel from any ter-
minal. 

(4) Development, operation, and mainte-
nance of a certification system by a State of 
any fuel sold to a State or local government 
(as defined in section 4221(d)(4) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986) for the exclusive 
use of the State or local government or sold 
to a qualified volunteer fire department (as 
defined in section 150(e)(2) of such Code) for 
its exclusive use. 

(5) Development, operation, and mainte-
nance of a certification system by a State of 
any fuel sold to a nonprofit educational or-

ganization (as defined in section 4221(d)(5) of 
such Code) that includes verification of the 
good standing of the organization in the 
State in which the organization is providing 
educational services. 
SEC. 106. NONMOTORIZED TRANSPORTATION 

PILOT PROGRAM. 

Section 1807(a)(3) of the Safe, Accountable, 
Flexible, Efficient, Transportation Equity 
Act: A Legacy for Users (119 Stat. 1460) is 
amended by striking ‘‘Minneapolis-St. Paul, 
Minnesota’’ and inserting ‘‘Minneapolis, 
Minnesota’’. 
SEC. 107. CORRECTION OF INTERSTATE AND NHS 

DESIGNATIONS. 

(a) TREATMENT.—Section 1908(a) of the 
Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Trans-
portation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
(119 Stat. 1469) is amended by striking para-
graph (3). 

(b) NATIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM.—Section 
1908(b) of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Ef-
ficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy 
for Users (119 Stat. 1470) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘from the Arkansas State line’’ and in-
serting ‘‘from Interstate Route 540’’. 
SEC. 108. FUTURE OF SURFACE TRANSPOR-

TATION SYSTEM. 

Section 1909(b) of the Safe, Accountable, 
Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity 
Act: A Legacy for Users (119 Stat. 1471) is 
amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A) of paragraph (9) by striking ‘‘July 1, 
2007’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2007’’; 

(2) in paragraph (11)(C) by striking ‘‘the 
Administrator of the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration’’ and inserting ‘‘the Sec-
retary’’; 

(3) in paragraph (11)(D)(i) by striking ‘‘, on 
a reimbursable basis,’’; and 

(4) in paragraph (15) by striking ‘‘$1,400,000 
for each of fiscal years 2006 and 2007’’ and in-
serting ‘‘$1,400,000 for fiscal year 2006 and 
$3,400,000 for fiscal year 2007’’. 
SEC. 109. BUY AMERICA. 

Section 1928 of the Safe, Accountable, 
Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity 
Act: A Legacy for Users (119 Stat. 1484) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (2) through 
(5) as paragraphs (3) through (6), respec-
tively; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(2) the current application by the Federal 
Highway Administration of the Buy America 
test is only applied to components or parts 
of a bridge project and not the entire bridge 
project and this is inconsistent with this 
sense of Congress;’’. 
SEC. 110. TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS. 

The table contained in section 1934(c) of 
the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient 
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for 
Users (119 Stat. 1486) is amended— 

(1) in item number 12 by striking ‘‘Yukon 
River’’ and inserting ‘‘Kuskokwim River’’; 

(2) in item number 57 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Kingsland 
bypass from CR 61 to I–95, Camden County’’; 

(3) in item number 130 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Improve-
ments and rehabilitation to rail and bridges 
on the Appanoose County Community Rail-
road’’; 

(4) in item number 138 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘West 
Spencer Beltway Project’’; 

(5) in item number 142 by striking ‘‘MP 9.3, 
Segment I, II, and III’’ and inserting ‘‘Mile-
post 24.3’’; 

(6) in item number 161 by striking ‘‘Bridge 
replacement on Johnson Drive and Nall 
Ave.’’ and inserting ‘‘Construction improve-
ments’’; 

(7) in item number 181 by striking ‘‘BW 
Parkway’’ and inserting ‘‘Baltimore Wash-
ington Parkway’’; 

(8) in item number 182 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Highway 
improvements in the vicinity of Aberdeen 
Proving Ground to support BRAC-related 
growth’’; 

(9) in item number 196 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Detroit 
Riverfront Conservancy, Riverfront Walk-
way, greenway, and adjacent land planning, 
construction, and land acquisition from Ga-
briel Richard Park at the Douglas Mac-
Arthur Bridge to Riverside Park at the Am-
bassador Bridge, Detroit’’; 

(10) in item number 198 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Construct 
1 or more grade separated crossings of I–75 
and make associated improvements to im-
prove local and regional east-west mobility 
between Mileposts 279 and 282’’; 

(11) in item number 201 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Paving a 
portion of H–58 from Buck Hill to the point 
located 4,000 feet east of the Hurricane 
River’’; 

(12) in item number 238 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Develop 
and construct the St. Mary water project 
road and bridge infrastructure, including a 
new bridge and approaches across St. Mary 
River, stabilization and improvements to 
United States Route 89, and road/canal from 
Siphon Bridge to Spider Lake, on the condi-
tion that $2,500,000 of the amount made 
available to carry out this item may be made 
available to the Bureau of Reclamation for 
use for the Swift Current Creek and Boulder 
Creek bank and bed stabilization project in 
the Lower St. Mary Lake drainage.’’; 

(13) in item number 329 by inserting ‘‘, 
Tulsa’’ after ‘‘technology’’; 

(14) in item number 358 by striking ‘‘fuel- 
celled’’ and inserting ‘‘fueled’’; 

(15) in item number 378 by inserting ‘‘, in-
cluding any related real estate acquisition’’ 
after ‘‘expansion’’; 

(16) in item number 402 by striking ‘‘from 
2 to 5 lanes and improve alignment within 
rights-of-way in St. George’’ and inserting ‘‘, 
St. George’’; 

(17) in item number 436 by inserting ‘‘, 
Saole,’’ after ‘‘Sua’’; 

(18) in item number 442 by striking 
‘‘$12,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$8,600,000’’; 

(19) by adding at the end— 
(A) in the number column ‘‘467’’; 
(B) in the State column ‘‘AZ’’; 
(C) the project description column ‘‘Pinal 

Avenue/Main Street right-of-way acquisi-
tion—Pinal County, Casa Grande, AZ—To re-
construct Main St. to include a bypass for 
commercial traffic’’; and 

(D) in the amount column ‘‘$200,000’’; 
(20) by adding at the end— 
(A) in the number column ‘‘468’’; 
(B) in the State column ‘‘AZ’’; 
(C) the project description column ‘‘Navajo 

Route 20/Navajo Nation, Coconino County, 
AZ/To Conduct a 2-lane road design for 28 
miles of dirt road between the communities 
of Le Chee, Coppermine, and Gap’’; and 

(D) in the amount column ‘‘$200,000’’; and 
(21) by adding at the end— 
(A) in the number column ‘‘469’’; 
(B) in the State column ‘‘AL’’; 
(C) the project description column ‘‘Con-

struction of Patton Island Bridge Corridor’’ 
and 

(D) in the amount column ‘‘$3,000,000’’. 
SEC. 111. HIGHWAY RESEARCH FUNDING. 

(a) F-SHRP FUNDING.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, for each of fiscal 
years 2007 through 2009, at any time at which 
an apportionment is made of the sums au-
thorized to be appropriated for the surface 
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transportation program, the congestion 
mitigation and air quality improvement pro-
gram, the National Highway System, the 
Interstate maintenance program, the bridge 
program, or the highway safety improve-
ment program, the Secretary of Transpor-
tation shall— 

(1) deduct from each apportionment an 
amount not to exceed 0.205 percent of the ap-
portionment; and 

(2) transfer or otherwise make that 
amount available to carry out section 510 of 
title 23, United States Code. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) FUNDING.—Section 5101 of the Safe, Ac-

countable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation 
Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (119 Stat. 
1779) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a)(1) by striking ‘‘509, 
and 510’’ and inserting ‘‘and 509’’; 

(B) in subsection (a)(4) by striking 
‘‘$69,700,000’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘2009’’ and inserting ‘‘$40,400,000 for fiscal 
year 2005, $69,700,000 for fiscal year 2006, 
$76,400,000 for each of fiscal years 2007 and 
2008, and $78,900,000 for fiscal year 2009’’; and 

(C) in subsection (b) by inserting after ‘‘50 
percent’’ the following ‘‘or, in the case of 
funds appropriated by subsection (a) to carry 
out section 5201, 5202, or 5203 of this Act, 80 
percent’’. 

(2) FUTURE STRATEGIC HIGHWAY RESEARCH 
PROGRAM.—Section 5210 of such Act (119 Stat. 
1804) is amended— 

(A) by striking subsection (c); and 
(B) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub-

section (c). 
(c) CONTRACT AUTHORITY.—Funds made 

available under this section shall be avail-
able for obligation in the same manner as if 
the funds were apportioned under chapter 1 
of title 23, United States Code, except that 
the Federal share shall be determined under 
section 510(f) of that title. 

(d) APPLICABILITY OF OBLIGATION LIMITA-
TION.—Funds made available under this sec-
tion shall be subject to any limitation on ob-
ligations for Federal-aid highways and high-
way safety construction programs under sec-
tion 1102 the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Ef-
ficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy 
for Users (23 U.S.C. 104 note; 119 Stat. 1157) or 
any other Act. 

(e) EQUITY BONUS FORMULA.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, in allo-
cating funds for the equity bonus program 
under section 105 of title 23, United States 
Code, for each of fiscal years 2007 through 
2009, the Secretary of Transportation shall 
make the required calculations under that 
section as if this section had not been en-
acted. 

(f) FUNDING FOR RESEARCH ACTIVITIES.—Of 
the amount made available by section 
5101(a)(1) of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, 
Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Leg-
acy for Users (119 Stat. 1779)— 

(1) at least $1,000,000 shall be made avail-
able for each of fiscal years 2007 through 2009 
to carry out section 502(h) of title 23, United 
States Code; and 

(2) at least $4,900,000 shall be made avail-
able for each of fiscal years 2007 through 2009 
to carry out section 502(i) of that title. 

(g) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) SURFACE TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH.— 

Section 502 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by striking the first subsection (h), 
relating to infrastructure investment needs 
reports beginning with the report for Janu-
ary 31, 1999. 

(2) ADVANCED TRAVEL FORECASTING PROCE-
DURES PROGRAM.—Section 5512(a)(2) of the 
Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Trans-
portation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
(119 Stat. 1829) is amended by striking ‘‘PRO-
GRAM APPRECIATION.—’’ and inserting ‘‘PRO-
GRAM APPLICATION.—’’. 

(3) UNIVERSITY TRANSPORTATION RE-
SEARCH.—Section 5506 of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(A) in subsection (i)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘In order to’’ and inserting 

the following: 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In order to’’; and 
(ii) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULE.—Nothing in paragraph 

(1) requires a nonprofit institution of higher 
learning designated as a Tier II university 
transportation center to maintain total ex-
penditures as described in paragraph (1) in 
excess of the amount of the grant awarded to 
the institution.’’; and 

(B) in subsection (k)(3) by striking ‘‘The 
Secretary’’ and all that follows through ‘‘to 
carry out this section’’ and inserting ‘‘For 
each of fiscal years 2007 through 2009, the 
Secretary shall expend not more than 1.5 
percent of amounts made available to carry 
out this section’’. 
SEC. 112. RESCISSION. 

Section 10212 of the Safe, Accountable, 
Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity 
Act: A Legacy for Users (as amended by sec-
tion 1302 of the Pension Protection Act of 
2006 (Public Law 109–280)) (119 Stat. 1937; 120 
Stat. 780) is amended by striking 
‘‘$8,593,000,000’’ each place it appears and in-
serting $8,710,000,000. 
SEC. 113. TEA–21 TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS. 

(a) SURFACE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM.— 
Section 1108(f)(1) of the Transportation Eq-
uity Act for the 21st Century (23 U.S.C. 133 
note; 112 Stat. 141) is amended by striking 
‘‘2003’’ and inserting ‘‘2009’’. 

(b) PROJECT AUTHORIZATIONS.—The table 
contained in section 1602 of the Transpor-
tation Equity Act for the 21st Century (112 
Stat. 257) is amended— 

(1) in item number 567 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Design 
and construction of scenic overlook and pe-
destrian-bicycle trail along Rt. 5 in the Town 
of Hamburg’’; 

(2) in item number 585 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘Improve-
ments for Heth’s Run Bridge and other trans-
portation projects eligible under title 23, 
United States Code, in Allegheny County, 
Pennsylvania, as identified by the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania’’; 

(3) in item number 815 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘34th St. 
Alignment and Interchange and other
transportation improvements for city of 
Moorhead SE MAIN GSI, 34th St., and I–94 
Interchange, including reconstruction and 
retention of the SE Main Avenue Ramps at 
I–94, and Moorhead Comprehensive Rail Safe-
ty Program in Moorhead, MN’’; 

(4) in item number 1039 by striking ‘‘trans-
portation and maintenance facility in Union 
City in order to replace the NJ Transit 
depot’’ and inserting ‘‘Hoboken Terminal im-
provements’’; 

(5) in item number 1096 (as amended by sec-
tion 1703(a)(11) of the Safe, Accountable, 
Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity 
Act: A Legacy for Users (119 Stat. 1454)), by 
inserting ‘‘, and planning and construction 
to Heisley Road,’’ before ‘‘in Mentor, Ohio’’; 

(6) in item number 1257 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘$3,278,000 
to construct Eastern Long Island Scenic 
Byway in Suffolk County; street improve-
ments in Suffolk County with the amounts 
provided as follows: $1,500,000 for street im-
provements to Maple Avenue in Smithtown; 
$500,000 for street improvements in South-
ampton; $1,500,000 for County Road 39 in Suf-
folk County; and $4,472,000 for street im-
provements and scenic byway construction 
in East Hampton’’; and 

(7) in item number 1349 by inserting ‘‘, and 
improvements to streets and roads providing 
access to,’’ after ‘‘along’’. 

SEC. 114. HIGH PRIORITY CORRIDORS TECH-
NICAL CORRECTIONS. 

Section 1105(c) of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (105 
Stat. 2032; 119 Stat. 1212) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (63) by striking ‘‘and 
United States Routes 1, 3, 9, 17, and 46,’’ and 
inserting ‘‘United States Routes 1, 9, and 46, 
and State Routes 3 and 17,’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (64)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘United States Route 42’’ 

and inserting ‘‘State Route 42’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘Interstate Route 676’’ and 

inserting ‘‘Interstate Routes 76 and 676’’. 
SEC. 115. DEFINITION OF REPEAT INTOXICATED 

DRIVER LAW. 
Section 164(a)(5) of title 23, United States 

Code, is amended by striking subparagraphs 
(A) and (B) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(A) receive— 
‘‘(i) a driver’s license suspension for not 

less than 1 year; or 
‘‘(ii) a combination of suspension of all 

driving privileges for the first 45 days of the 
suspension period followed by a reinstate-
ment of limited driving privileges for the 
purpose of getting to and from work, school, 
or an alcohol treatment program if an igni-
tion interlock device is installed on each of 
the motor vehicles owned or operated, or 
both, by the individual; 

‘‘(B) be subject to the impoundment or im-
mobilization of, or the installation of an ig-
nition interlock system on, each motor vehi-
cle owned or operated by the individual;’’. 
SEC. 116. RESEARCH TECHNICAL CORRECTION. 

Section 5506(e)(5)(C) of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended by striking 
‘‘$2,225,000’’and inserting ‘‘$2,250,000’’. 
SEC. 117. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this Act (including subsection (b)), 
this Act and the amendments made by this 
Act take effect on the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

(b) EXCEPTION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

this Act (other than the amendments made 
by sections 101(g), 103, 104, 105, 110, and 
201(m)) to the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, 
Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Leg-
acy for Users (Public Law 109–59; 119 Stat. 
1144) shall— 

(A) take effect as of the date of enactment 
of that Act; and 

(B) be treated as being included in that Act 
as of that date. 

(2) EFFECT OF AMENDMENTS.—Each provi-
sion of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Effi-
cient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy 
for Users (Public Law 109–59; 119 Stat. 1144) 
(including the amendments made by that 
Act) (as in effect on the day before the date 
of enactment of this Act) that is amended by 
this Act (other than sections 101(g), 103, 104, 
105, 110, and 201(m)) shall be treated as not 
being enacted. 

TITLE II—TRANSIT PROVISIONS 
SEC. 201. TRANSIT TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS. 

(a) SECTION 5302.—Section 5302(a)(10) of 
title 49, United States Code, is amended by 
striking ‘‘charter,’’ and inserting ‘‘charter, 
sightseeing,’’. 

(b) SECTION 5307.—Section 5307(b) of such 
title is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)(A) by striking ‘‘mass 
transportation’’ and inserting ‘‘public trans-
portation’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘section 
5305(a)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 5303(k)’’. 

(c) SECTION 5309.—Section 5309(m) of such 
title is amended— 

(1) in the heading for paragraph (2)(A) by 
striking ‘‘MAJOR CAPITAL’’ and inserting 
‘‘CAPITAL’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (7)(B) by striking ‘‘section 
3039’’ and inserting ‘‘section 3045’’. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 04:09 Nov 18, 2006 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00094 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORDCX\T37X$J0E\H29SE6.REC H29SE6cc
ol

em
an

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

71
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7999 September 29, 2006 
(d) SECTION 5311.—Section 5311 of such title 

is amended— 
(1) in subsection (g)(1)(A) by striking ‘‘for 

any purpose other than operating assist-
ance’’ and inserting ‘‘for a capital project or 
project administrative expenses’’; 

(2) in subsections (g)(1)(A) and (g)(1)(B) by 
striking ‘‘capital’’ after ‘‘net’’; and 

(3) in subsection (i)(1) by striking ‘‘Sec-
tions 5323(a)(1)(D) and 5333(b) of this title 
apply’’ and inserting ‘‘Section 5333(b) ap-
plies’’. 

(e) SECTION 5312.—The heading for section 
5312(c) of such title is amended by striking 
‘‘MASS TRANSPORTATION’’ and inserting 
‘‘PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION’’. 

(f) SECTION 5314.—Section 5314(a)(3) is 
amended by striking ‘‘section 5323(a)(1)(D)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘section 5333(b)’’. 

(g) SECTION 5319.—Section 5319 of such title 
is amended by striking ‘‘section 5307(k)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘section 5307(d)(1)(K)’’. 

(h) SECTION 5320.—Section 5320 of such title 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1)(A) by striking 
‘‘intra—agency’’ and inserting 
‘‘intraagency’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(5)(A) by striking 
‘‘5302(a)(1)(A)’’ and inserting ‘‘5302(a)(1)’’ ; 

(3) in subsection (d)(1) by inserting ‘‘to ad-
minister this section and’’ after 
‘‘5338(b)(2)(J)’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end of subsection (d) 
the following: 

‘‘(4) TRANSFERS TO LAND MANAGEMENT 
AGENCIES.—The Secretary may transfer 
amounts available under paragraph (1) to the 
appropriate Federal land management agen-
cy to pay necessary costs of the agency for 
such activities described in paragraph (1) in 
connection with activities being carried out 
under this section.’’. 

(i) SECTION 5323.—Section 5323(n) of such 
title is amended by striking ‘‘section 
5336(e)(2)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 5336(d)(2)’’. 

(j) SECTION 5336.— 
(1) APPORTIONMENTS OF FORMULA GRANTS.— 

Section 5336 of such title is amended— 
(A) in subsection (a) by striking ‘‘Of the 

amount’’ and all that follows before para-
graph (1) and inserting ‘‘Of the amount ap-
portioned under subsection (i)(2) to carry out 
section 5307—’’; 

(B) in subsection (d)(1) by striking ‘‘sub-
sections (a) and (h)(2) of section 5338’’ and in-
serting ‘‘subsections (a)(1)(C)(vi) and (b)(2)(B) 
of section 5338’’; and 

(C) by redesignating subsection (c), as 
added by section 3034(c) of Public Law 109–59 
(119 Stat. 1628), as subsection (k). 

(2) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—Section 
3034(d)(2) of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, 
Efficient, Transportation Equity Act: A Leg-
acy for Users (119 Stat. 1629), is amended by 
striking ‘‘paragraph (2)’’ and inserting ‘‘sub-
section (a)(2)’’. 

(k) SECTION 5337.—Section 5337(a) of title 
49, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘for each of fiscal years 1998 through 
2003’’ and inserting ‘‘for each of fiscal years 
2005 through 2009’’. 

(l) SECTION 5338.—Section 5338(d)(1)(B) of 
such title is amended by striking ‘‘section 
5315(a)(16)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 
5315(b)(2)(P)’’. 

(m) SAFETEA–LU.— 
(1) SECTION 3037.—Section 3037(c)(3) of the 

Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient, Trans-
portation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
(119 Stat. 1636) is amended by striking 
‘‘Phase II’’. 

(2) SECTION 3040.—Section 3040(4) of such 
Act (119 Stat. 1639) is amended by striking 
‘‘$7,871,895,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$7,872,893,000’’. 

(3) SECTION 3043.— 
(A) SAN DIEGO.—Section 3043(c)(105) of such 

Act (119 Stat. 1645) is amended by striking 
‘‘LOSSAN Del Mar-San Diego Rail—Corridor 

Improvements’’ and inserting ‘‘LOSSAN Rail 
Corridor Improvements’’ . 

(B) SAN DIEGO.—Section 3043(c)(217) of such 
Act (119 Stat. 1648) is amended by striking 
‘‘San Diego’’ and inserting ‘‘San Diego Tran-
sit’’. 

(C) LOS ANGELES.— 
(i) PHASE 2.—Section 3043(c) of such Act 

(119 Stat. 1645) is amended by inserting after 
paragraph (104) the following: 

‘‘(104A) Los Angeles—Exposition LRT 
(Phase 2).’’. 

(ii) PHASE 1.—Section 3043(b)(13) of such 
Act (119 Stat. 1642) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(13) Los Angeles—Exposition LRT (Phase 
1).’’. 

(D) LIVERMORE.—Section 3043(c) of such 
Act (119 Stat. 1645) is amended by inserting 
after paragraph (102) the following: 

‘‘(102A) Livermore, California—Amador 
Valley Transit Authority BRT.’’. 

(E) BOSTON.—Section 3043(d)(6) of such Act 
(119 Stat. 1649) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(6) Boston—Silver Line Phase III, 
$20,000,000.’’. 

(4) SECTION 3044.— 
(A) PROJECTS.—The table contained in sec-

tion 3044(a) of such Act (119 Stat. 1652) is 
amended— 

(i) in item number 36 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘36. Los 
Angeles County Metropolitan Transpor-
tation Authority (LACMTA) for bus and bus- 
related facilities in the LACMTA’s service 
area’’; 

(ii) in item number 94 by striking the 
project description and inserting ‘‘94. Pacific 
Transit, WA Vehicle Replacement’’; 

(iii) in item number 416 by striking ‘‘Im-
prove marine intermodal’’ and inserting 
‘‘Improve marine dry-dock and’’; 

(iv) in item number 487 by striking ‘‘Cen-
tral Arkansas Transit Authority Facility 
Upgrades’’ and inserting ‘‘Central Arkansas 
Transit Authority Bus Acquisition’’; 

(v) in item number 512 by striking ‘‘Cor-
ning, NY, Phase II Corning Preserve Trans-
portation Enhancement Project’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘Transportation Center Enhancements, 
Corning, NY’’; 

(vi) in item number 516 by striking ‘‘Day-
ton Wright Stop Plaza’’ and inserting 
‘‘Downtown Dayton Transit Enhancements’’; 

(vii) in item number 541 by striking 
‘‘Hoonah, AK–Intermodal Ferry Dock’’ and 
inserting ‘‘Hoonah, AK–Marine Passenger 
Dock and Bus Transfer Facility’’; and 

(viii) in item number 570 by striking 
‘‘Maine Department of Transportation-Aca-
dia Intermodal Facility’’ and inserting 
‘‘Maine DOT Acadia Intermodal Passenger 
and Maintenance Facility’’. 

(B) SPECIAL RULE.—Section 3044(c) of such 
Act (119 Stat. 1705) is amended— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘, or other entity,’’ after 
‘‘State or local government authority’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘projects numbered 258 and 
347’’ and inserting ‘‘projects numbered 258, 
347, and 411’’. 

(5) SECTION 3046.—Section 3046(a)(7) of such 
Act (119 Stat. 1708) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘hydrogen fuel cell vehi-
cles’’ and inserting ‘‘hydrogen fueled vehi-
cles’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘hydrogen fuel cell em-
ployee shuttle vans’’ and inserting ‘‘hydro-
gen fueled employee shuttle vans’’; and 

(C) by striking ‘‘in Allentown, Pennsyl-
vania’’ and inserting ‘‘to the DaVinci Center 
in Allentown, Pennsylvania’’. 

TITLE III—OTHER PROVISIONS 
SEC. 301. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS RELATING 

TO MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY. 
(a) CONFORMING AMENDMENT RELATING TO 

HIGH-PRIORITY ACTIVITIES.—Section 31104(f) 
of title 49, United States Code, is amended by 

striking the designation and heading for 
paragraph (1) and by striking paragraph (2). 

(b) NEW ENTRANT AUDITS.— 
(1) CORRECTIONS OF REFERENCES.—Section 

4107(b) of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Ef-
ficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy 
for Users (119 Stat. 1720) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘Section 31104’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘Section 31144’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2) by inserting ‘‘(c)’’ after 
‘‘the second subsection’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 7112 
of such Act (119 Stat. 1899) is amended by 
striking subsection (c). 

(c) PROHIBITED TRANSPORTATION.—Section 
4114(c)(1) of the such Act (119 Stat. 1726) is 
amended by striking ‘‘the second subsection 
(c)’’ and inserting ‘‘(f)’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE RELATING TO MEDICAL 
EXAMINERS.—Section 4116(f) of such Act (119 
Stat. 1728) is amended by striking ‘‘amend-
ment made by subsection (a)’’ and inserting 
‘‘amendments made by subsections (a) and 
(b)’’. 

(e) ROADABILITY TECHNICAL CORRECTION.— 
Section 31151(a)(3)(E)(ii) of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘Act’’ 
and inserting ‘‘section’’. 

(f) CORRECTION OF SUBSECTION REF-
ERENCE.—Section 4121 of the Safe, Account-
able, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Eq-
uity Act: A Legacy for Users (119 Stat. 1734) 
is amended by striking ‘‘31139(f)(5)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘31139(g)(5)’’. 

(g) CDL LEARNER’S PERMIT PROGRAM TECH-
NICAL CORRECTION.—Section 4122(2)(A) of 
such Act (119 Stat. 1734) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘license’’ and inserting ‘‘licenses’’. 

(h) CDL INFORMATION SYSTEM FUNDING 
REFERENCE.—Section 31309(f) of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
‘‘31318’’ and inserting ‘‘31313’’. 

(i) CLARIFICATION OF REFERENCE.—Section 
229(a)(1) of the Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
Improvement Act of 1999 (49 U.S.C. 31136 
note; 119 Stat. 1743) is amended by inserting 
‘‘of title 49, United States Code,’’ after 
‘‘31502’’. 

(j) REGISTRATION OF BROKERS.—Section 
4142(c)(2) of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, 
Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Leg-
acy for Users (119 Stat. 1747) is amended by 
inserting ‘‘each place it appears’’ before the 
semicolon. 

(k) REDESIGNATION OF SECTION.—The sec-
ond section 39 of chapter 2 of title 18, United 
States Code, relating to commercial motor 
vehicles required to stop for inspections, and 
the item relating to such section in the anal-
ysis for such chapter, are redesignated as 
section 40. 

(l) OFFICE OF INTERMODALISM.—Section 5503 
of title 49, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (f)(2) by striking ‘‘Surface 
Transportation Safety Improvement Act of 
2005’’, and inserting ‘‘Motor Carrier Safety 
Reauthorization Act of 2005’’; and 

(2) by redesignating the first subsection 
(h), relating to authorization of appropria-
tions, as subsection (i) and moving it after 
the second subsection (h). 

(m) USE OF FEES FOR UNIFIED CARRIER REG-
ISTRATION SYSTEM.—Section 13908 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended by redesig-
nating subsection (e) as subsection (f) and by 
inserting after subsection (d) the following: 

‘‘(e) USE OF FEES FOR UNIFIED CARRIER 
REGISTRATION SYSTEM.—Fees collected under 
this section may be credited to the Depart-
ment of Transportation appropriations ac-
count for purposes for which such fees are 
collected and shall be available for expendi-
ture for such purposes until expended.’’. 

(n) COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLE DEFINI-
TION.—Section 14504a(a)(1)(B) of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
‘‘a motor carrier required to make any filing 
or pay any fee to a State with respect to the 
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motor carrier’s authority or insurance re-
lated to operation within such State, the 
motor carrier’’ and inserting ‘‘determining 
the size of a motor carrier or motor private 
carrier’s fleet in calculating the fee to be 
paid by a motor carrier or motor private car-
rier pursuant to subsection (f)(1), the motor 
carrier or motor private carrier’’. 

(o) CLARIFICATION OF UNREASONABLE BUR-
DEN.—Section 14504a(c)(2) of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘inter-
state’’ the last place it appears and inserting 
‘‘intrastate’’. 

(p) CONTENTS OF AGREEMENT TYPO.—Sec-
tion 14504a(f)(1)(A)(ii) of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘or’’ the 
last place it appears. 

(q) OTHER UNIFIED CARRIER REGISTRATION 
SYSTEM TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.—Section 
14504a of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)(1)(B) by striking ‘‘the 
a’’ and inserting ‘‘a’’; and 

(2) in subsection (f)(1)(i) by striking ‘‘in 
connection with the filing of proof of finan-
cial responsibility’’. 

(r) TERMINATION OF REGISTRATION PROVI-
SIONS.—Section 4305(a) of the Safe, Account-
able, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Eq-
uity Act: A Legacy for Users (119 Stat. 1764) 
is amended by striking ‘‘12 months’’ and in-
serting ‘‘24 months’’. 

(s) IDENTIFICATION OF VEHICLES.—Section 
14506(b)(2) of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting before the semicolon 
at the end the following: ‘‘or under an appli-
cable State law if, on October 1, 2006, the 
State has a form of highway use taxation not 
subject to collection through the Inter-
national Fuel Tax Agreement’’. 
SEC. 302. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS RELATING 

TO HAZARDOUS MATERIALS TRANS-
PORTATION. 

(a) DEFINITION OF HAZMAT EMPLOYEES.— 
Section 7102(2) of the Safe, Accountable, 
Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity 
Act: A Legacy for Users (119 Stat. 1982) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘(3)(A)’’ and inserting ‘‘(3)’’; 
(2) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘clause 

(i)’’ and inserting ‘‘clause (i) of subparagraph 
(A)’’; and 

(3) in subparagraph (B) by striking ‘‘clause 
(ii)’’ and inserting ‘‘subparagraph (A)(ii)’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL CORRECTION.—Section 
5103a(g)(1)(B)(ii) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘Act’’ and in-
serting ‘‘subsection’’. 

(c) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAWS.—Section 
7124(3) of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Ef-
ficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy 
for Users (119 Stat. 1908) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘the first place it appears’’ before 
‘‘and inserting’’. 

(d) HAZARDOUS MATERIALS TRANSPOR-
TATION.—Section 5121(h) of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2) by striking ‘‘exemp-
tions’’ and inserting ‘‘special permits’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘exemp-
tion’’ and inserting ‘‘special permit’’. 

(e) SECTION HEADING.—Section 5128 of title 
49, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing the section designation and heading and 
inserting the following: 
‘‘§ 5128. Authorization of appropriations’’. 

(f) CHAPTER ANALYSIS.—The analysis for 
chapter 57 of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended in the item relating to section 5701 
by striking ‘‘Transportation’’ and inserting 
‘‘transportation’’. 

(g) NORMAN Y. MINETA RESEARCH AND SPE-
CIAL PROGRAMS IMPROVEMENT ACT.—Section 
5(b) of the Norman Y. Mineta Research and 
Special Programs Improvement Act (49 
U.S.C. 108 note; 118 Stat. 2427) is amended by 
inserting ‘‘(including delegations by the Sec-

retary of Transportation)’’ after ‘‘All or-
ders’’. 
SEC. 303. HIGHWAY SAFETY. 

(a) STATE MINIMUM APPORTIONMENTS FOR 
HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAMS.—Effective Octo-
ber 1, 2006, section 402(c) of the title 23, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
‘‘The annual apportionment to each State 
shall not be less than one-half of 1 per cen-
tum’’ and inserting ‘‘The annual apportion-
ment to each State shall not be less than 
three-quarters of 1 percent’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.— 
(1) Section 2002(b) of the Safe, Accountable, 

Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity 
Act: A Legacy for Users (119 Stat. 1521) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking paragraph (2); and 
(B) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4) 

as (2) and (3), respectively. 
(2) Section 2007(b)(1) of such Act (119 Stat. 

1529) is amended— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon 

at the end of subparagraph (A); 
(B) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub-

paragraph (B); and 
(C) by striking subparagraph (C). 
(3) Effective August 10, 2005, section 

410(c)(7)(B) of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘clause (i)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘clauses (i) and (ii)’’. 

(4) Section 411 of title 23, United States 
Code, is amended by redesignating the sec-
ond subsection (c), relating to administra-
tion expenses, and subsection (d) as sub-
sections (d) and (e), respectively. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. PETRI) and the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members have 5 
legislative days in which to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material on H.R. 6233. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, the bill before us 

amends the Safe, Accountable, Flexi-
ble, Efficiency Transportation Equity 
Act: A Legacy for Users, or SAFETEA– 
LU, to make technical corrections. 

The bill was introduced by Chairman 
DON YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. JIM OBER-
STAR of Minnesota, PETER DEFAZIO of 
Oregon and me, who worked together 
on the development and passage of the 
SAFETEA–LU authorization bill last 
year. 

In June, the House passed the tech-
nical corrections bill to SAFETEA–LU, 
H.R. 5689. Since then, we have been 
working with our Senate colleagues to 
identify and correct any other out-
standing issue from the original bill. 
This bill, H.R. 6233, is the product of 
those negotiations and will make the 
necessary changes to SAFETEA–LU. 

The technical corrections included in 
the bill have been identified by the De-
partment of Transportation and are 
mostly of a conforming nature or cor-
rect drafting errors. The most impor-
tant correction we are making is to 
strengthen the Federal highway re-

search program by ensuring the con-
tinuation of the legacy research pro-
grams carried out by the Department 
of Transportation. The bill has been 
scored by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice and has no budgetary impact. 

I support this legislation and encour-
age my colleagues to do the same. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
6233, a bill to make technical correc-
tions to the Safe, Accountable, Flexi-
ble Efficient Transportation Equity 
Act: A Legacy for Users, SAFETEA– 
LU. 

I want to thank my colleagues on the 
committee and particularly the leader-
ship on the committee, Chairman 
YOUNG; subcommittee chairman, Mr. 
PETRI; the ranking member, Mr. OBER-
STAR; the staff who did tremendous 
work on this bill which became law 
just a little over a year ago. 

It is a tremendous investment in the 
future of our Nation in terms of im-
proving the infrastructure to mitigate 
for congestion, dealing with ongoing 
problems with maintenance of the ex-
isting structure. In particular in my 
State, a substantial amount of funds 
will be applied to fix cracked bridges 
on the Interstate 5 system, a life-blood 
system which serves the entire west 
coast of the United States. 

The bill had, as any major bill does, 
a few inadvertent drafting errors, prob-
ably due to the Senate, and some legis-
lative language that needed some 
minor change. 

In particular, there was a problem 
with funding for the Service Transpor-
tation Research Development and De-
ployment Account, that the funding 
was oversubscribed. It meant that the 
Federal Highway Administration would 
not have been able to continue its leg-
acy research program, which is an ex-
traordinarily important program that 
looks at activities, including the Bian-
nual Conditions and Performance Re-
port, an objective appraisal of highway 
bridge, transit finance, physical condi-
tion, operational performance and fu-
ture investment requirements, infor-
mation that will be absolutely critical 
as we move forward toward the next 
major Surface Transportation Act in 
the not-too-distant future. 

So the bill is otherwise a straight-
forward technical correction, without 
additions. I would recommend it to my 
colleagues. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR). 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

I am relieved that we are that point 
in the process on this technical correc-
tions bill. This has had a longer gesta-
tion period than the technical correc-
tions bill for the previous reauthoriza-
tion, TEA–21, when we had well over 
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1,000 technical corrections. We have 
many fewer this time, but it seems 
more contentious, particularly with 
the other body. 

It has just taken seemingly endless 
hours of discussion and meetings 
among committee staff, and discus-
sions. And I particularly appreciate the 
patience of the chairman, the gen-
tleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), who, 
on occasion, his impatience has moved 
the process along. 

We should not have to do that. We 
should have been able to come to-
gether, look at the problems, just little 
oversights, misprintings, misstate-
ments of what Members agreed upon in 
the conference and in the two versions 
of the bill that went to conference. We 
should have been able to do that in a 
matter of a couple of months. 

But here we are almost a year later, 
well over a year later, and we are get-
ting these items ironed out. Mean-
while, of course, a number of Members 
changed their mind about projects that 
they had, and circumstances changed 
in the various districts across the 
country. 

So we have come back, and again 
with great bipartisan cooperation and 
an enormous effort on the part of the 
majority and minority staff, who have 
given tremendous hours of their time, 
Saturdays and Sundays, working, at-
tempting to work through the August 
recess, when the other body went off 
and was not willing to cooperate with 
us. 

But here we are. The SAFETEA–LU 
bill has proven to be enormously suc-
cessful and effective. The policies that 
we set forth in that bill are being car-
ried out by the States and with the 
practitioners of transportation across 
this country, and the bill has been re-
ceived with great acclaim. 

The technical corrections that we 
bring are, the gentleman from Wis-
consin, the chairman of the sub-
committee has spelled out some of 
them, Ranking Member DEFAZIO has 
spelled out others. 

I want to particularly address the re-
capture of critical research funds for 
the future strategic highway research 
program, which is a long-term research 
initiative addressing the most signifi-
cant problems of highway safety, reli-
ability, capacity, and renewal. 

The University Transportation Cen-
ter Program, which has been very, very 
successful in offering new initiatives to 
deal with problems of transportation 
through the application of technology 
in education research, and innovative 
technological approaches to our trans-
portation needs. 

The development of publication of 
DOT’s Conditions and Performance Re-
port. That is so important. That is a 
little-understood item that is paid lit-
tle attention, but it is the basis upon 
which we will move to the next author-
ization of transportation which will 
guide the practitioners, the State De-
partments of Transportation, the Fed-
eral Highway Administration in apply-

ing SAFETEA–LU. It gives us an objec-
tive appraisal of highway conditions, 
bridge conditions, financing of our 
transit and highway programs, per-
formance of our highway, bridge and 
transit systems, and the needs for fu-
ture investment. 

This Conditions and Performance Re-
port is a critical matter. I am glad we 
were able to get it straightened out. 

The bill also modifies the Repeat In-
toxicated Driver Law, to allow for the 
use of ignition interlock devices. 

We were making a lot of progress 
against highway fatalities, but sud-
denly in the last 2 years the number 
has been going on up, somewhere 
around 44–45,000 fatalities a year. 
Should be going in the other direction. 
Half of those, nearly half of those, 40 
percent of those fatalities are alcohol- 
related. It is not the bad road condi-
tions. It is not bad bridges. It is alcohol 
related. 

The interlock provision was included 
in both House and Senate bills, but it 
was not included in the conference re-
port by simply an oversight. So the 
technical correction incorporates the 
change of giving States flexibility to 
continue with the 1-year license sus-
pension requirement, or a 45-day li-
cense suspension. That is an important 
initiative if we are going to continue to 
save lives. 

I am talking about just the fatalities. 
There are 1,300,000 people injured in ac-
cidents nationally. The repeat offend-
ers are just a part of the U.S. drunk 
driving problem. They represent one- 
third of all DUI, driving under the in-
fluence, arrests every year. Fifty to 75 
percent of repeat offenders whose li-
censes have been suspended continue to 
drive illegally. 

b 1845 
So an ignition interlock will prevent 

those offenders who have imbibed too 
much from operating their vehicle. 
They will be able to drive to work, 
drive to school or go to an alcohol 
treatment program, but we want to 
keep those bad drivers, repeat bad driv-
ers off the road and save lives, and this 
initiative will help do that. 

The technical corrections bill also 
corrects and states in much clearer 
language an intention that was written 
in to permit the construction of a 
bridge over Interstate 35 near North 
Branch in the southern tier of my con-
gressional district, and how the State 
and the Federal Highway Administra-
tion could have misunderstood the lan-
guage we wrote in that bill is beyond 
me. 

We authorized $7.5 million for design, 
engineering and construction of a 
bridge, and the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration and the State said, oh, no, 
the way you wrote it, we interpret it to 
be only for design and engineering. 
Well, I tell you, you do not spend $7.5 
million to design and engineer a $7.5 
million bridge. We have made that very 
clear in this technical corrections. 

So with those adjustments, I offer 
my heartfelt thanks to Chairman 

YOUNG for his patience, for his perse-
verance; Chairman PETRI, for a part-
nership that we have continually had 
and his leadership; and the gentleman 
from Oregon, who has invested an enor-
mous amount of time; but especially to 
staff on both sides whose continued 
creativity has made it possible for us 
to bring this bill to this point. Now let 
us hope that the other body passes it 
with alacrity. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), the 
chairman of the Transportation and In-
frastructure Committee. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding, and 
I want to thank Mr. DEFAZIO and Mr. 
PETRI, and especially Mr. OBERSTAR, 
the ranking member. This is a good 
team. We wrote a good bill, but the bill 
was quite large, and there were some 
errors in printing and errors in judg-
ment in the sense that somebody had 
misinterpreted what we wrote, and this 
bill is truly a technical corrections 
bill. 

The reasons it take a little time. As 
the gentleman from Minnesota men-
tioned, is because this is a two-body 
form of government, and there was 
some difference of opinion in the other 
body on what I will not mention, and it 
has taken us a long time to try to ar-
rive at this technical corrections bill 
that gets done what we tried to do and 
intended to do and will do now in 
SAFETEA–LU. 

I would like at this time, again it has 
already been said, but to thank the 
staff, minority and majority, Graham 
Hill, Ward, and Jim Tymon, and every-
body that has worked on this legisla-
tion, along with the other body. 

We now are at a point in the last 
days of this session that we will be able 
to get this bill done so we can go forth 
and implement what we did in 
SAFETEA–LU and that is getting 
transportation built within this coun-
try as it should. 

The gentleman from Minnesota also 
mentioned about the foundation, and I 
have to say this because I know we are 
on this TV or C–SPAN and I will say 
that right now the institution of 
knowledge about previous law is cru-
cially important for the next step in 
building infrastructure in this country. 
Much of SAFETEA–LU was based upon 
what was done in the previous trans-
portation act and the next one, 4 years 
from now, will be based upon 
SAFETEA–LU, and that is crucially 
important to understand where we 
were before we can go forward from 
where we should be. 

So for Members that say, well, this is 
an important institution, it is not im-
portant. If you want transportation to 
be built adequately and justifiably, 
then you go back through history and 
go forward on the blocks of building 
which we established in this legisla-
tion. 

I just want that it is a good technical 
correction bill. It will be done, I be-
lieve, tonight; and the other body has 
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agreed to accept this, even though I 
cannot speak for them, but in doing so 
we will get the roads built, the bridges 
built and all the other programs the 
gentleman from Minnesota and the 
gentleman from Oregon and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin mentioned and 
that are in this SAFETEA–LU. 

So I congratulate those that worked 
so hard and took the time. I congratu-
late you for taking the effort, and I do 
think we ought to step forward and 
strongly support the passage of this 
legislation. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I insert 
this exchange of letters between DON YOUNG 
and SHERWOOD BOEHLERT for the RECORD. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, 

Washington, DC, September 29, 2006. 
Hon. DON YOUNG, 
Chairman, Committee on Transportation and 

Infrastructure, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to you 

concerning the jurisdictional interest of the 
Science Committee in matters being consid-
ered in H.R. 6233—To amend the Safe, Ac-
countable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation 
Equity Act: A Legacy for Users to make 
technical corrections, and for other pur-
poses. The bill amends research portions of 
H.R. 3, Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient 
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for 
Users (P.L. 109–59), which are within the 
Science Committee’s jurisdiction. The 
Science Committee acknowledges the impor-
tance of H.R. 6233 and the need for the legis-
lation to move expeditiously. Therefore, 
while we have a valid claim to jurisdiction 
over the bill, I agree not to request a sequen-
tial referral. This, of course, is conditional 
on our mutual understanding that nothing in 
this legislation or my decision to forgo a se-
quential referral waives, reduces or other-
wise affects the jurisdiction of the Science 
Committee, and that a copy of this letter 
and of your response will be included in the 
Congressional Record when the bill is consid-
ered on the House floor. 

The Science Committee also asks that you 
support our request to be conferees on any 
provisions over which we have jurisdiction 
during House-Senate conference on this leg-
islation. 

Thank you for your attention to this mat-
ter. 

Sincerely, 
SHERWOOD BOEHLERT, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE, 

Washington, DC, September 29, 2006. 
Hon. SHERWOOD L. BOEHLERT, 
Chairman, Committee on Science, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your 
letter of September 29, 2006, regarding H.R. 
6233, making technical corrections to 
SAFETEA: LU, and for your willingness to 
waive consideration of provisions in the bill 
that fall within your Committee’s jurisdic-
tion under House Rules. 

I agree that your waiving consideration of 
relevant provisions of H.R. 6233 does not 
waive your Committee’s jurisdiction over 
the bill. I also acknowledge your right to 
seek conferees on any provisions that are 
under your Committee’s jurisdiction during 
any House-Senate conference on H.R. 6233 or 
similar legislation, and will support your re-
quest for conferees on such provisions. 

As you request, your letter and this re-
sponse will be included in the Congressional 

Record during consideration on the House 
floor. 

Thank you for your cooperation in moving 
this important legislation. 

Sincerely, 
DON YOUNG, 

Chairman. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
PETRI) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 6233. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill 
was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

WRIGHT AMENDMENT REFORM 
ACT OF 2006 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the Senate 
bill (S. 3661) to amend section 29 of the 
International Air Transportation Com-
petition Act of 1979 relating to air 
transportation to and from Love Field, 
Texas. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
S. 3661 

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 ‘‘Wright 
Amendment Reform Act of 2006’’. 
SEC. 2. MODIFICATION OF PROVISIONS REGARD-

ING FLIGHTS TO AND FROM LOVE 
FIELD, TEXAS. 

(a) EXPANDED SERVICE.—Section 29(c) of 
the International Air Transportation Com-
petition Act of 1979 (Public Law 96–192; 94 
Stat. 35) is amended by striking ‘‘carrier, if 
(1)’’ and all that follows and inserting the 
following: ‘‘carrier. Air carriers and, with re-
gard to foreign air transportation, foreign 
air carriers, may offer for sale and provide 
through service and ticketing to or from 
Love Field, Texas, and any United States or 
foreign destination through any point within 
Texas, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Kansas, Ar-
kansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri, or 
Alabama.’’. 

(b) REPEAL.—Section 29 of the Inter-
national Air Transportation Competition 
Act of 1979 (94 Stat. 35), as amended by sub-
section (a), is repealed on the date that is 8 
years after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 
SEC. 3. TREATMENT OF INTERNATIONAL NON-

STOP FLIGHTS TO AND FROM LOVE 
FIELD, TEXAS. 

No person shall provide, or offer to provide, 
air transportation of passengers for com-
pensation or hire between Love Field, Texas, 
and any point or points outside the 50 States 
or the District of Columbia on a nonstop 
basis, and no official or employee of the Fed-
eral Government may take any action to 
make or designate Love Field as an initial 
point of entry into the United States or a 
last point of departure from the United 
States. 
SEC. 4. CHARTER FLIGHTS AT LOVE FIELD, 

TEXAS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Charter flights (as de-

fined in section 212.2 of title 14, Code of Fed-

eral Regulations) at Love Field, Texas, shall 
be limited to— 

(1) destinations within the 50 States and 
the District of Columbia; and 

(2) no more than 10 per month per air car-
rier for charter flights beyond the States of 
Texas, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Kansas, Ar-
kansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri, and 
Alabama. 

(b) CARRIERS WHO LEASE GATES.—All 
flights operated to or from Love Field by air 
carriers that lease terminal gate space at 
Love Field shall depart from and arrive at 
one of those leased gates; except for— 

(1) flights operated by an agency of the 
Federal Government or by an air carrier 
under contract with an agency of the Federal 
Government; and 

(2) irregular operations. 
(c) CARRIERS WHO DO NOT LEASE GATES.— 

Charter flights from Love Field, Texas, oper-
ated by air carriers that do not lease ter-
minal space at Love Field may operate from 
nonterminal facilities or one of the terminal 
gates at Love Field. 
SEC. 5. LOVE FIELD GATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The city of Dallas, Texas, 
shall reduce as soon as practicable, the num-
ber of gates available for passenger air serv-
ice at Love Field to no more than 20 gates. 
Thereafter, the number of gates available for 
such service shall not exceed a maximum of 
20 gates. The city of Dallas, pursuant to its 
authority to operate and regulate the airport 
as granted under chapter 22 of the Texas 
Transportation Code and this Act, shall de-
termine the allocation of leased gates and 
manage Love Field in accordance with con-
tractual rights and obligations existing as of 
the effective date of this Act for certificated 
air carriers providing scheduled passenger 
service at Love Field on July 11, 2006. To ac-
commodate new entrant air carriers, the city 
of Dallas shall honor the scarce resource pro-
vision of the existing Love Field leases. 

(b) REMOVAL OF GATES AT LOVE FIELD.—No 
Federal funds or passenger facility charges 
may be used to remove gates at the Lemmon 
Avenue facility, Love Field, in reducing the 
number of gates as required under this Act, 
but Federal funds or passenger facility 
charges may be used for other airport facili-
ties under chapter 471 of title 49, United 
States Code. 

(c) GENERAL AVIATION.—Nothing in this 
Act shall affect general aviation service at 
Love Field, including flights to or from Love 
Field by general aviation aircraft for air taxi 
service, private or sport flying, aerial pho-
tography, crop dusting, corporate aviation, 
medical evacuation, flight training, police or 
fire fighting, and similar general aviation 
purposes, or by aircraft operated by any 
agency of the Federal Government or by any 
air carrier under contract to any agency of 
the Federal Government. 

(d) ENFORCEMENT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, the Secretary of 
Transportation and the Administrator of the 
Federal Aviation Administration may not 
make findings or determinations, issue or-
ders or rules, withhold airport improvement 
grants or approvals thereof, deny passenger 
facility charge applications, or take any 
other actions, either self-initiated or on be-
half of third parties— 

(A) that are inconsistent with the contract 
dated July 11, 2006, entered into by the city 
of Dallas, the city of Fort Worth, the DFW 
International Airport Board, and others re-
garding the resolution of the Wright Amend-
ment issues, unless actions by the parties to 
the contract are not reasonably necessary to 
implement such contract; or 

(B) that challenge the legality of any pro-
vision of such contract. 
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(2) COMPLIANCE WITH TITLE 49 REQUIRE-

MENTS.—A contract described in paragraph 
(1)(A) of this subsection, and any actions 
taken by the parties to such contract that 
are reasonably necessary to implement its 
provisions, shall be deemed to comply in all 
respects with the parties’ obligations under 
title 49, United States Code. 

(e) LIMITATION ON STATUTORY CONSTRUC-
TION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this Act shall 
be construed— 

(A) to limit the obligations of the parties 
under the programs of the Department of 
Transportation and the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration relating to aviation safety, 
labor, environmental, national historic pres-
ervation, civil rights, small business con-
cerns (including disadvantaged business en-
terprise), veteran’s preference, disability ac-
cess, and revenue diversion; 

(B) to limit the authority of the Depart-
ment of Transportation or the Federal Avia-
tion Administration to enforce the obliga-
tions of the parties under the programs de-
scribed in subparagraph (A); 

(C) to limit the obligations of the parties 
under the security programs of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, including the 
Transportation Security Administration, at 
Love Field, Texas; 

(D) to authorize the parties to offer mar-
keting incentives that are in violation of 
Federal law, rules, orders, agreements, and 
other requirements; or 

(E) to limit the authority of the Federal 
Aviation Administration or any other Fed-
eral agency to enforce requirements of law 
and grant assurances (including subsections 
(a)(1), (a)(4), and (s) of section 47107 of title 
49, United States Code) that impose obliga-
tions on Love Field to make its facilities 
available on a reasonable and nondiscrim-
inatory basis to air carriers seeking to use 
such facilities, or to withhold grants or deny 
applications to applicants violating such ob-
ligations with respect to Love Field. 

(2) FACILITIES.—Paragraph (1)(E)— 
(A) shall only apply with respect to facili-

ties that remain at Love Field after the city 
of Dallas has reduced the number of gates at 
Love Field as required by subsection (a); and 

(B) shall not be construed to require the 
city of Dallas, Texas— 

(i) to construct additional gates beyond 
the 20 gates referred to in subsection (a); or 

(ii) to modify or eliminate preferential 
gate leases with air carriers in order to allo-
cate gate capacity to new entrants or to cre-
ate common use gates, unless such modifica-
tion or elimination is implemented on a na-
tionwide basis. 
SEC. 6. APPLICABILITY. 

The provisions of this Act shall apply to 
actions taken with respect to Love Field, 
Texas, or air transportation to or from Love 
Field, Texas, and shall have no application 
to any other airport (other than an airport 
owned or operated by the city of Dallas or 
the city of Fort Worth, or both). 
SEC. 7. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Sections 1 through 6, including the amend-
ments made by such sections, shall take ef-
fect on the date that the Administrator of 
the Federal Aviation Administration notifies 
Congress that aviation operations in the air-
space serving Love Field and the Dallas-Fort 
Worth area which are likely to be conducted 
after enactment of this Act can be accommo-
dated in full compliance with Federal Avia-
tion Administration safety standards in ac-
cordance with section 40101 of title 49, United 
States Code, and, based on current expecta-
tions, without adverse effect on use of air-
space in such area. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 

Florida (Mr. MICA) and the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON) each will control 20 minutes. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, is the gentlewoman from Texas op-
posed to the motion? If not, I demand 
the time in opposition. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentlewoman from Texas favor the mo-
tion? 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Yes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. On that 
basis, the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. SENSENBRENNER) will control the 
20 minutes in opposition. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous materials on S. 3661. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of S. 

3661, which is known as the Wright 
Amendment Reform Act of 2006. This 
bill passed the Senate just a few hours 
ago by unanimous consent. 

This legislation is exactly identical 
to H.R. 6228 which was introduced by 
the House Transportation and Infra-
structure chairman, the Honorable Don 
Young, and ranking member, the Hon-
orable James Oberstar, and by several 
Members of the Texas delegation, in-
cluding Representatives EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON, KENNY MARCHANT, KAY 
GRANGER, JOE BARTON, MIKE BURGESS, 
CHET EDWARDS, RALPH HALL, SAM 
JOHNSON and also PETE SESSIONS. 

First, I want to commend my col-
leagues from the Texas delegation for 
working together to help foster this 
amendment that is the basis for this 
legislation. 

This legislation, Senate bill 3661, 
would implement a locally initiated 
and locally approved agreement that 
seeks to change and eventually elimi-
nate what has been commonly known 
as the Wright amendment which, in 
fact, has restricted commercial air pas-
senger service out of Dallas Love Field 
for over three decades. 

This is an anticompetitive law, and it 
has resulted in higher air fares and 
fewer service options for consumers for 
some decades now. It seems that the 
only beneficiary of the Wright amend-
ment has been the small army of law-
yers hired by the affected cities and 
airlines to litigate almost every aspect 
of this poorly conceived law. 

Earlier this year, members of the 
congressional delegation, along with 
the mayors, the airlines and others 
came together and reached a consensus 
agreement on July 11, 2006. 

This bill crafts a number of impor-
tant provisions that will open service 
again and some of the wrong restric-

tions imposed by the Wright amend-
ment. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to see the 
Wright amendment repealed imme-
diately. However, in my opinion, this is 
our best option. 

The political reality is that without 
this legislation, the 35-year-old ‘‘Cold 
War’’ waged by the affected cities, air-
lines and communities will continue 
indefinitely. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, in 1972, Justice 
Thurgood Marshall wrote the following 
in the case of United States v. Topco 
Associates, Inc.: ‘‘Antitrust laws in 
general, and the Sherman Act in par-
ticular, are the Magna Carta of free en-
terprise. They are as important to the 
preservation of economic freedom and 
our free enterprise system as the Bill 
of Rights is to the protection of our 
fundamental personal freedoms. And 
the freedom guaranteed each and every 
business, no matter how small, is the 
freedom to compete, to assert with 
vigor, imagination, devotion, and inge-
nuity whatever economic muscle it can 
muster.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
this legislation. The Wright amend-
ment is anticompetitive, there is no 
doubt about it, and it has increased the 
cost of long-distance travel to people 
who live in the Dallas-Fort Worth area 
by as much as a third as compared to 
other markets with other airlines. 

What this legislation does is continue 
vestiges of the Wright amendment and 
its anticompetition policy on until at 
least the year 2025. If we think the 
Wright amendment is bad, we should 
get rid of it once and for all, and re-
member, Congress imposed the Wright 
amendment back over 15 years ago. 

Now, what this bill does is it codifies 
an agreement among private and local 
government parties that constitute per 
se violations of the antitrust laws. 
With limited exceptions, the Wright 
amendment expressly insulates Dallas- 
Fort Worth from interstate inter-
national air passenger competition 
from Dallas Love Field. 

Now, let us stop and think about this 
because this bill would provide a con-
gressional approval, requiring the dem-
olition of existing gates at Love Field, 
some of which are privately owned and 
utilized by airlines to offer additional 
air passenger service to points across 
the United States. 

The agreement also prohibits South-
west Airlines from offering service 
from the DFW Airport until 2025 and 
limits the ability of all airlines to offer 
service from Love Field and maintains 
a ban on most interstate flights from 
Love Field to 42 States. Now, that 
means if you live in the 42 States that 
this bill seeks to protect, you are going 
to pay more to come to Dallas-Ft. 
Worth, no two ways about it. 

There was a memo leaked out of the 
Justice Department that says that this 
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agreement, which allows Southwest to 
stay out of DFW for 19 years, would be 
a hard core per se violation of the 
Sherman Act. 

Now, proponents of this bill will 
claim that the antitrust laws are unaf-
fected by it and do not be fooled. Why? 
According to 54 American Jurispru-
dence 2nd, Monopolies and Restraints 
of Trade, No. 243, the Hornbook on 
antitrust law, says: ‘‘In determining 
whether subsequent Federal legislation 
has granted immunity from the anti-
trust laws, a court should reconcile the 
operation of both statutory schemes, 
where this is possible.’’ 

A court looking to this legislation 
will be forced to ignore the antitrust 
laws because the legislation contains 
mandatory obligations that the parties 
engage in contact that violates the per 
se violations of the antitrust laws. 

So this compromise is a compromise 
in name only, and the result is exactly 
the same, creating implied antitrust 
immunity by eliminating a cause of ac-
tion for conduct that presents a clear 
violation of the antitrust laws. 

Now, we are going to hear that the 
Wright amendment is a local issue, and 
they are right. It is a local issue for the 
Members of Congress who represent the 
42 States whose residents are held cap-
tive by the anticompetitive output re-
striction/cartel that this legislation 
perpetuates. 

b 1900 

We have got to have the courage to 
stand up for consumers, our constitu-
ents who vote for us, and adopt the pro- 
competitive goals of the Airline De-
regulation Act by defeating this legis-
lation. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire as to how much time the gen-
tleman has remaining and also how 
much time I have remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida has 17 minutes re-
maining, and the gentleman from Wis-
consin has 15 minutes remaining. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 
to yield 10 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Texas, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that she be able to control those 
10 minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

(Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas asked and was given permission 
to revise and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
strong support of Senate bill 3661. The 
bill passed by the Senate earlier today 
mirrors House bill 6228 previously 
scheduled for consideration today. 

At the outset, I want to extend my 
thanks to Chairman YOUNG and Rank-
ing Member OBERSTAR, Subcommittee 

Chairman MICA and Ranking Member 
COSTELLO for their cooperation and 
support throughout this process. Each 
of you, in addition to the committee 
staff, has been extremely helpful in ac-
commodating the requests of myself 
and north Texas colleagues, and I am 
truly appreciative. 

The road leading to this point has 
been long and arduous, but I am de-
lighted that the bill before us today 
represents a bipartisan piece of sound 
legislation. The bill’s fundamental ob-
jective is to open the north Texas mar-
ket to more competition in air trans-
portation, not to further restrict it, de-
spite the claims of some. 

This bill phases out the Wright 
amendment completely in 8 years, of-
fers immediate thru-ticketing in and 
out of Love Field, saving consumers an 
estimated $259 million annually. It will 
generate over $2 billion annually in 
spending and related economic activity 
for north Texas and for many commu-
nities outside the current Wright 
amendment parameter. 

It opens Love Field in a responsible 
way, ensuring resolution of Love Field- 
area residents’ concerns over noise, 
traffic, and safety for the area. 

It protects safety by prohibiting the 
legislation from taking effect until the 
Federal Aviation Administration noti-
fies Congress that the additional avia-
tion operations in the Dallas/Fort 
Worth/Love Field airspace expected as 
a result of this Act can be conducted 
safely and without adverse effect on 
airspace use. 

It protects competition by preserving 
the FAA’s authority to enforce airport 
rules that obligate Love Field to make 
its facilities available on a reasonable 
and nondiscriminatory basis to new en-
trant carriers, and stimulates competi-
tion and travel commerce throughout 
the United States. 

This bill is important to north Texas, 
the aviation community at large, and 
particularly my constituents, as Dallas 
Love Field Airport is located within 
the heart of my congressional district. 

Two months ago, the city of Dallas, 
the city of Fort Worth, Southwest Air-
lines, American Airlines, and Dallas/ 
Fort Worth International Airport 
reached a compromise to resolve long- 
standing issues regarding the Wright 
amendment. 

As many of you know, the three-dec-
ade-old legislation imposes long-haul 
flight restrictions to and from Dallas 
Love Field Airport. The agreement 
marks an important milestone, as ef-
forts to repeal the restrictions over the 
past decades have served as a major 
point of contention among north Texas 
stakeholders and the aviation commu-
nity at large. 

To have all the aforementioned enti-
ties in solidarity behind this com-
promise that ultimately lifts long-haul 
flight restrictions at Dallas Love Field 
is nothing short of amazing. 

I would like to impress the following 
upon my colleagues: It is important to 
note that the Wright amendment was a 

direct result of a community-crafted 
compromise between the cities of Dal-
las and Fort Worth, Texas, regarding 
two north Texas airports. 

Thirty years ago, north Texas, upon 
the recommendation of the Civil Aero-
nautics Board, decided that DFW Air-
port would be the region’s primary air 
travel investment. This decision is cap-
tured in the 1968 Regional Airport Con-
current Bond Ordinance, which I will 
enter into the RECORD. 

In lieu of closing Love Field, the 
Wright amendment was crafted to pro-
tect the interests of the Dallas/Fort 
Worth Airport as well as those of 
Southwest Airlines. As the agreement 
said, that commercial traffic would 
close at the time that D/FW opened. 
The balance between our two airports 
as a result of the Wright amendment 
has served this region well. 

These airports are eight miles apart. 
Dallas/Fort Worth International Air-
port and Love Field Airport are vital 
components to the overall health and 
success of the regional economy. Re-
spectively, they rank third and fifty- 
fifth nationally in terms of total traf-
fic enplanements. As such, I have felt 
quite strongly that any policy decision 
regarding the Wright amendment that 
could have implications for future 
aviation in north Texas should not be 
carried out without the input of the lo-
calities directly involved; and I have 
asked over and over again for the last 
20 years to have the local entities to 
come to an agreement. 

My position has not always gone over 
well within certain segments of my 
constituency, but, for the record, I 
would like to reiterate that I am not 
anti-competitive, I am not anti-lower 
fares, I would be stupid to do that, nor 
am I anti-free enterprise. I am, how-
ever, pro principle. And it has always 
been my belief that the Wright amend-
ment exists as a principled agreement 
between these two cities. 

Each time the subject of repeal of the 
Wright amendment has arisen, it has 
placed the cities of Dallas and Fort 
Worth, 27 miles apart, on guard against 
each other because it violates the 
agreement. Over the past decades, this 
issue has created much grief, litiga-
tion, and oftentimes flat-out distrust 
among the cities of Dallas and Fort 
Worth. This type of back and forth 
over the past 30 years has not been 
healthy for north Texas, as we have 
many pressing challenges that require 
us to work together in good faith if we 
are to be successful as a region. 

Mr. Speaker, I support the com-
promise. The compromise outlined 
within Senate Bill 3661 requires give 
and take of all vested stakeholders. 
But, most importantly, Mr. Speaker, 
the measure represents a unified local 
consensus of which I am most proud. 

Further, many homeowners and con-
stituent groups that live and work 
within the Love Field area also support 
this compromise. 

As I close, I want to commend the 
cities of Dallas and Fort Worth for 
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coming to the table and acting in good 
faith to bring forth a compromise that 
I hope will allow us to once and for all 
bring an end to one of aviation’s most 
storied standoffs. 

Is the compromise perfect? No. But I 
do feel it represents one of the best 
chances we as a region have to finally 
bring resolution to a long-standing dis-
pute. I want to urge my colleagues to 
join me in voting ‘‘yes’’ on this bill. 

Congressional leaders have long 
urged the cities of Fort Worth and Dal-
las to come together and work toward 
a local compromise. This not only was 
instructed by two Secretaries of Trans-
portation, the last two under the last 
two Presidents, but others as well to 
resolve the long-standing and divisive 
controversy over the Wright amend-
ment. The communities have re-
sponded, and they are deserving of this 
body’s support. 

1968 REGIONAL AIRPORT CONCURRENT BOND 
ORDINANCE 

AUTHORIZING THE ISSUANCE OF DALLAS-FORT 
WORTH REGIONAL AIRPORT JOINT REVENUE 
BONDS INITIAL ISSUES—$35,000,000 

ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCILS OF THE CITY 
OF DALLAS, TEXAS AND THE CITY OF FORT 
WORTH, TEXAS 

EFFECTIVE AS OF NOVEMBER 12, 1968 
CITY OF DALLAS ORDINANCE, NO. 12352 

CITY OF FORT WORTH ORDINANCE, NO. 6021 
An Ordinance adopted concurrently by the 

City Councils, respectively, of the Cities of 
Dallas and Fort Worth, authorizing the 
issuance of Dallas-Fort Worth Regional Air-
port Joint Revenue Bonds, Series 1968, in the 
aggregate principal amount of $35,000,000 for 
the purpose of defraying in part the cost of 
constructing, equipping and otherwise im-
proving the jointly owned Dallas-Fort Worth 
Regional Airport of the Cities; providing for 
the security and payment of said bonds from 
the revenues derived from the operation of 
said Airport and in certain instances from 
other airport revenues of the Cities; pro-
viding that the same shall not be payable 
from taxation; providing the form, terms and 
conditions of such bonds and the manner of 
their execution; providing covenants and 
commitments regarding the payment of said 
bonds, the construction of said Regional Air-
port, and the maintenance and operation 
thereof when constructed including the 
pledge to such operation and maintenance 
purposes of the tax authorized by law; con-
taining covenants against competition; and 
covenants regarding transfers of airport 
properties; providing other details con-
cerning such bonds and such Airport, includ-
ing the reserved power to issue additional 
joint revenue bonds, and the subordination 
thereof to the lien and pledge securing other 
outstanding and future issues of airport rev-
enue bonds of the Cities: providing for the 
deposit of the proceeds of such bonds into 
the Construction Fund of the Joint Airport 
Fund under and subject to the control of the 
Dallas-Fort Worth Regional Airport Board; 
authorizing said Board to see to the delivery 
of said bonds as herein directed and directing 
that due observance of the covenants herein 
contained be made by the Board to the ex-
tent such covenants are performable by it; 
providing and describing events of default 
and the consequences thereof; providing a 
method of amending this ordinance; ordain-

ing other matters incident and relating to 
the subject and purpose hereof; and declaring 
an emergency. 

Whereas, the Cities of Dallas and Fort 
Worth have heretofore determined that the 
present commercial aviation and airport fa-
cilities of the Cities, specifically Love Field 
Airport (hereinafter called and defined as 
‘‘Love Field’’) of the City of Dallas and 
Greater Southwest International Airport 
(hereinafter called and defined as ‘‘GSLA’’) 
of the City of Fort Worth, are wholly inad-
equate to meet the foreseeable commercial 
aviation needs of the citizens of the Cities 
and the residents and citizens of the entire 
North Central Texas Region; and 

Whereas, the Cities have further found and 
determined that the most effective, eco-
nomic and efficient means of providing need-
ed airport facilities is the construction and 
equipment of a centrally located airport for 
the Cities and to that end by an agreement 
entitled and hereinafter defined as the ‘‘Con-
tract and Agreement,’’ the Cities continued, 
expanded and further defined the powers and 
duties of the Dallas-Fort Worth Regional 
Airport Board (hereinafter defined as the 
‘‘Board’’ or ‘‘Regional Airport Board’’) there-
tofore created; created the Joint Airport 
Fund of the Cities; and provided for the con-
struction and operation of an airport to be 
known as the ‘‘Dallas-Fort Worth Regional 
Airport’’; and 

Whereas, in accordance with the require-
ments of the Contract and Agreement, the 
Board has submitted to the City Councils of 
the Cities a report containing its over-all 
preliminary plan for the construction of said 
Regional Airport which plan preliminarily 
defines and sets forth the estimated, partial 
cost thereof, together with statements of its 
projected size, scope and location; and 

Whereas, the City Councils have each, by 
duly adopted resolution, approved said plan 
within the context of the Contract and 
Agreement, and accordingly the Cities, hav-
ing been requested so to do by the Board in 
the manner contemplated by the Contract 
and Agreement, propose to proceed with the 
financing of the Regional Airport through 
the issuance of the joint revenue bonds con-
templated by the Contract and Agreement, 
all in accordance with Article 1269j–5, Article 
1269j–5.1, Article 1269j–5.2, Article 46d, and 
other applicable provisions of Texas Revised 
Civil Statutes, as amended; and 

Whereas, the City Councils have each 
found and determined as to each that the 
matters to which this Ordinance relates are 
matters of imperative public need and neces-
sity in the protection of the health, safety 
and morals of the citizens of each of the Cit-
ies and, as such, that this Ordinance is an 
emergency measure and shall be effective as 
to each City respectively upon its adoption 
by its City Council; 

Now, Therefore, Be It Ordained by the City 
Council of The City of Dallas, Texas: 

Now, Therefore, Be It Ordained by the City 
Council of The City of Fort Worth, Texas. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 
to yield 11⁄2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
BARTON), who is also Chairman of the 
Energy and Commerce Committee. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I am told that the gentlewoman from 
Dallas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON) 
will also yield me 1 minute. If that is 
true, could she yield it at this time so 
I can do my speech at one time? 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, the big-hearted gentleman from 
Wisconsin yields an additional 1 
minute to my friend from Texas. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Thank you, 
Chairman SENSENBRENNER. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is recognized for 21⁄2 minutes. 

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the distinguished chairman of 
the Judiciary Committee for his gra-
cious offer; and I rise today in strong 
support of Senate 3661, the Wright 
amendment compromise of 2006. I want 
to use the brief time that I have to ex-
plain what the compromise is all 
about. 

Back in the 1960s, the two cities of 
Dallas and Fort Worth could not agree 
on anything, including where to locate 
their two respective airports. The Civil 
Aeronautics Administration said we 
will fund one Federal Aviation airport 
in the D/FW area but not two. That 
brought the two cities together to cre-
ate what is now known as Dallas/Fort 
Worth Airport. 

When a struggling airline called 
Southwest decided to fly their one 
plane out of Love Field to Houston and 
to San Antonio, they went to court and 
won the right to fly commercial air 
service out of Love Field, which had 
been suspended when D/FW came into 
existence. Hence, we got what is called 
the Wright compromise, which re-
stricted flights from Love Field to an 
area within Texas or States contiguous 
to Texas. 

Today, D/FW Airport is one of the 
five largest commercial aviation air-
ports in the country. Love Field is a re-
gional airport that currently has in 
use, I believe, 13 gates and several hun-
dred flights per day. The compromise 
before us would repeal the Wright 
amendment over an 8-year period. It 
would allow thru-ticketing imme-
diately from Love Field, and it would 
create what I call a super-regional air-
port, where the majority of the gates, 
over 100 gates, would be at D/FW, and 
no more than 20 gates would be at Love 
Field, which, as Congressman JOHNSON 
pointed out, is only eight miles from 
the eastern-most runway at D/FW. 

There are currently only in use at 
Love Field 13 gates. So this limitation, 
so-called, of 20 gates, would actually 
allow an expansion of gates in actual 
use at Love Field. There are more 
empty gates at D/FW right now today 
than there are total gates at Love 
Field. 

This compromise is supported by al-
most every member of the Texas dele-
gation and may yet be supported by 
every member of the delegation. It 
would put to bed an issue that has been 
vexatious for a number of years, in 
fact, you could say a number of dec-
ades. 

I know my good friend from the Judi-
ciary Committee has some antitrust 
exemptions, but again I will point out 
there are more empty gates at D/FW 
than there are total gates at Love. 
This would be pro-competitive. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong support 
of S. 3661, ‘‘The Wright Amendment Reform 
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Act.’’ This is a very timely bill that will help re-
solve, once and for all, a local dispute stem-
ming from the Wright Amendment. What we 
are doing here today is important to my con-
stituents and the north Texas region. 

I want to thank the Speaker and the Majority 
Leader for their willingness to schedule this 
legislation. I also want to give special thanks 
to Chairman DON YOUNG; Ranking Member 
OBERSTAR; and Subcommittee Chairman MICA 
for their leadership and excellent contributions 
in crafting this responsible and beneficial com-
promise into legislation. Their committee staff 
members also deserve a big, Texas ‘‘Thank 
You’’ for all of their hard work and support in 
this effort. I also want to thank my staff direc-
tor, Theresa Lavery, for her tireless work on 
this issue. 

As you may know, I have long supported 
the covenant between the cities of Dallas and 
Fort Worth because I believe the best public 
policy for the north Texas market is to have 
competing airlines, not competing airports. To-
day’s legislation embodies a compromise in-
tended to firmly cement the role of Dallas-Fort 
Worth International Airport and Love Field Air-
port, and put to rest calls for immediate repeal 
of the Wright Amendment. 

This bill, once signed into law, will give our 
region and the traveling public resolution on 
this issue and leave time for public and private 
stakeholders to plan for final repeal in eight 
years. In the interim, consumers across the 
Nation will reap the benefits of immediate thru- 
ticketing at Love Field. 

The compromise was hammered out in a 
deliberative fashion, considering valid con-
cerns and unique factors of operation that 
have benefited the growth of the Dallas-Fort 
Worth metroplex since enactment of the 
Wright Amendment. This bill is a balanced 
compromise that has the support of Dallas 
and Fort Worth, as co-owners of DFW Airport. 

Finally, this agreement ensures that Love 
Field will continue to offer an important alter-
native for consumers while not diminishing the 
capacity for competition available at DFW Air-
port. Growth at Love Field is restricted, as it 
is a land-locked airport and therefore should 
not be reconstituted for greater traffic with re-
peal of the Wright Amendment. Love Field will 
be reduced to 20 gates over time, and this will 
allow the residents of the area peace of mind 
concerning pollution, noise, traffic, and safety 
concerns. 

I view this agreement as facilitating a 
‘‘super’’ airport, where the terminals at DFW 
Airport serve national and international des-
tinations, and Love Field’s gates provide a re-
gional function with select national routes of-
fering direct competition via thru-ticketing. Im-
portantly, after eight years the Wright Amend-
ment as it exists today will be repealed. This 
is truly the best of both worlds for consumers 
in Texas and throughout the country. 

Mr. Speaker, local leaders have negotiated 
a thoughtful, viable alternative to the status 
quo that should be supported. I commend ev-
eryone involved for their efforts. I urge my col-
leagues to support S. 3661. 

My fellow north Texas colleague, Congress-
man BURGESS, has traveled to Texas today for 
the funeral of his friend, Byron Nelson, but he 
would like me to express his support for S. 
3661. As a representative of DFW Inter-
national Airport, he feels strongly in protecting 
the economic engine of north Texas. While he 
believes in the integrity of the original Wright 

Amendment, he is pleased that the local enti-
ties’ constructed a compromise that met the 
needs and wishes of all parties. Not only will 
the airports and airlines benefit from the com-
promise but also the tens of thousands of em-
ployees and residents of north Texas. 

Mr. Speaker, I certainly hope we will 
get a two-thirds vote, and I again 
thank Mr. SENSENBRENNER for yielding 
me 1 minute. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. CONYERS). 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker and 
members of the various committees 
that are on the floor, before I begin my 
comments it is my observation that 
this may be the last bill that the House 
Judiciary Committee may be involved 
in until we adjourn, and so it becomes 
my responsibility as the ranking mem-
ber to commend Chairman JAMES SEN-
SENBRENNER for his efforts as chairman 
over almost the last 6 years. 

He has been on the Committee of Ju-
diciary for many years, and I have had 
the honor to serve and work with him 
throughout his career on the House Ju-
diciary Committee. He has worked 
hard all the way up to the title of 
chairman. 

b 1915 

It has than been my pleasure and 
honor to join with him, and I would 
like to just take a moment to tell you 
why I am making this statement. 

The first thing that comes to my 
mind is the fact that he has done a 
stellar job in protecting the jurisdic-
tion of the Judiciary Committee. In 
doing so, he has brought us more work 
than anybody ever has. We handled 
more bills than almost any but one 
committee. And he has been willing to 
stand up to special interests wherever 
his convictions lead him. 

Secondly, I commend this chairman 
for his willingness to protect the integ-
rity of our antitrust laws and fight for 
competition. Time and time again, 
whether it was in sports, transpor-
tation or telecommunication, I have 
been proud to work with him together 
to ensure that America’s consumers 
were protected from unfair competi-
tion. 

Finally, I will never forget the 
unstinting work that he has put in 
voter rights legislation, starting back 
in 1982 when we reauthorized it, and 
certainly in 2006 where, without his 
strong leadership, we would not have 
been able to forge a bipartisan coali-
tion to pass the bill, stronger and with 
greater ease in both bodies, than we 
have ever been able to do before. There 
is no doubt in my mind that he has 
been a leading, stalwart supporter of 
voting rights and its enforcement for 
all Americans throughout his career. 

I salute the chairman of the House 
Judiciary Committee for his many 
years of service, particularly his lead-
ership as chairman. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, if I may return to 
the measure before us, because I am 

impressed with the argument that has 
been propounded by all my friends 
here, particularly the gentlewoman 
from Dallas, that there is no intent in 
this bill’s language to provide antitrust 
immunity. 

I take everyone at their word, of 
course, and if that is so, I am dis-
appointed that the antitrust savings 
clause drafted by the House Judiciary 
Committee has been eliminated. It has 
disappeared. We voted this measure out 
with an antitrust provision. It has 
come back to us today, just hot off the 
press from the other body, and there is 
no antitrust provision. There has not 
been a sufficient amount of discussion 
about that. 

Now, we are all ‘‘anti’’ a lot of 
things, but I want you to know I am 
not anti-consumer. These things called 
‘‘consumers,’’ you know, are the people 
in every district that are the ones 
called upon to vote and expend their 
resources on everything, including air 
travel. 

Mr. Speaker, I love Dallas, Texas. I 
don’t know much about Fort Worth, 
but I even get invited there from time 
to time, and I enjoy it very much. 

By the way, I want to mention the 
former Speaker of the House for whom 
this amendment is named is someone 
who is remembered for his great work, 
not only as a leader in the Congress 
from Texas but as the Speaker of the 
House himself. 

So, Mr. Speaker, to me, we have got 
a bit of difficulty here that may be re-
solved by restoring the antitrust ex-
emption. We put it in before. Most of 
the Members that I am looking at have 
never expressed any hostility toward 
the antitrust exemption itself. This 
agreement between private parties 
missing the antitrust exemption is a 
very questionable act that we are 
about to do in the closing hours of this 
session. 

We, with the chairman of the Judici-
ary Committee’s leadership, amended 
the original bill to include the anti- 
savings clause, but this so-called new 
bill, hot off the press, doesn’t contain 
such protections. It has never been 
considered by either the Transpor-
tation Committee or the Judiciary 
Committee. It was drafted, and just re-
cently, I don’t know what hour of the 
day or night, something happened in 
the other body, but it has not been con-
sidered by any committee on either 
side of the Capitol. 

This new bill and the agreement pre-
serves the Wright amendment for 8 
more years, restricts the number of 
gates; and, if it weren’t for this anti-
trust scrutiny, it seems to me that we 
would all be able to agree on sup-
porting this measure. 

So I rise very reluctantly, but never-
theless I have to do it. As I have said, 
I am not anti-consumer. The Con-
sumers Union has guided some of my 
views in this matter. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the record 
a letter from the Consumers Union, 
Gene Kimmelman, Vice President, as 
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well as an article from the Washington 
Post, ‘‘Low-Fare, and Now No-Fair.’’ 

CONSUMER FEDERATION OF AMERICA, 
September 29, 2006. 

DEAR MEMBER OF CONGRESS: We are writing 
to urge you to stand with American con-
sumers by voting ‘‘No’’ today on H.R. 6228, 
the ‘‘Wright Amendment’’ legislation. This 
bill codifies a private agreement between 
American Airlines and Southwest Airlines, 
along with the cities of Dallas, Ft. Worth 
and Dallas/Fort Worth Airport, to divide up 
the airline market for Dallas at the expense 
of the flying public. The Antitrust Division 
of the U.S. Department of Justice has called 
the bill a ‘‘per se’’ violation of the antitrust 
laws. 

The proponents of H.R. 6228 are employing 
extraordinary tactics to bring this anti-con-
sumer and anticompetitive legislation to a 
vote in the final hours prior to adjournment. 
In fact, the language of H.R. 6228 has never 
been considered by the Transportation and 
Infrastructure Committee, nor the Judiciary 
Committee. Even more objectionable, how-
ever, is the fact that H.R. 6228 completely ig-
nores the vital work of the Judiciary Com-
mittee to strike the ‘‘deal’s’’ antitrust im-
munity provisions. 

The Judiciary Committee approved an 
amendment by Chairman Sensenbrenner and 
Ranking Member Conyers that would at 
least ensure that the bill comply with the 
nation’s antitrust laws—laws enacted to pro-
tect consumers from this very type of special 
interest legislation. Instead of honoring 
these important amendments, the bill’s pro-
ponents now bring this unacceptable version 
to the House floor under suspension of the 
rules. Erasing the important work of the 
committee charged with protecting con-
sumers from anticompetitive behavior would 
constitute a breakdown of rational govern-
ance in the House of Representatives. 

Passage of H.R. 6228 would not only harm 
consumers and competition in the Southeast 
and Southwest, it would be an affront to citi-
zens across the nation. We agree with the at-
tached column from The Washington Post 
which states, ‘‘The loser (in this deal), of 
course, was the only party with no seat at 
the negotiating table—namely, consumers. 
Any consumer representative would have im-
mediately recognized the deal for what it 
is—collusion between two dominant com-
petitors to limit supply, carve up a market 
and keep out other competitors. In other 
words, a flagrant violation of the antitrust 
laws.’’ 

As you and your colleagues work to con-
clude your business before the November 
elections, please don’t forget about Amer-
ican consumers. With this assault on the 
anti-trust laws, a bad bill that affects an im-
portant part of the country has become one 
of national significance. We urge you to vote 
‘‘No’’ today on H.R. 6228. 

Thank you for considering our views. 
Sincerely, 

GENE KIMMELMAN, 
Vice President, Fed-

eral and Inter-
national Relations, 
Consumers Union. 

MARK COOPER, 
Research Director, 

Consumer Federa-
tion of America. 

[From The Washington Post, July 28, 2006] 

LOW-FARE, AND NOW NO-FAIR 

(By Steven Pearlstein) 

It’s been one of the longest-running David 
and Goliath stories in American business. 

Back in 1971, a scrappy, low-fare airline 
named Southwest started service from 

Dallas’s Love Field, challenging American 
Airlines on its home turf and turning its 
back on the big new Dallas-Fort Worth 
International Airport, the pet project of the 
region’s political and business establish-
ment. Years of litigation ensued as American 
and DFW tried in vain to use the courts to 
deny Southwest access to Love Field. Then 
Jim Wright, a Texas congressman and the 
House majority leader at the time, attached 
a tiny little rider to an unrelated piece of 
legislation that limited flights from Love 
Field to destinations in Texas and four sur-
rounding states. 

Southwest soldiered on anyway, growing 
from its Dallas roots to revolutionize Amer-
ican commercial aviation with cheap air-
fares from other ‘‘secondary’’ airports. 

But the Wright amendment always stuck 
in the craw of Southwest’s Herb Kelleher. So 
two years ago, the airline’s chairman 
launched an advertising and lobbying blitz to 
get it repealed—‘‘Wright is wrong’’ was the 
catchy slogan. The public began to get be-
hind it, and some members of Congress took 
notice—among them Sen. Kit Bond of Mis-
souri, who pushed through a little rider of 
his own adding St. Louis to the list of ap-
proved Love Field destinations. Fares be-
tween the two cities plunged and traffic 
soared. 

Sensing the ground was shifting, American 
and the mayors of Dallas and Fort Worth 
opened discussions with Southwest. Last 
month, they announced they had finally 
struck a deal. 

The agreement is premised on Congress re-
pealing the Wright amendment in 2014. 
Under the deal, Love Field would be reduced 
from 32 to 20 gates, with 16 going to South-
west, the others to American and Conti-
nental. In the meantime, Southwest could 
offer one-stop flights and fares from Love to 
anywhere it wanted. And to top it off, both 
American and Southwest agreed, in effect, 
that they wouldn’t add to the total number 
of gates in the Dallas region. 

It was, certainly, a good deal for American, 
which managed to put off the biggest threat 
to its fortress hub at DFW since the Justice 
Department took it to court in 1999, accusing 
it of using predatory practices to crush com-
petition there. (That case got thrown out, 
alas.) 

It was also a sweet deal for Southwest, 
which could add significantly to its Dallas 
traffic while keeping JetBlue or some new 
upstart from challenging its domination at 
Love Field. 

Perhaps the biggest winner of all, however, 
was DFW, which was already reeling from 
Delta Air Lines’ decision to close its Dallas 
hub and was desperate not to lose more traf-
fic to Love. 

The loser, of course, was the only party 
with no seat at the negotiating table—name-
ly, consumers. They would have to wait an-
other eight years for full repeal of the 
Wright amendment, and even then, there 
would not be the kind of robust competition 
that has produced airfares elsewhere that are 
half of what they are in and out of DFW. 

Any consumer representative would have 
immediately recognized the deal for what it 
was—collusion between two dominant com-
petitors to limit supply, carve up a market 
and keep out other competitors. In other 
words, a flagrant violation of antitrust laws. 
That’s why, when legislation was introduced 
this month by Texas Sen. Kay Bailey 
Hutchison to codify the deal, it contained a 
blanket antitrust exemption. 

Normally a free-market Republican, 
Hutchison defends this deal as a local solu-
tion to a seemingly endless local dispute, 
preferable to anything Washington might 
come up with. And from a competition 
standpoint, it’s certainly better than the 
status quo. 

How much better, however, is open to de-
bate. An unnamed staff attorney at the Jus-
tice Department’s antitrust division wrote in 
a review of the legislation that it ‘‘narrowly 
benefits the area’s two dominant airlines at 
the expense of everyone who would benefit 
from real competition.’’ 

Meanwhile, several airlines voiced opposi-
tion. ‘‘We are concerned when any number of 
carriers get together to decide how big an 
airport should be and who should operate at 
that airport,’’ said Ed Faberman, executive 
director of the Air Carrier Association of 
America. 

All of this flak has set back Hutchison’s 
plans to fast-track the legislation through 
Congress. Rep. James Sensenbrenner, chair-
man of the House Judiciary Committee, de-
manded this week that the legislation be re-
ferred to his committee rather than brought 
up on voice vote as uncontroversial. And in 
the Senate, Vermont Democrat Patrick 
Leahy promised a parliamentary challenge 
to Hutchison’s plan to tack it onto an appro-
priations bill. 

Back in Dallas, meanwhile, Southwest is 
struggling to square its starring role in 
‘‘Wright Redux’’ with its image as an evan-
gelist for ‘‘unfettered airline competition.’’ 
Company officials adamantly reject the idea 
that the agreement will make it harder for 
other low-cost carriers to enter the market. 

‘‘Any airline that wants to serve the [re-
gion] can go to DFW today and fly anywhere 
they want,’’ spokesman Ed Stewart ex-
plained to the Fort Worth Star-Telegram. 

Funny. That’s almost word for word what 
American used to say in defending the 
Wright amendment against criticism from 
Southwest. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 minutes 
to the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
OBERSTAR). 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I had 
two concerns about the agreement that 
came from the two cities. The first was 
safety. 

Years ago, I held hearings when I 
chaired the Aviation Subcommittee on 
Safety at Love Field, between Love 
Field and Dallas. There are only 2 
miles of air space in the approach and 
departure patterns of those two air-
ports. I was concerned that removing 
the limitations on operations at Love 
Field would create greater safety con-
cerns than they did at the time. Since 
then, the FAA has fixed the safety 
issue with an innovative departure and 
arrival arrangement that will assure 
safety, provided there is no increase in 
operations. 

That leads us to the second issue, and 
that is competition. The agreement 
limits the number of gates to 20. That 
is something that local citizens are 
concerned about, noise, safety, conges-
tion. Congress has a right to act on 
safety and on noise and to limit oper-
ations in the interests of safety and of 
noise, without infringing upon the 
antitrust issue. In fact, the language 
that we have before us is an improve-
ment over the agreement of the two 
cities that in fact would have had anti-
trust implications. 

So the antitrust exemption has been 
removed, but the bill directs action and 
closing of gates, which is an authority 
Congress has, in the interest of safety 
and congestion. 
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Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 6228, 

The Wright Amendment Reform Act, which 
would implement the agreement reached by 
the Cities of Dallas and Fort Worth, the Dallas/ 
Fort Worth International Airport Board, Amer-
ican Airlines and Southwest Airlines to reform 
the so-called ‘‘Wright Amendment.’’ 

The Wright Amendment was an effort by our 
former colleague, Jim Wright, then Majority 
Leader, later, Speaker Wright, to codify an 
agreement reached in 1979 among the Dallas 
and Fort Worth business and political commu-
nities, and Southwest Airlines, which resisted 
efforts to move its operations to the newly 
opened Dallas/Fort Worth (DFW) Airport. This 
agreement ensured that DFW would be the 
primary airport for the DFW metropolitan re-
gion, and that Love Field would remain a lim-
ited, short haul airport. 

Recently, the Dallas and Fort Worth com-
munities, along with American Airlines and 
Southwest Airlines, came forward with a new 
agreement that would, in their view, make re-
pealing the Wright Amendment acceptable. 

The Transportation & Infrastructure Com-
mittee has chosen to deal with the issues sur-
rounding the Wright Amendment legislatively, 
rather than allow it to erode piecemeal as it 
has over the years, without a view to the larg-
er national aviation context. The ‘‘stake-
holders’’ in this process are not just the Cities 
of Dallas and Fort Worth, the airlines, nor the 
airport authorities. The ‘‘stakeholders’’ are all 
Americans. 

If you approve a law for an additional high-
way on the East Coast, it does not do much 
for traffic on the West Coast. However, if you 
approve a law for additional feet of runway at 
an airport on the East Coast, it does make 
traffic from the West Coast more accessible to 
the East Coast because of the nature of air 
travel. Similarly, dealing with DFW and Love 
Field is a national matter. 

H.R. 6228, would implement three core pro-
visions of the parties’ contract: to repeal the 
Wright Amendment 8 years after enactment of 
this Act; eliminate the restrictions on through- 
ticketing from Love Field; and to cap the Love 
Field gates at 20 in perpetuity. 

Importantly, the bill addresses two very sig-
nificant issues that I raised in Committee: 
safety and new entrant access. 

Love Field is approximately 8 miles from 
DFW. In 1991, when I served as Chairman of 
the Aviation Subcommittee, I held a hearing 
during which significant safety concerns were 
raised regarding the potential expansion of 
flights at Love Field. Many witnesses attending 
that hearing expressed concern that the prox-
imity of approach and departure procedures to 
and from both DFW and Love Field, along 
with conflicting flight patterns, could decrease 
the margin of safety. 

While I have the utmost confidence in our 
nation’s air traffic controllers, I want to ensure 
that by adding more flights at Love Field, we 
are not reducing the cushion of safety. Con-
trollers should not need to slow air traffic to 
accommodate the safety margin, nor should 
they be compelled to operate at the outside of 
the power curve to avoid delays in and around 
the Dallas-Fort Worth area. 

H.R. 6228 addresses this very significant 
issue by including a provision that prohibits 
the legislation from taking effect until the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration (FAA) notifies 
Congress that additional aviation operations in 
the airspace serving Love Field and the Dal-

las-Fort Worth area, which are likely to be 
conducted after the enactment of this Act, can 
be accommodated in full compliance with FAA 
safety standards, in accordance with the 
FAA’s mandate to maintain safety at the high-
est possible level, and without adverse effect 
on airspace use in the area. 

The second issue is competition. The agree-
ment would change the gate availability at 
Love Field to greatly increase the difficulty of 
any carrier other than Southwest or American 
to serve Love Field. Currently, there are 32 
gates at Love Field, with 19 in use, and 13 
available for new entrants. The agreement 
would reduce the gates to 20, and allocate all 
of these gates to American, Southwest, and 
Continental. To ensure that a prospective new 
carrier would have reasonable access to these 
20 gates at Love Field, H.R. 6228 preserves 
the FAA’s authority to enforce grant assur-
ances that obligate Love Field to make its fa-
cilities available on a reasonable and non-dis-
criminatory basis. 

Further, Love Field continues to be subject 
to all federal requirements relating to safety, 
security, labor, environmental, civil rights, 
small business concerns, veteran’s pref-
erence, disability access and revenue diver-
sion that are applicable to all airports. 

As to antitrust issues, this legislation does 
not implicitly or explicitly provide antitrust im-
munity to the parties. However, the legislation 
directs the City of Dallas to reduce the number 
of operational gates to no more than 20, which 
includes the removal of the 6 so-called 
Lemmon Avenue gates, and allows the City to 
allocate the use of the remaining gates based 
on existing leases and obligations. These di-
rectives could be advanced as a defense in an 
antitrust case. 

Accordingly, I want to thank the Chairman 
YOUNG and the Texas delegation for working 
with me on this legislation to ensure that my 
concerns on safety and new entrant access 
are addressed and I urge my colleagues to 
support H.R. 6228. 
WRIGHT AMENDMENT REFORM ACT ANTITRUST BULLETS 

The Judiciary Committee opposed the origi-
nal bill reported by the Transportation Com-
mittee because our bill included an exemption 
from the antitrust laws. To meet this concern 
the bill has been modified to remove the ex-
emption. This change met the antitrust con-
cerns of the Chairman of Senate Judiciary 
who now supports the bill. 

The House Judiciary Committee Chair ar-
gues that even though the antitrust exemption 
has been removed, the bill still directs actions, 
such as the closing of gates, which would vio-
late the antitrust laws if done by agreement of 
private parties. This is not a valid argument. 
Congress has the authority to direct the clos-
ing of gates for safety, environmental or eco-
nomic reasons, even if private parties would 
not be allowed to do this under the anti-trust 
laws. The antitrust laws are only Congres-
sional legislation, and Congress can pass sub-
sequent legislation creating exceptions. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 
to yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. GRANGER), one 
of the prime crafters and initiators of 
this compromise agreement. 

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
first like to thank the House Transpor-
tation Committee for their work on 
this bill and the leadership of Chair-
man DON YOUNG, Ranking Member 

OBERSTAR and Aviation Subcommittee 
Chairman MICA. 

Also, I want to thank the Speaker 
and Majority Leader for working so 
hard to get this bill done and on the 
floor. 

All of the Texas delegation, including 
our two Senators, have played a part in 
making this bill possible; and the five 
stakeholders, the cities of Dallas and 
Fort Worth, American and Southwest 
Airlines and Dallas-Fort Worth Inter-
national Airport, have all come to-
gether in really an unprecedented way 
to forge an agreement and get this 
issue behind us. 

The Mayors of Fort Worth and Dallas 
and community leaders met from both 
cities for months putting this agree-
ment together, and they deserve much 
credit. Everyone gave up something for 
the better good, and then they gave 
their product to us to put into law, as 
is required for this to work. 

Having worked and struggled with 
this issue for 15 years, first as Mayor 
and then as Congresswoman, I am more 
than ready to move on to something 
else and proudly support this legisla-
tion and urge a yes vote for its passage. 

I also extend to Mr. CONYERS an invi-
tation to come to Fort Worth. You will 
love it, and they will love you for help-
ing with this bill. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 30 seconds to the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS). 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee. 

Mr. Speaker, I have heard the best 
arguments presented about why this is 
a good measure: Safety is increased, 
noise is decreased, congestion is miti-
gated, competition is increased. Is 
there anybody on any of the commit-
tees that wants to say something about 
the consumers? Is that something that 
hasn’t been contemplated up until 
now? 

Come on, guys. Give me a break. Con-
sumers consist of everybody in Amer-
ica. They are not just in Texas. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 seconds 
to the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
MEEKS). 

(Mr. MEEKS of New York asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to urge all of my colleagues to 
support S. 3661. This is a fair and pro- 
consumer compromise that is in the 
public’s best interests and was passed 
by unanimous consent this afternoon 
by the Senate. 

Local communities should have input 
to limit airport size in order to deal 
with the issues of noise, congestion and 
safety. Accordingly, this bill respects 
the desire of the community to make 
sure that the more urban of its two air-
ports does not become overbearing. 
Failure to do so will send a signal that 
the Federal Government is prepared to 
override every other community that 
wants to limit the size of its airport fa-
cilities to protect the environment for 
safety reasons. 
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I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ 

on S. 3661. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-

er, I yield 30 seconds to the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS). 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, to my 
brother from New York, Brother 
Meeks, this is a pro-consumer com-
promise that all the consumer organi-
zations that I have consulted and that 
have consulted me are strenuously op-
posed to. Can anyone can explain to me 
how this is a pro-consumer bill? 

b 1930 
Mr. MICA. I am pleased at this time 

to yield to one of the most distin-
guished Members, not only of the 
Texas delegation but of the entire Con-
gress, a real hero, SAM JOHNSON, for 2 
minutes. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I appreciate that. And I thank 
the gentleman for his opposition. The 
fact is that you have the whole Lone 
Star State delegation backing a bill to 
repeal that outdated Wright amend-
ment. 

Back in 1979, Congress created that 
law. Look at there. That is what those 
stewardesses were wearing in those 
days. That is where we were from, and 
today is a victory for freedom and free 
enterprise. That was 1979. People had 
mood rings, Rubik’s cubes, smiley face 
stickers, and pet rocks. Just like this 
picture, so much has changed since 
1979; but the Wright amendment never 
did. 

I want to commend officials in north 
Texas who worked tirelessly to craft a 
local compromise that works for all 
parties involved. For Texans, the trav-
eling public, we are making history. It 
is not perfect. In my opinion, it doesn’t 
do the job fast enough. But there is one 
thing I have learned in the people’s 
House: you have got to give a little to 
get a little. 

Here, compromise can save the day, 
and it gives me great pleasure to come 
into the 21 century and cast my vote to 
end the outdated Wright amendment 
once and for all. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I have one 
additional speaker at this time, an-
other great Texan, a wonderful rep-
resentative from the State, Mr. SES-
SIONS. I yield to him 1 minute. 

(Mr. SESSIONS asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
all the gentlemen and ladies who are 
here on the floor tonight talking about 
the Wright amendment, that we are 
going to pass this amendment tonight. 

But to answer the gentleman’s ques-
tion from Michigan, the reason why 
this is a pro-consumer bill is that effec-
tive immediately, when the President 
signs this, every single person that 
takes off from Love Field will be able 
to ticket through wherever they want 
to go. Today, they have to ticket 
through to an adjacent State that is 
close to them, they have to get off the 
airplane, they have to get their bags, 
and they have to reticket through. 

This is a pro-consumer bill. This is 
the right thing to do. We have come to-
gether as a delegation. I am asking for 
all the Members of the United States 
Congress to please support the bipar-
tisan attempt between the cities of 
Dallas and Fort Worth, between the 
airlines to do something favorable for 
consumers tonight. 

Our majority leader, JOHN BOEHNER, 
was aware of this issue. It has been a 
continuing, simmering, boiling issue 
for the Texas delegation. We have 
asked that it be brought here. I am 
asking for everybody’s vote. Vote to-
night ‘‘aye.’’ 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself the balance of time. 

Mr. Speaker, some nights when I 
drive out of here and go home, I follow 
some of my Texas friends out of the ga-
rage that have a big bumper sticker 
that says: ‘‘Don’t Mess With Texas.’’ 
Tonight is one of the nights where I 
think we ought to mess with Texas, be-
cause what is being proposed here is 
going to increase the fares of anybody 
who goes to Texas or decides to go out 
of the Dallas-Fort Worth area by a sig-
nificant amount, because it protects 
monopoly status until 2025. This is the 
most anticonsumer, antifree enterprise 
legislation that has come before this 
House in a long time. 

At Dallas-Fort Worth, approximately 
85 percent of all passengers board an 
American or American Air regional 
carrier flight. This keeps American’s 
near monopoly at DFW. And at Love 
Field, Southwest has a 95 percent mar-
ket share. 

Now, without the Wright amend-
ment, both of those market shares are 
monopolistic. And despite what you 
hear about how this does away with the 
Wright amendment, it keeps these mo-
nopolies in place until the year 2025. 

There has been a lawsuit that has 
been filed against Love Field by people 
who are standing up for consumers. 
This legislation extinguishes that law-
suit. The people who filed their lawsuit 
won’t have a day in court to be able to 
get a fair determination by the judge, 
because what it does is it provides a 
backdoor antitrust exemption. 

Now, we have to ask ourselves as 
elected representatives of the people 
whether we are going to allow a private 
group of local officials and business 
people in any community to come to 
Congress to get themselves exempted 
effectively from an antitrust law. What 
this bill does is it effectively delegates 
that power on this issue to the people 
who came to Congress, and they asked 
us to ratify this agreement. We 
shouldn’t be delegating antitrust im-
munity to anybody. That should be de-
termined by the court. 

So if you believe in the operation of 
the law and letting people have their 
day in court, this bill ought to be voted 
down, particularly if you represent the 
42 States that aren’t covered by the 
Wright amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I submit for 
printing in the RECORD a statement re-
lating to the Wright Amendment Re-
form Act and the antitrust issues that 
have been raised, and information re-
lating to how S. 3661 will enhance air-
line competition and benefit con-
sumers, in response to questions that 
have been raised in regard to those 
items. 

WRIGHT AMENDMENT REFORM ACT— 
ANTITRUST ISSUES 

The Judiciary Committee opposed the 
original Wright amendment bill (H.R. 5830), 
which was reported by the Transportation 
and Infrastructure Committee, because our 
bill included an exemption from antitrust 
laws. 

To meet the concerns expressed by the Ju-
diciary Committee, S. 3661 has been modified 
to remove the exemption. 

Chairman Sensenbrenner argues that even 
though the antitrust exemption has been re-
moved, S. 3661 still directs actions, such as 
the closing of gates, which would violate the 
antitrust laws if carried out through an 
agreement of private parties. 

This is not a valid argument. Congress has 
the authority to direct the closing of gates 
for safety, environmental or economic rea-
sons, even if private parties would not be al-
lowed to do this under the antitrust laws. 
S. 3661 WILL ENHANCE AIRLINE COMPETITION 

AND BENEFIT CONSUMERS 
CONGRESS MUST FIX MESS THAT IT CREATED BY 

ENACTING AMENDMENT 
The Wright amendment was intended to 

protect the then-new Dallas-Fort Worth 
International Airport, DFW. 

Since DFW is now the third-largest airport 
in the U.S. in terms of annual passenger 
enplanements, the Wright amendment is no 
longer needed. 

By restricting commercial air service out 
of Dallas Love Field to cities in Texas and 
eight surrounding states, the Wright amend-
ment has resulted in higher fares and fewer 
service options for consumers in the Dallas- 
Fort Worth market. 

IMMEDIATE REPEAL OF WRIGHT AMENDMENT NO 
VIABLE OPTION 

Due to complex and long-standing polit-
ical, economic and environmental concerns, 
the ideal solution—immediate repeal of the 
Wright Amendment—was not supported by 
the Cities of Dallas and Fort Worth, local 
communities and affected airlines. 

Consequently, S. 3661 represents a locally- 
generated, bipartisan compromise that bal-
ances carefully the interests of the local par-
ties. 
CONSUMERS WILL BENEFIT IMMEDIATELY UNDER 

S. 3661 
S. 3661 will intensify competition in the en-

tire Dallas-Ft. Worth market by lifting all 
existing geographic restrictions on commer-
cial air service at Dallas Love Field in eight 
years. 

Two independent studies found that S. 3661 
will increase traffic to and from North Texas 
by 2 million passengers annually and produce 
$259 million per year in fare savings imme-
diately. 

Airlines serving Dallas Love Field could 
immediately begin marketing connecting 
commercial air service from Love Field to 
cities outside the Wright Amendment’s geo-
graphic area. 

20-GATE LIMITATION AT LOVE FIELD WILL NOT 
HINDER COMPETITION 

Due to safety and environmental concerns 
raised by local communities, S. 3661 would 
limit capacity at Dallas Love Field to 20 
gates for commercial service. 
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S. 3661 would not reduce existing capacity 

at Dallas Love Field, where fewer than 20 
gates are currently being used by airlines for 
commercial air service. 

S. 3661 protects existing procedures that 
ensure any airline seeking to provide new 
commercial passenger service at Love Field 
may do so. 

In addition to utilizing Dallas Love Field, 
airlines that wish to provide new commercial 
service to the Dallas-Fort Worth area can 
operate at DFW Airport, which is located 
just eight miles from Love Field and cur-
rently has 20 unused gates. 

I am pleased now to yield 1 minute to 
a very distinguished member of the 
Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee, a newer member on the 
team but has also heard this issue, 
KENNY MARCHANT, the gentleman from 
Texas. 

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, the 
Wright amendment is the number one 
business issue in my district, District 
24. American Airlines headquarters and 
Dallas-Fort Worth International Air-
port are both based in District 24. 

The job statistics speak for them-
selves: American Airlines has 7,300 em-
ployees in my district, and DFW Air-
port itself has 16,000 jobs. The airport 
itself is responsible for almost 260,000 
jobs in the metroplex. Therefore, it is 
obvious that the people of my district 
have a lot riding on this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, the Wright amendment 
was a unique law created for a unique 
circumstance; therefore, its repeal 
calls for a unique solution. I think the 
bill before us today provides just that, 
and I urge the House to suspend the 
rules and pass the bill. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
pleased to yield to the distinguished 
Chair of the full Transportation and In-
frastructure Committee, a gentleman 
who has helped craft this historic 
agreement and codify it today, Mr. 
YOUNG. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. I 
want to thank the Texas delegation for 
working together to bring forth this 
bill and solving a problem. My job is to 
solve problems, and this bill does solve 
a problem. It takes two cities and puts 
them together, and allows the State to 
go forward and we won’t have this 
problem before us anymore. 

A lot of times we lose sight of solving 
problems in this body by hanging up on 
jurisdiction or hanging up on a small 
clause. But we are the people that 
write the laws, we create the laws, and 
we try to make them work. 

This is a bill that will take and rec-
tify a mistake, I believe, in the past, 
and bring both parties together, both 
cities together, all airlines together, 
and provide for the service of the peo-
ple of Texas and this Nation. I urge the 
passage of this bill. 

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
support S. 3661, the Wright Amendment Re-
form Act of 2006. 

I’d like to thank Chairman YOUNG, Mr. MICA, 
Mr. OBERSTAR, and Mr. JOHNSON for their hard 
work on getting0legislative agreement on re-
pealing the Wright amendment. I know there 
was a lot of ‘‘give and take’’ on both sides to 
reach this legislative agreement. 

In particular, Ms. JOHNSON has been a lead-
er on this matter and she should be com-
mended for her hard work. Without her per-
sistence, we would not be here today. 

This legislation seeks to fully repeal the 
Wright amendment, with several conditions. 

In 1979, the cities of Dallas and Fort Worth 
came together and reached an agreement to 
have one regional airport—Dallas/Fort Worth 
International Airport, DFW—thus restricting 
service at other local airports. This local 
agreement was codified by congressional ac-
tion known as the Wright amendment. 

The Wright amendment was a logical step 
when enacted in 1979. It brought stability to 
the north Texas air market. 

As a result, I have supported the Wright 
amendment as a way to enhance DFW’s 
growth and development. The airport has 
done its part by fueling the region’s economy. 

However, today, DFW is far from a small re-
gional airport. As an international airport, its 
influence is far-reaching and has become a 
major player in markets that other airlines 
could not serve from Love Field. 

In response, some have sought to repeal 
the Wright amendment through a piecemeal 
approach, an approach that is ineffective and 
very poor policy. 

On June 15, 2006, it was announced that 
American, Southwest, DFW Airport, and the 
cities of Dallas and Fort Worth worked out a 
local agreement. 

The Aviation Subcommittee held a hearing 
July 12, 2006, on this historic agreement 
where many questions, concerns, and issues 
were addressed. 

While S. 3661 addresses many of those 
concerns, I must say that I have reservations 
that by accepting this agreement, we are re-
stricting the aviation capacity at Love Field. 

Congress, in part, will be making it harder 
for new airlines to enter the market—5 years, 
10 years, or even 20 years from now—by al-
lowing the infrastructure that a new competitor 
will need at Love Field to be destroyed. 

I question the idea of restricting and de-
stroying infrastructure that could be used in 
the future in order to address a problem today. 

I hope the Transportation and Infrastructure 
Committee and the FAA will closely monitor 
the implementation of this legislation to ensure 
consumer protection, economic growth, and 
competition. 

Mr. Speaker, that said, I will support S. 
3661. 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
strong support of S. 3661, the Wright Amend-
ment Reform Act of 2006. As a representative 
of D/FW International Airport, I have always 
felt strongly in protecting the economic engine 
of north Texas. To this day, I still believe in 
the integrity of the original Wright amendment; 
however, I am pleased that the local entities’ 
constructed a compromise that met the needs 
and wishes of all parties. It was long in com-
ing, but thorough in its mission. Not only will 
the airports and airlines benefit from the com-
promise but also the tens of thousands of em-
ployees and residents of north Texas. 

I commend all the parties associated with 
this historic compromise. At the urging of Con-
gress, Mayor Moncrief of Fort Worth and 
Mayor Miller of Dallas spent endless hours 
working on the best deal possible for the re-
gion. Together with DFW International Airport, 
American Airlines, and Southwest Airlines, 
they brought to Congress an agreement that 

will protect and benefit my constituents and 
allow for better service at Love Field. I sin-
cerely thank the mayors for their commitment 
and dedication to this delicate and com-
plicated task. 

Also, the north Texas delegation has 
worked endlessly on this matter, and the pas-
sage of this legislation today is a testament to 
the determination and dedication of my col-
leagues. We have all had to make conces-
sions, but at the end of the day, the enact-
ment of this legislation is crucial for our dis-
tricts. 

I ask for my colleagues to support the north 
Texas delegation and as we try to solve a 
unique problem with this unique and important 
legislation. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise in support of S. 3661, the Wright 
Amendment Reform Act. This legislation im-
plements a locally achieved compromise re-
solving the longstanding controversy over the 
1979 Wright amendment, which imposed Fed-
eral restrictions on commercial airline service 
to and from Dallas Love Field. 

I note Mr. Speaker that all of the key stake-
holders—Southwest Airlines, Fort Worth, DFW 
Airport, American Airlines, and the city of Dal-
las—support the locally achieved Wright 
amendment compromise and urge Congress 
to approve this legislation. But as Southwest 
CEO, Herb Kelleher, states: ‘‘The only victor, 
the only sure fire winner from this locally 
achieved agreement, is the public—the public 
citizens who will find it easier and far less ex-
pensive to travel to and from North Texas for 
business and personal reasons; the citizens 
who will reap vast economic benefits in their 
communities from enhanced travel and tour-
ism, at a lower cost.’’ 

A key component of the compromise is the 
change in Federal law embodied in the legisla-
tion allowing Southwest Airlines to immediately 
begin selling ‘‘through tickets’’ for travel to and 
from Dallas Love Field. This change will en-
able Love Field customers to travel on a one- 
stop basis to and from cities within our nation-
wide system which are outside the limited 
number of States Southwest currently is al-
lowed to serve under the terms of the Wright 
amendment. 

A recent study indicates that through 
ticketing at Dallas Love Field will increase 
passengers traveling to and from north Texas 
by 2 million annually and produce $259 million 
per year in fare savings. Additionally, the 
study found that through ticketing will generate 
over $2 billion annually in spending and re-
lated economic activity for north Texas and for 
many communities outside the current Wright 
amendment perimeter. 

Because of through ticketing, the local com-
promise will have a very significant and wide-
spread economic impact from the beginning. 
Further, the local compromise calls for the 
Wright amendment to be repealed in its en-
tirety in 8 years, allowing airlines serving Love 
Field to fly nonstop to any domestic destina-
tion—generating substantial additional eco-
nomic benefits for consumers nationwide. 

Approval of this legislation by the Congress 
will bring to a close a dispute that preoccupied 
the Dallas Metroplex for nearly 30 years all 
the while negatively impacting the rest of the 
Nation. I applaud Congresswoman EDDIE BER-
NICE JOHNSON and other members of the 
Texas congressional delegation for their yeo-
man work in bringing this saga to a happy 
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conclusion. I ask my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this legislation. I ask you to vote for 
S. 3661. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, as many 
know, last year, I authored the Right to Fly Act 
which would completely and immediately re-
peal the Wright Amendment. The legislation 
ignited quite a debate in the metroplex. 

Within a year the cities of Dallas and Fort 
Worth as well as D/FW Airport, American Air-
lines and Southwest Airlines reached an his-
toric consensus among them. I saluted Mayors 
Miller and Moncrief for their tenacity and lead-
ership in forging that consensus. Although dis-
appointed, I certainly was not surprised to 
learn that their plan did not mirror my own. 
Still, I stood ready to compromise and support 
a congressional plan that provided immediate 
‘‘through-ticketing’’ and full repeal of Wright 8 
years later. Then I read the fine print. 

Although I respect my Congressional col-
leagues with differing opinions, in my view, the 
Wright Amendment is not really repealed 
under this plan. It is simply repackaged. As a 
fervent supporter of free markets, I simply be-
lieve that the U.S. Congress should not inter-
fere in the market competition between air-
ports. 

Still, I have always maintained a willingness 
to support Wright Amendment repeal plans 
aside from my own as long as they met a two- 
fold test: (1) the plan clearly benefits con-
sumers and (2) the plan removes Congress 
from the business of airport protectionism, 
which costs us greatly. According to the De-
partment of Transportation, we pay about 1⁄3 
more for long distance airfares. 

With respect to consumers, I am concerned 
that the agreement essentially constitutes an 8 
year extension of the current Wright Amend-
ment as opposed to a gradual phase-out. One 
study indicated that consumers annually pay 
almost $700 million extra in airfares due to the 
Wright Amendment. An 8-year extension 
would cost consumers an additional $5 bil-
lion—which, even by Washington standards, is 
a big number and a huge burden to American 
families. 

On the other hand, I believe immediate 
‘‘through-ticketing’’ can positively impact com-
petition and airfares. American Airlines and 
Southwest Airlines commissioned a study—the 
findings of which I announced at a recent 
Congressional Hearing on the Wright Amend-
ment—that concluded that through-ticketing 
can produce $259 million in fare savings an-
nually. I find it encouraging that consumers 
could recoup some of their losses from this 
part of the local agreement. 

My main concern is that the agreement 
does not get Congress out of the business of 
interfering with airport competition. That is the 
essence of the Wright Amendment, not the 
specific interference of perimeter restrictions. 
For example, in the local agreement, the City 
of Dallas agrees to reduce the number of 
gates at Love Field from 32 to 20. Though I 
might not like it, I respect their right to contrac-
tually bind themselves and decide whether 
Love Field is limited to 20 gates, 10 gates or 
even shut down. It is their airport. 

But I believe it is wrong for the parties to 
ask Congress to establish into Federal law 
their private contractual obligations. Those are 
enforceable in court. By including these pri-
vately made agreements in a new federal law, 
Congress would be replacing one complex set 
of anti-competitive rules with another. Termi-

nating today’s version of the Wright Amend-
ment, whereby Congress imposes distance 
limitations on an airport, only to replace it with 
a new version of the Wright Amendment 
whereby Congress imposes gate limitations on 
an airport, does not constitute repeal—today, 
in 8 years or ever. Additionally, the unusual 
anti-trust exemption language is troubling. 

For far too long the Wright Amendment has 
been a burden on both consumers and the na-
tional economy. In the spirit of compromise, I 
again would support a simple federal law that 
would enact immediate through-ticketing, fully 
repeal of Wright in 8 years while respecting 
the rights of American Airlines, Southwest Air-
lines, D/FW and the cities of Fort Worth and 
Dallas to otherwise enter into lawful contracts 
to mutually bind themselves as they choose. 

Try as I may, I cannot in good faith support 
the current bill, which I fear simply replaces 
one version of the Wright Amendment with an-
other. 

Should this legislation become law, I hope it 
proves to be of significant benefit to the air 
traveling public. If it does, I will take some sat-
isfaction knowing I helped play a small role as 
its catalyst. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BASS). The question is on the motion 
offered by the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MICA) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the Senate bill, S. 3661. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this question will be 
postponed. 

f 

ALTERNATIVE ENERGY RESEARCH 
AND DEVELOPMENT ACT 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 6203) to provide for Federal en-
ergy research, development, dem-
onstration, and commercial applica-
tion activities, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 6203 

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 ‘‘Alternative 
Energy Research and Development Act’’. 
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

For the purposes of this Act— 
(1) the term ‘‘biomass’’ has the meaning 

given that term in section 932(a)(1) of the En-
ergy Policy Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 16232(a)(1)); 

(2) the term ‘‘cellulosic feedstock’’ has the 
meaning given the term ‘‘lignocellulosic 
feedstock’’ in section 932(a)(2) of the Energy 
Policy Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 16232(a)(2)); 

(3) the term ‘‘Department’’ means the De-
partment of Energy; 

(4) the term ‘‘institution of higher edu-
cation’’ has the meaning given that term in 
section 101(a) of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1001(a)); 

(5) the term ‘‘National Laboratory’’ has 
the meaning given the term ‘‘nonmilitary 

energy laboratory’’ in section 903(3) of the 
Energy Policy Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 16182(3)); 
and 

(6) the term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Sec-
retary of Energy. 
SEC. 3. ADVANCED BIOFUEL TECHNOLOGIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall carry 
out a program of research, development, 
demonstration, and commercial application 
for production of motor and other fuels from 
biomass. 

(b) OBJECTIVES.—The Secretary shall de-
sign the program under this section to— 

(1) develop technologies that would make 
ethanol produced from cellulosic feedstocks 
cost competitive with ethanol produced from 
corn by 2012; 

(2) conduct research and development on 
how to apply advanced genetic engineering 
and bioengineering techniques to increase 
the efficiency and lower the cost of indus-
trial-scale production of liquid fuels from 
cellulosic feedstocks; and 

(3) conduct research and development on 
the production of hydrocarbons other than 
ethanol from biomass. 

(c) INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION 
GRANTS.—The Secretary shall designate not 
less than 10 percent of the funds appro-
priated under subsection (d) for each fiscal 
year to carry out the program for grants to 
competitively selected institutions of higher 
education around the country focused on 
meeting the objectives stated in subsection 
(b). 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
From amounts authorized to be appropriated 
under section 931(c) of the Energy Policy Act 
of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 16231(c)), there are author-
ized to be appropriated to the Secretary to 
carry out this section— 

(1) $150,000,000 for fiscal year 2007; and 
(2) such sums as may be necessary for each 

of the fiscal years 2008 and 2009. 
SEC. 4. ADVANCED HYDROGEN STORAGE TECH-

NOLOGIES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall carry 

out a program of research, development, 
demonstration, and commercial application 
for technologies to enable practical onboard 
storage of hydrogen for use as a fuel for 
light-duty motor vehicles. 

(b) OBJECTIVE.—The Secretary shall design 
the program under this section to develop 
practical hydrogen storage technologies that 
would enable a hydrogen-fueled light-duty 
motor vehicle to travel 300 miles before re-
fueling. 
SEC. 5. ADVANCED SOLAR PHOTOVOLTAIC TECH-

NOLOGIES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall carry 

out a program of research, development, 
demonstration, and commercial application 
for advanced solar photovoltaic tech-
nologies. 

(b) OBJECTIVES.—The Secretary shall de-
sign the program under this section to de-
velop technologies that would— 

(1) make electricity generated by solar 
photovoltaic power cost-competitive by 2015; 
and 

(2) enable the widespread use of solar pho-
tovoltaic power. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary to carry out this section— 

(1) $148,000,000 for fiscal year 2007; and 
(2) such sums as may be necessary for each 

of the fiscal years 2008 through 2011. 
SEC. 6. ADVANCED WIND ENERGY TECH-

NOLOGIES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall carry 

out a program of research, development, 
demonstration, and commercial application 
for advanced wind energy technologies. 

(b) OBJECTIVES.—The Secretary shall de-
sign the program under this section to— 
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(1) improve the efficiency and lower the 

cost of wind turbines; 
(2) minimize adverse environmental im-

pacts; and 
(3) develop new small-scale wind energy 

technologies for use in low wind speed envi-
ronments. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary to carry out this section— 

(1) $44,000,000 for fiscal year 2007; and 
(2) such sums as may be necessary for each 

of the fiscal years 2008 through 2011. 
SEC. 7. CONTINUING PROGRAMS. 

The Secretary shall continue to carry out 
the research, development, demonstration, 
and commercial application activities au-
thorized in sections 921(b)(1) (for distributed 
energy), 923 (for micro-cogeneration tech-
nology), and 931(a)(2)(C), (D),and (E)(i) (for 
geothermal energy, hydropower, and ocean 
energy) of the Energy Policy Act of 2005. 
SEC. 8. PLUG-IN HYBRID ELECTRIC VEHICLE 

TECHNOLOGY PROGRAM. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 

cited as the ‘‘Plug-In Hybrid Electric Vehicle 
Act of 2006’’. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) BATTERY.—The term ‘‘battery’’ means a 

device or system for the electrochemical 
storage of energy. 

(2) E85.—The term ‘‘E85’’ means a fuel 
blend containing 85 percent ethanol and 15 
percent gasoline by volume. 

(3) ELECTRIC DRIVE TRANSPORTATION TECH-
NOLOGY.—The term ‘‘electric drive transpor-
tation technology’’ means— 

(A) vehicles that use an electric motor for 
all or part of their motive power and that 
may or may not use offboard electricity, in-
cluding battery electric vehicles, hybrid 
electric vehicles, plug-in hybrid electric ve-
hicles, flexible fuel plug-in hybrid electric 
vehicles, and electric rail; and 

(B) related equipment, including electric 
equipment necessary to recharge a plug-in 
hybrid electric vehicle. 

(4) FLEXIBLE FUEL PLUG-IN HYBRID ELECTRIC 
VEHICLE.—The term ‘‘flexible fuel plug-in hy-
brid electric vehicle’’ means a plug-in hybrid 
electric vehicle warranted by its manufac-
turer as capable of operating on any com-
bination of gasoline or E85 for its onboard in-
ternal combustion or heat engine. 

(5) HYBRID ELECTRIC VEHICLE.—The term 
‘‘hybrid electric vehicle’’ means a vehicle 
that— 

(A) can be propelled using liquid combus-
tible fuel and electric power provided by an 
onboard battery; and 

(B) utilizes regenerative power capture 
technology to recover energy expended in 
braking the vehicle for use in recharging the 
battery. 

(6) PLUG-IN HYBRID ELECTRIC VEHICLE.—The 
term ‘‘plug-in hybrid electric vehicle’’ means 
a hybrid electric onroad light-duty vehicle 
that can be propelled solely on electric 
power for a minimum of 20 miles under city 
driving conditions, and that is capable of re-
charging its battery from an offboard elec-
tricity source. 

(c) PROGRAM.—The Secretary shall conduct 
a program of research, development, dem-
onstration, and commercial application on 
technologies needed for the development of 
plug-in hybrid electric vehicles and electric 
drive transportation, including— 

(1) high capacity, high efficiency batteries, 
to— 

(A) improve battery life, energy storage 
capacity, and power delivery capacity, and 
lower cost; and 

(B) minimize waste and hazardous material 
production in the entire value chain, includ-
ing after the end of the useful life of the bat-
teries; 

(2) high efficiency onboard and offboard 
charging components; 

(3) high power drive train systems for pas-
senger and commercial vehicles and for sup-
porting equipment; 

(4) onboard energy management systems, 
power trains, and systems integration for 
plug-in hybrid electric vehicles, flexible fuel 
plug-in hybrid electric vehicles, and hybrid 
electric vehicles, including efficient cooling 
systems and systems that minimize the 
emissions profile of such vehicles; and 

(5) lightweight materials, including re-
search, development, demonstration, and 
commercial application to reduce the cost of 
materials such as steel alloys and carbon fi-
bers. 

(d) PLUG-IN HYBRID ELECTRIC VEHICLE DEM-
ONSTRATION PROGRAM.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish a competitive grant pilot dem-
onstration program to provide not more than 
25 grants annually to State governments, 
local governments and public entities, met-
ropolitan transportation authorities, or com-
binations thereof to carry out a project or 
projects for demonstration of plug-in hybrid 
electric vehicles. 

(2) APPLICATIONS.— 
(A) REQUIREMENTS.—The Secretary shall 

issue requirements for applying for grants 
under the demonstration pilot program. The 
Secretary shall require that applications, at 
a minimum, include a description of how 
data will be— 

(i) collected on the— 
(I) performance of the vehicle or vehicles 

and the components, including the battery, 
energy management, and charging systems, 
under various driving speeds, trip ranges, 
traffic, and other driving conditions; 

(II) costs of the vehicle or vehicles, includ-
ing acquisition, operating, and maintenance 
costs, and how the project or projects will be 
self-sustaining after Federal assistance is 
completed; and 

(III) emissions of the vehicle or vehicles, 
including greenhouse gases, and the amount 
of petroleum displaced as a result of the 
project or projects; and 

(ii) summarized for dissemination to the 
Department, other grantees, and the public. 

(B) PARTNERS.—An applicant under sub-
paragraph (A) may carry out a project or 
projects under the pilot program in partner-
ship with one or more private or nonprofit 
entities, which may include institutions of 
higher education, including Historically 
Black Colleges and Universities, Hispanic 
Serving Institutions, and other minority- 
serving institutions. 

(3) SELECTION CRITERIA.— 
(A) PREFERENCE.—When making awards 

under this subsection, the Secretary shall 
consider each applicant’s previous experi-
ence involving plug-in hybrid electric vehi-
cles and shall give preference to proposals 
that— 

(i) provide the greatest demonstration per 
award dollar, with preference increasing as 
the number of miles that a plug-in hybrid 
electric vehicle can be propelled solely on 
electric power under city driving conditions 
increases; and 

(ii) maximize the non-Federal share of 
project funding and demonstrate the great-
est likelihood that each project proposed in 
the application will be maintained or ex-
panded after Federal assistance under this 
subsection is completed. 

(B) BREADTH OF DEMONSTRATIONS.—In 
awarding grants under this subsection, the 
Secretary shall ensure the program will dem-
onstrate plug-in hybrid electric vehicles 
under various circumstances, including— 

(i) driving speeds; 
(ii) trip ranges; 
(iii) driving conditions; 

(iv) climate conditions; and 
(v) topography, 

to optimize understanding and function of 
plug-in hybrid electric vehicles. 

(4) PILOT PROJECT REQUIREMENTS.— 
(A) SUBSEQUENT FUNDING.—An applicant 

that has received a grant in one year may 
apply for additional funds in subsequent 
years, but the Secretary shall not provide 
more than $10,000,000 in Federal assistance 
under the pilot program to any applicant for 
the period encompassing fiscal years 2007 
through fiscal year 2011. 

(B) INFORMATION.—The Secretary shall es-
tablish mechanisms to ensure that the infor-
mation and knowledge gained by partici-
pants in the pilot program are shared among 
the pilot program participants and are avail-
able to other interested parties, including 
other applicants. 

(5) AWARD AMOUNTS.—The Secretary shall 
determine grant amounts, but the maximum 
size of grants shall decline as the cost of pro-
ducing plug-in hybrid electric vehicles de-
clines or the cost of converting a hybrid elec-
tric vehicle to a plug-in hybrid electric vehi-
cle declines. 

(e) COST SHARING.—The Secretary shall 
carry out the program under this section in 
compliance with section 988(a) through (d) 
and section 989 of the Energy Policy Act of 
2005 (42 U.S.C. 16352(a) through (d) and 16353). 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary— 

(1) for carrying out subsection (c), 
$100,000,000 for fiscal year 2008 and such sums 
as may be necessary for each of the fiscal 
years 2009 through 2011; and 

(2) for carrying out subsection (d), 
$50,000,000 for fiscal year 2008 and such sums 
as may be necessary for each of the fiscal 
years 2009 through 2011. 
SEC. 9. PHOTOVOLTAIC DEMONSTRATION PRO-

GRAM. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 

cited as the ‘‘Solar Utilization Now Dem-
onstration Act of 2006’’ or the ‘‘SUN Act of 
2006’’. 

(b) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es-
tablish a program of grants to States to 
demonstrate advanced photovoltaic tech-
nology. 

(c) REQUIREMENTS.— 
(1) ABILITY TO MEET REQUIREMENTS.—To re-

ceive funding under the program under this 
section, a State must submit a proposal that 
demonstrates, to the satisfaction of the Sec-
retary, that the State will meet the require-
ments of subsection (g). 

(2) COMPLIANCE WITH REQUIREMENTS.—If a 
State has received funding under this section 
for the preceding year, the State must dem-
onstrate, to the satisfaction of the Sec-
retary, that it complied with the require-
ments of subsection (g) in carrying out the 
program during that preceding year, and 
that it will do so in the future, before it can 
receive further funding under this section. 

(3) FUNDING ALLOCATION.—Except as pro-
vided in subsection (d), each State submit-
ting a proposal that meets the requirements 
under subsection (c) shall receive funding 
under the program based on the proportion 
of United States population in the State ac-
cording to the 2000 census. In each fiscal 
year, the portion of funds attributable under 
this paragraph to States that have not sub-
mitted proposals that meet the requirements 
under subsection (c) in the time and manner 
specified by the Secretary shall be distrib-
uted pro rata to the States that have sub-
mitted proposals that meet the requirements 
under subsection (c) in the specified time 
and manner. 

(d) COMPETITION.—If more than $80,000,000 
is available for the program under this sec-
tion for any fiscal year, the Secretary shall 
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allocate 75 percent of the total amount of 
funds available according to subsection 
(c)(3), and shall award the remaining 25 per-
cent on a competitive basis to the States 
with the proposals the Secretary considers 
most likely to encourage the widespread 
adoption of photovoltaic technologies. In 
awarding funds under this subsection, the 
Secretary may give preference to proposals 
that would demonstrate the use of newer ma-
terials or technologies. 

(e) PROPOSALS.—Not later than 6 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, and 
in each subsequent fiscal year for the life of 
the program, the Secretary shall solicit pro-
posals from the States to participate in the 
program under this section. 

(f) COMPETITIVE CRITERIA.—In awarding 
funds in a competitive allocation under sub-
section (d), the Secretary shall consider— 

(1) the likelihood of a proposal to encour-
age the demonstration of, or lower the costs 
of, advanced photovoltaic technologies; and 

(2) the extent to which a proposal is likely 
to— 

(A) maximize the amount of photovoltaics 
demonstrated; 

(B) maximize the proportion of non-Fed-
eral cost share; and 

(C) limit State administrative costs. 
(g) STATE PROGRAM.—A program operated 

by a State with funding under this section 
shall provide competitive awards for the 
demonstration of advanced photovoltaic 
technologies. Each State program shall— 

(1) require a contribution of at least 60 per-
cent per award from non-Federal sources, 
which may include any combination of 
State, local, and private funds, except that 
at least 10 percent of the funding must be 
supplied by the State; 

(2) limit awards for any single project to a 
maximum of $1,000,000; 

(3) prohibit any nongovernmental recipient 
from receiving more than $1,000,000 per year; 

(4) endeavor to fund recipients in the com-
mercial, industrial, institutional, govern-
mental, and residential sectors; 

(5) limit State administrative costs to no 
more than 10 percent of the grant; 

(6) report annually to the Secretary on— 
(A) the amount of funds disbursed; 
(B) the amount of photovoltaics purchased; 

and 
(C) the results of the monitoring under 

paragraph (7); 
(7) provide for measurement and 

verification of the output of a representative 
sample of the photovoltaics systems dem-
onstrated throughout the average working 
life of the systems, or at least 20 years; 

(8) require that applicant buildings must 
have received an independent energy effi-
ciency audit during the 6-month period pre-
ceding the filing of the application; and 

(9) encourage Historically Black Colleges 
and Universities, Hispanic Serving Institu-
tions, and other minority-serving institu-
tions to apply for grants under this program. 

(h) UNEXPENDED FUNDS.—If a State fails to 
expend any funds received under subsection 
(c) or (d) within 3 years of receipt, such re-
maining funds shall be returned to the 
Treasury. 

(i) REPORTS.—The Secretary shall report to 
Congress 5 years after funds are first distrib-
uted to the States under this section— 

(1) the amount of photovoltaics dem-
onstrated; 

(2) the number of projects undertaken; 
(3) the administrative costs of the pro-

gram; 
(4) the amount of funds that each State has 

not received because of a failure to submit a 
qualifying proposal, as described in sub-
section (c)(3); 

(5) the results of the monitoring under sub-
section (g)(7); and 

(6) the total amount of funds distributed, 
including a breakdown by State. 

(j) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary for the purposes of carrying 
out this section— 

(1) $50,000,000 for fiscal year 2008; and 
(2) such sums as may be necessary for each 

of the fiscal years 2009 through 2011. 
SEC. 10. ENERGY EFFICIENT BUILDING GRANT 

PROGRAM. 
(a) ENERGY EFFICIENT BUILDING PILOT 

GRANT PROGRAM.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 6 months 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall establish a pilot program to 
award grants to businesses and organizations 
for new construction of energy efficient 
buildings, or major renovations of buildings 
that will result in energy efficient buildings, 
to demonstrate innovative energy efficiency 
technologies, especially those sponsored by 
the Department. 

(2) AWARDS.—The Secretary shall award 
grants under this subsection competitively 
to those applicants whose proposals— 

(A) best demonstrate— 
(i) likelihood to meet or exceed the stand-

ards referred to in subsection (b)(2); 
(ii) likelihood to maximize cost-effective 

energy efficiency opportunities; and 
(iii) advanced energy efficiency tech-

nologies; and 
(B) maximize the leverage of private in-

vestment for costs related to increasing the 
energy efficiency of the building. 

(3) CONSIDERATION.—The Secretary shall 
give due consideration to proposals for build-
ings that are likely to serve low and mod-
erate income populations. 

(4) AMOUNT OF GRANTS.—Grants under this 
subsection shall be for up to 50 percent of de-
sign and energy modeling costs, not to ex-
ceed $50,000 per building. No single grantee 
may be eligible for more than 3 grants per 
year under this program. 

(5) GRANT PAYMENTS.— 
(A) INITIAL PAYMENT.—The Secretary shall 

pay 50 percent of the total amount of the 
grant to grant recipients upon selection. 

(B) REMAINDER OF PAYMENT.—The Sec-
retary shall pay the remaining 50 percent of 
the grant only after independent certifi-
cation, by a professional engineer or other 
qualified professional, that operational 
buildings are energy efficient buildings as 
defined in subsection (b). 

(C) FAILURE TO COMPLY.—The Secretary 
shall not provide the remainder of the pay-
ment unless the building is certified within 6 
months after operation of the completed 
building to meet the requirements described 
in subparagraph (B), or in the case of major 
renovations the building is certified within 6 
months of the completion of the renovations. 

(6) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 3 
years after awarding the first grant under 
this subsection, the Secretary shall transmit 
to Congress a report containing— 

(A) the total number and dollar amount of 
grants awarded under this subsection; and 

(B) an estimate of aggregate cost and en-
ergy savings enabled by the pilot program 
under this subsection. 

(7) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Adminis-
trative expenses for the program under this 
subsection shall not exceed 10 percent of ap-
propriated funds. 

(b) DEFINITION OF ENERGY EFFICIENT BUILD-
ING.—For purposes of this section the term 
‘‘energy efficient building’’ means a building 
that— 

(1) achieves a reduction in energy con-
sumption of— 

(A) at least 30 percent for new construc-
tion, compared to the energy standards set 
by the 2004 International Energy Conserva-

tion Code (in the case of residential build-
ings) or ASHRAE Standard 90.1–2004; or 

(B) at least 20 percent for major renova-
tions, compared to energy consumption be-
fore renovations are begun; 

(2) is constructed or renovated in accord-
ance with the most current, appropriate, and 
applicable voluntary consensus standards, as 
determined by the Secretary, such as those 
listed in the assessment under section 914(b), 
or revised or developed under section 914(c), 
of the Energy Policy Act of 2005; and 

(3) after construction or renovation— 
(A) uses heating, ventilating, and air con-

ditioning systems that perform at no less 
than Energy Star standards; or 

(B) if Energy Star standards are not appli-
cable, uses Federal Energy Management Pro-
gram recommended heating, ventilating, and 
air conditioning products. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary for carrying out this section— 

(1) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 2008; and 
(2) such sums as may be necessary for each 

of the fiscal years 2009 through 2011. 
SEC. 11. ENERGY TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER. 

Section 917 of the Energy Policy Act of 
2005 (42 U.S.C. 16197) is amended to read as 
follows: 
‘‘SEC. 917. ADVANCED ENERGY TECHNOLOGY 

TRANSFER CENTERS. 
‘‘(a) GRANTS.—Not later than 18 months 

after the date of enactment of the Alter-
native Energy Research and Development 
Act, the Secretary shall make grants to non-
profit institutions, State and local govern-
ments, cooperative extension services, or 
universities (or consortia thereof), to estab-
lish a geographically dispersed network of 
Advanced Energy Technology Transfer Cen-
ters, to be located in areas the Secretary de-
termines have the greatest need of the serv-
ices of such Centers. In establishing the net-
work, the Secretary shall consider the spe-
cial needs and opportunities for increased 
energy efficiency for manufactured and site- 
built housing, including construction, ren-
ovation, and retrofit. In making awards 
under this section, the Secretary shall— 

‘‘(1) give priority to applicants already op-
erating or partnered with an outreach pro-
gram capable of transferring knowledge and 
information about advanced energy effi-
ciency methods and technologies; 

‘‘(2) ensure that, to the extent practicable, 
the program enables the transfer of knowl-
edge and information— 

‘‘(A) about a variety of technologies and 
‘‘(B) in a variety of geographic areas; and 
‘‘(3) give preference to applicants that 

would significantly expand on or fill a gap in 
existing programs in a geographical region. 

‘‘(b) ACTIVITIES.—Each Center shall oper-
ate a program to encourage demonstration 
and commercial application of advanced en-
ergy methods and technologies through edu-
cation and outreach to building and indus-
trial professionals, and to other individuals 
and organizations with an interest in effi-
cient energy use. Funds awarded under this 
section may be used for the following activi-
ties: 

‘‘(1) Developing and distributing informa-
tional materials on technologies that could 
use energy more efficiently. 

‘‘(2) Carrying out demonstrations of ad-
vanced energy methods and technologies. 

‘‘(3) Developing and conducting seminars, 
workshops, long-distance learning sessions, 
and other activities to aid in the dissemina-
tion of knowledge and information on tech-
nologies that could use energy more effi-
ciently. 

‘‘(4) Providing or coordinating onsite en-
ergy evaluations, including instruction on 
the commissioning of building heating and 
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cooling systems, for a wide range of energy 
end-users. 

‘‘(5) Examining the energy efficiency needs 
of energy end-users to develop recommended 
research projects for the Department. 

‘‘(6) Hiring experts in energy efficient tech-
nologies to carry out activities described in 
paragraphs (1) through (5). 

‘‘(c) APPLICATION.—A person seeking a 
grant under this section shall submit to the 
Secretary an application in such form and 
containing such information as the Sec-
retary may require. The Secretary may 
award a grant under this section to an entity 
already in existence if the entity is other-
wise eligible under this section. The applica-
tion shall include, at a minimum— 

‘‘(1) a description of the applicant’s out-
reach program, and the geographic region it 
would serve, and of why the program would 
be capable of transferring knowledge and in-
formation about advanced energy tech-
nologies that increase efficiency of energy 
use; 

‘‘(2) a description of the activities the ap-
plicant would carry out, of the technologies 
that would be transferred, and of any other 
organizations that will help facilitate a re-
gional approach to carrying out those activi-
ties; 

‘‘(3) a description of how the proposed ac-
tivities would be appropriate to the specific 
energy needs of the geographic region to be 
served; 

‘‘(4) an estimate of the number and types 
of energy end-users expected to be reached 
through such activities; and 

‘‘(5) a description of how the applicant will 
assess the success of the program. 

‘‘(d) SELECTION CRITERIA.—The Secretary 
shall award grants under this section on the 
basis of the following criteria, at a min-
imum: 

‘‘(1) The ability of the applicant to carry 
out the proposed activities. 

‘‘(2) The extent to which the applicant will 
coordinate the activities of the Center with 
other entities as appropriate, such as State 
and local governments, utilities, univer-
sities, and National Laboratories. 

‘‘(3) The appropriateness of the applicant’s 
outreach program for carrying out the pro-
gram described in this section. 

‘‘(4) The likelihood that proposed activities 
could be expanded or used as a model for 
other areas. 

‘‘(e) COST-SHARING.—In carrying out this 
section, the Secretary shall require cost- 
sharing in accordance with the requirements 
of section 988 for commercial application ac-
tivities. 

‘‘(f) DURATION.— 
‘‘(1) INITIAL GRANT PERIOD.—A grant award-

ed under this section shall be for a period of 
5 years. 

‘‘(2) INITIAL EVALUATION.—Each grantee 
under this section shall be evaluated during 
its third year of operation under procedures 
established by the Secretary to determine if 
the grantee is accomplishing the purposes of 
this section described in subsection (a). The 
Secretary shall terminate any grant that 
does not receive a positive evaluation. If an 
evaluation is positive, the Secretary may ex-
tend the grant for 3 additional years beyond 
the original term of the grant. 

‘‘(3) ADDITIONAL EXTENSION.—If a grantee 
receives an extension under paragraph (2), 
the grantee shall be evaluated again during 
the second year of the extension. The Sec-
retary shall terminate any grant that does 
not receive a positive evaluation. If an eval-
uation is positive, the Secretary may extend 
the grant for a final additional period of 3 
additional years beyond the original exten-
sion. 

‘‘(4) LIMITATION.—No grantee may receive 
more than 11 years of support under this sec-

tion without reapplying for support and com-
peting against all other applicants seeking a 
grant at that time. 

‘‘(g) PROHIBITION.—None of the funds 
awarded under this section may be used for 
the construction of facilities. 

‘‘(h) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion: 

‘‘(1) ADVANCED ENERGY METHODS AND TECH-
NOLOGIES.—The term ‘advanced energy meth-
ods and technologies’ means all methods and 
technologies that promote energy efficiency 
and conservation, including distributed gen-
eration technologies, and life-cycle analysis 
of energy use. 

‘‘(2) CENTER.—The term ‘Center’ means an 
Advanced Energy Technology Transfer Cen-
ter established pursuant to this section. 

‘‘(3) DISTRIBUTED GENERATION.—The term 
‘distributed generation’ means an electric 
power generation technology, including pho-
tovoltaic, small wind and micro-combined 
heat and power, that is designed to serve re-
tail electric consumers on-site. 

‘‘(4) COOPERATIVE EXTENSION.—The term 
‘Cooperative Extension’ means the extension 
services established at the land-grant col-
leges and universities under the Smith-Lever 
Act of May 8, 1914. 

‘‘(5) LAND-GRANT COLLEGES AND UNIVER-
SITIES.—The term ‘land-grant colleges and 
universities’ means— 

‘‘(A) 1862 Institutions (as defined in section 
2 of the Agricultural Research, Extension, 
and Education Reform Act of 1998 (7 U.S.C. 
7601)); 

‘‘(B) 1890 Institutions (as defined in section 
2 of that Act); and 

‘‘(C) 1994 Institutions (as defined in section 
2 of that Act). 

‘‘(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
In addition to amounts otherwise authorized 
to be appropriated in section 911, there are 
authorized to be appropriated for the pro-
gram under this section such sums as may be 
appropriated.’’. 
SEC. 12. GREEN ENERGY EDUCATION. 

(a) DEFINITION.—For the purposes of this 
section: 

(1) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director’’ means 
the Director of the National Science Founda-
tion. 

(2) HIGH PERFORMANCE BUILDING.—The term 
‘‘high performance building’’ has the mean-
ing given that term in section 914(a) of the 
Energy Policy Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 16194(a)). 

(b) GRADUATE TRAINING IN ENERGY RE-
SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT.— 

(1) FUNDING.—In carrying out research, de-
velopment, demonstration, and commercial 
application activities authorized for the De-
partment, the Secretary may contribute 
funds to the National Science Foundation for 
the Integrative Graduate Education and Re-
search Traineeship program to support 
projects that enable graduate education re-
lated to such activities. 

(2) CONSULTATION.—The Director shall con-
sult with the Secretary when preparing so-
licitations and awarding grants for projects 
described in paragraph (1). 

(c) CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT FOR HIGH 
PERFORMANCE BUILDING DESIGN.— 

(1) FUNDING.—In carrying out advanced en-
ergy technology research, development, dem-
onstration, and commercial application ac-
tivities authorized for the Department re-
lated to high performance buildings, the Sec-
retary may contribute funds to curriculum 
development activities at the National 
Science Foundation for the purpose of im-
proving undergraduate or graduate inter-
disciplinary engineering and architecture 
education related to the design and construc-
tion of high performance buildings, including 
development of curricula, of laboratory ac-
tivities, of training practicums, or of design 

projects. A primary goal of curriculum de-
velopment activities supported under this 
section shall be to improve the ability of en-
gineers, architects, and planners to work to-
gether on the incorporation of advanced en-
ergy technologies during the design and con-
struction of high performance buildings. 

(2) CONSULTATION.—The Director shall con-
sult with the Secretary when preparing so-
licitations and awarding grants for projects 
described in paragraph (1). 

(3) PRIORITY.—In awarding grants with re-
spect to which the Secretary has contributed 
funds under this subsection, the Director 
shall give priority to applications from de-
partments, programs, or centers of a school 
of engineering that are partnered with 
schools, departments, or programs of design, 
architecture, and city, regional, or urban 
planning, and due consideration to applica-
tions from Historically Black Colleges and 
Universities and other minority serving in-
stitutions. 
SEC. 13. ARPA–E STUDY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall enter 
into an arrangement with the National 
Academy of Sciences to conduct a detailed 
study of, and make further recommendations 
on, the October 2005 National Academy of 
Sciences recommendation to establish an 
Advanced Research Projects Agency-Energy 
(in this section referred to as ARPA–E). 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 12 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall transmit to Congress the 
study described in subsection (a) and the 
Secretary’s response to the findings, conclu-
sions, and recommendations of that study. 

(c) TERMS OF REFERENCE.—The Secretary 
shall ensure that the study described in sub-
section (a) addresses the following questions: 

(1) What basic research related to new en-
ergy technologies is occurring now, what en-
tities are funding it, and what is preventing 
the results of that research from reaching 
the market? 

(2) What economic evidence indicates that 
the limiting factor in the market penetra-
tion of new energy technologies is a lack of 
basic research on pathbreaking new tech-
nologies? What barriers do those trying to 
develop new energy technologies face during 
later stages of research and development? 

(3) To what extent is the Defense Advanced 
Research Projects Agency an appropriate 
model for an energy research agency, given 
that the Federal Government would not be 
the primary customer for its technology and 
where cost is an important concern? 

(4) How would research and development 
sponsored by ARPA–E differ from research 
and development conducted by the National 
Laboratories or sponsored by the Depart-
ment through the Office of Science, the Of-
fice of Energy Efficiency and Renewable En-
ergy, the Office of Fossil Energy, the Office 
of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reli-
ability, and the Office of Nuclear Energy? 

(5) Should industry or National Labora-
tories be recipients of ARPA–E grants? What 
institutional or organizational arrangements 
would be required to ensure that ARPA–E 
sponsors transformational, rather than in-
cremental, research and development? 
SEC. 14. COAL METHANATION. 

(a) PROGRAM.—The Secretary shall estab-
lish a program of research, development, 
demonstration, and commercial application 
of coal gasification facilities that convert 
coal into pipeline quality gaseous fuels for 
direct use or subsequent chemical or phys-
ical conversion. 

(b) PROCEDURES.—The program established 
under subsection (a) shall be carried out 
using procedures described in title XVII of 
the Energy Policy Act of 2005. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 04:09 Nov 18, 2006 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00110 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORDCX\T37X$J0E\H29SE6.REC H29SE6cc
ol

em
an

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

71
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H8015 September 29, 2006 
SEC. 15. ALTERNATIVE BIOBASED FUELS AND 

ULTRA LOW SULFUR DIESEL. 
(a) ALTERNATIVE FUEL AND ULSD INFRA-

STRUCTURE AND ADDITIVES RESEARCH AND DE-
VELOPMENT.—The Secretary, in consultation 
with the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology, shall carry out a program of re-
search, development, demonstration, and 
commercial application of materials to be 
added to alternative biobased fuels and Ultra 
Low Sulfur Diesel fuels to make them more 
compatible with existing infrastructure used 
to store and deliver petroleum-based fuels to 
the point of final sale. The program shall ad-
dress— 

(1) materials to prevent or mitigate— 
(A) corrosion of metal, plastic, rubber, 

cork, fiberglass, glues, or any other material 
used in pipes and storage tanks; 

(B) dissolving of storage tank sediments; 
(C) clogging of filters; 
(D) contamination from water or other 

adulterants or pollutants; 
(E) poor flow properties related to low tem-

peratures; 
(F) oxidative and thermal instability in 

long-term storage and use; 
(G) increased volatile emissions; 
(H) microbial contamination; 
(I) problems associated with electrical con-

ductivity; and 
(J) increased nitrogen oxide emissions; 
(2) alternatives to conventional methods 

for refurbishment and cleaning of gasoline 
and diesel tanks, including tank lining appli-
cations; and 

(3) other problems as identified by the Sec-
retary in consultation with the National In-
stitute of Standards and Technology. 

(b) SULFUR TESTING FOR DIESEL FUELS.— 
(1) PROGRAM.—The Secretary, in consulta-

tion with the National Institute of Stand-
ards and Technology, shall carry out a re-
search, development, and demonstration pro-
gram on portable, low-cost, and accurate 
methods and technologies for testing of sul-
fur content in fuel, including Ultra Low Sul-
fur Diesel and Low Sulfur Diesel. 

(2) SCHEDULE OF DEMONSTRATIONS.—Not 
later than 1 year after the date of enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary shall begin dem-
onstrations of technologies under paragraph 
(1). 

(c) STANDARD REFERENCE MATERIALS AND 
DATA BASE DEVELOPMENT.—Not later than 6 
months after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology shall develop a physical prop-
erties data base and standard reference ma-
terials for alternative fuels. Such data base 
and standard reference materials shall be 
maintained and updated as appropriate as 
additional alternative fuels become avail-
able. 
SEC. 16. BIOENERGY. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 931 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 
(42 U.S.C. 16231) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)(1), by inserting ‘‘, in-
cluding $25,000,000 for section 932(d)(1)(B)(v)’’ 
after ‘‘section 932(d)’’; 

(2) in subsection (c)(2), by inserting ‘‘, in-
cluding $25,000,000 for section 932(d)(1)(B)(v)’’ 
after ‘‘section 932(d)’’; and 

(3) in subsection (c)(3), by inserting ‘‘, in-
cluding $25,000,000 for section 932(d)(1)(B)(v)’’ 
after ‘‘section 932(d)’’. 

(b) BIOENERGY PROGRAM.—Section 
932(d)(1)(B) of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 
(42 U.S.C. 16232(d)(1)(B)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of clause 
(iii); and 

(2) by adding after clause (iv) the following 
new clause: 

‘‘(v) biodegradable natural plastics from 
biomass; and’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from 

Illinois (Mrs. BIGGERT) and the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. GORDON) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Illinois. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days to revise 
and extend their remarks and to in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 6203, 
the bill now under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
I rise today in strong support of H.R. 

6203, the Alternative Energy and Re-
search Development Act. 

As its title suggests, this bill is de-
signed to advance development of a 
number of alternative energy tech-
nologies by establishing policy goals 
and focusing research on key technical 
challenges. 

Building on the excellent R&D provi-
sions the Science Committee included 
in the Energy Policy Act of 2005, or 
EPACT, H.R. 6203 supports the develop-
ment of biofuels from cellulose, mean-
ing feedstocks other than corn; bio-
degradable natural plastics from bio-
mass; technologies for hydrogen stor-
age onboard vehicles; advanced solar 
technologies that are economical and 
make solar power cost competitive in a 
decade; technologies that minimize the 
cost and environmental impact and 
maximize the efficiency of harnessing 
the power of the wind; and advanced 
battery technologies specifically for 
plug-in hybrid electric vehicles. 

In addition to requiring the DOE to 
continue carrying out the geothermal 
energy, hydropower distributor and co-
generation research authorized in 
EPACT, H.R. 6203 supports research to 
convert coal into pipeline quality gas-
eous fuels. 

The bill also promotes energy con-
servation in three important ways. 
First, it provides incentives for the 
construction of energy efficient build-
ings. Today’s buildings consume 50 per-
cent of the Nation’s supply of natural 
gas and 70 percent of its electricity, 
more energy than any other sector of 
the economy, including industry and 
transportation. 

Second, the bill offers grants to 
States who deploy solar cells and pur-
chase plug-in hybrid electric vehicles. 

Finally, it establishes a cooperative 
extension program to encourage the 
use of advanced energy technologies 
patterned after the successful agricul-
tural extension programs that aided 
farmers in incorporating advanced 
technologies and food production. 

H.R. 6203 is a modified version of H.R. 
5656, which was approved by the 
Science Committee in July. Like most 
bills that emerge from the Science 
Committee, H.R. 6203 represents a com-
pilation of great ideas from a number 
of members of the committee, includ-

ing my colleagues from Texas, LAMAR 
SMITH and MIKE MCCAUL. And I would 
especially like to thank the ranking 
member, Mr. GORDON, for his leadership 
and his additions to the bill. The bill 
was further perfected in committee by 
Representatives RALPH HALL, DORIS 
MATSUI, LYNN WOOLSEY, SHEILA JACK-
SON-LEE, EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON, KEN 
CALVERT, AL GREEN, BRIAN BAIRD, and 
BRAD MILLER. I want to thank my col-
leagues on the committee for their 
contributions. H.R. 6203 is the product 
of a truly bipartisan effort. 

Mr. Speaker, high natural gas prices 
and the summer spike in gasoline 
prices serve as a stark reminder that 
the path to energy independence is a 
long and arduous one. 

b 1945 
To make significant progress down 

this path requires a steadfast commit-
ment from Congress and the Federal 
Government to support the develop-
ment of advanced energy technologies 
and alternative fuels that will help end 
our addiction to oil and gasoline. 

The bill we are considering today 
would do just that in a fiscally respon-
sible way. In some cases, it gives new 
direction to research funding author-
ized in EPACT. In others, the House al-
ready has appropriated funds for the 
programs. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 
6203. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
6203. This bill is very similar to Mrs. 
BIGGERT’s H.R. 5656 which the Science 
Committee passed favorably in June. 
We support the changes that were 
made and believe they express some of 
the concerns our Members had with 
H.R. 5656. 

The original bill contained a number 
of important provisions from Demo-
cratic Members, and I want to thank 
Chairwoman BIGGERT for working with 
us to include them in this most recent 
version. I am especially pleased to see 
my bill, H.R. 5658, included as section 
15 of this bill. 

If our country is serious about reduc-
ing our dependency on foreign oil, we 
need to get serious about mobilizing 
the infrastructure necessary to dis-
tribute and dispense the next genera-
tion of fuels. 

The bill instructs the Department of 
Energy and the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology to research 
fuel additives and other technologies 
that would make biodiesel fuels more 
compatible with the country’s petro-
leum-based infrastructure. 

My bill, contained in section 15, also 
addresses potential challenges as fuel 
suppliers transition to ultra-low sulfur 
diesel, a fuel significantly cleaner than 
traditional diesel. 

This section instructs the Depart-
ment of Energy and NIST to develop 
portable, low-cost, and accurate meth-
ods suppliers can use to test sulfur con-
tent in fuels. It should be noted that in 
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no way is this meant to interfere with 
the authority or activities of the EPA 
to continue the successful transition to 
ultra-low sulfur diesel or other fuels 
programs. It is intended to assist com-
panies that are complying with EPA’s 
programs, and I encourage DOE and 
NIST to coordinate these activities 
with EPA. 

While I support Mrs. BIGGERT’s bill, I 
personally believe the committee 
should be sending a stronger message 
regarding the future of high-risk, high- 
payoff energy R&D. 

Specifically, we should move towards 
the establishment of an Advanced Re-
search Projects Agency for Energy, or 
ARPA–E, as directed in my bill, H.R. 
4435. 

There is a need for an organization 
capable of finding and promoting re-
search breakthroughs and converting 
those findings into potentially trans-
formational energy technologies that 
will make this country more energy 
self-sufficient. 

Mr. Speaker, all in all, I believe this 
is a good bill with some strong energy 
research programs. I urge its adoption. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I recog-
nize a valuable member of the Science 
Committee, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. SMITH) for 3 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
first of all, I would like to thank the 
gentlewoman from Illinois, who is the 
chairman of the Science Committee’s 
Subcommittee on Energy for yielding 
to me; and I want to express my appre-
ciation to Mrs. BIGGERT for assembling 
this legislation, which will contribute 
mightily to our energy independence. 

H.R. 6203, the Alternative Energy Re-
search and Development Act, incor-
porates two pieces of legislation that I 
introduced: the Plug-in Hybrid Electric 
Vehicle Act of 2006 and the Solar Utili-
zation Now, or SUN Act, of 2006. They 
will reduce our Nation’s dependence on 
foreign sources of oil by promoting 
plug-in hybrid vehicles and the use of 
solar power. 

The Plug-in Hybrid Electric Vehicle 
Act establishes a partnership between 
public and private entities and requires 
the Secretary of Energy to carry out a 
program of research and development 
for plug-in hybrid electric vehicles and 
electric drive transportation tech-
nology. The goal is to develop a plug-in 
vehicle that can travel up to 40 miles 
on battery power alone. 

The bill also establishes a pilot pro-
gram of grants to State and local gov-
ernments and metropolitan transpor-
tation authorities. 

Congress has a responsibility to help 
promote this new technology. 

I introduced the SUN Act of 2006 be-
cause the answer to much of our en-
ergy needs in fact comes up every 
morning. The goal of this legislation is 
to make electricity from solar power 
cost-competitive by 2015. The SUN Act 
encourages State governments and pri-
vate industry to team up to apply for 

Federal grants. Solar power is clean, 
plentiful, and it generates zero emis-
sions and zero waste. 

The Federal Government needs to en-
sure that the research and development 
of alternative energy technologies con-
tinues. Americans are concerned about 
high gas prices, our dependence on for-
eign oil and global warming. This bill 
addresses those concerns and is good 
for our energy security, national secu-
rity and environmental security. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank Con-
gresswoman BIGGERT for taking the 
lead on these issues and for getting 
this package to the House floor. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, we have 
no other requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I recog-
nize another member of the Science 
Committee who has worked hard in 
this area, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. MCCALL), for 2 minutes. 

Mr. MCCALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to first thank Congresswoman 
BIGGERT for her leadership on this bill. 
We have worked very hard to get to 
this point to get this bill on the floor. 
I was very proud to be a part of it. I 
thank you again for your leadership. 
And I thank Congressman KIRK for 
helping us in this effort and my col-
league from Texas, Mr. SMITH, for his 
hard work. 

This alternative energy legislation is 
crucial for America. But it isn’t just an 
alternative energy issue. It is also very 
much a national security issue. For 
some time now, we in the Congress 
have been pushing towards reducing 
America’s addiction to foreign sources 
of oil. This is a giant step in the right 
direction. This bill will provide re-
search and development for energy 
independence, for clean energy tech-
nologies, for plug-in hybrid vehicles, 
solar power, wind, biofuels, clean coal 
technologies, and hydrogen. 

If passed, this visionary legislation 
will put us on the track to provide 
cheaper and more reliable alternatives 
to fossil fuels and will work to provide 
a cleaner environment for our children 
and our grandchildren. 

I want to thank our colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle for their strong 
support of this legislation as well. It is 
an important bill for America’s energy 
future. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I recog-
nize the gentleman from Tennessee 
(Mr. WAMP), who is not a member of 
the Science Committee but has been so 
helpful as a member of the Policy Com-
mittee and of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, and I yield 3 minutes. 

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
Mrs. BIGGERT and Mr. GORDON for their 
leadership. 

For 6 years, I have had the privilege 
of serving as the co-Chair in the House 
of the Renewable Energy Efficiency 
Caucus with MARK UDALL of Colorado, 
which is over half of the House. They 
have a similar caucus in the Senate. 
There is widespread bipartisan support 
for these programs. I think it is so im-
portant that we do this. 

I want to say that one of the under- 
reported stories of the last 2 years is 
the impact of last year’s energy bill, 
the final agreement. I didn’t support 
the House bill, but I supported the final 
bill because the Senate made it so 
much better, advanced especially the 
production of ethanol. There are at 
least 41 new ethanol plants under con-
struction across America today be-
cause alternative fuels is what we need 
to advance. 

Leadership cries out for us to do 
what we need to do for the next genera-
tion with respect to energy, regardless 
of what energy costs today. Some peo-
ple think if it is $4 a gallon you have to 
make changes, but if it is $2 a gallon 
you don’t need to. No, we need to. And 
leadership cries out for us to be aggres-
sive. 

And I am a conservative. Sometimes 
conservatives forget we are supposed to 
conserve, to save, to be efficient. Plus 
our dependence on other sources of en-
ergy is causing our country to not be 
independent and to really be vulner-
able. So this is a security issue. 

I think, frankly, if we don’t do things 
like this we are being penny-wise and 
pound-foolish. These initiatives are 
real. They are substantive. This is a 
great first step. 

It is really a second step. I think 
EPACT was the first step. This is the 
second step. I would even argue next 
year we need to do a third step and 
continue to advance this cause. 

We didn’t balance the budget for 3 
years by cutting spending. We did slow 
the rate of growth of spending, but we 
balanced the budget because the econ-
omy grew because we led the world in 
information. EARL BLUMENAUER, from 
out on your side of this country. The 
Microsoft explosion was a robust, U.S. 
manufacturing export-driven economy 
where revenues surpassed expenses and 
we balanced the budget. 

We can do that again, solving the 
world’s energy problems because we are 
the smartest people in the world. A dy-
namic, export-driven economy if we 
will invest in energy solutions for the 
world, and you can’t just expect it to 
happen. The government plays a role. 
We have to lead on this issue. 

This is a double negative, but I with 
close with this: We cannot afford not to 
do this. That is what the House needs 
to understand. We cannot afford not to 
do this. Please support this bill, move 
it forward, and then let’s go further in 
the 110th Congress. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WAMP. I yield to the gentleman 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORDON. Let me just add my 
voice to my friend and colleague from 
Tennessee to say he has been a strong, 
consistent leader in this area, and I 
want to thank you for that. It has 
made this Congress better for your ef-
forts. 

Mr. WAMP. Reclaiming my time, 
thank you for your leadership, and 
thank you, Mrs. BIGGERT. 
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Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I recog-

nize the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
KIRK). He has been the chairman of the 
Suburban Caucus, and this bill has 
been on the Suburban Caucus list for 
those bills that are important to not 
only suburban areas but all over the 
country, and I yield 2 minutes. 

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
colleague from Illinois who put to-
gether this legislation as a leader in 
Congress. Along with Congressman 
MCCALL of Texas, you have outlined an 
alternative energy and renewable fuels 
future for the country in a bipartisan 
way, along with the gentleman from 
Tennessee. 

The U.S. imports nearly 5 billion bar-
rels of oil a year. And there has been a 
recent decline in the price of gas across 
the United States, but we need oil inde-
pendence to protect us from a volatile 
world of oil markets, increasing global 
pollution, and unstable leaders in Iran 
and Venezuela. We know that alter-
native energy and renewable fuels 
equals national security for the United 
States. 

This legislation will accelerate the 
development of advanced and clean 
technologies. It promotes the imple-
mentation of solar photovoltaic, wind, 
geothermal and hydropower. It estab-
lishes a research and development pro-
gram for the conversion of coal into 
pipeline-quality fuel. 

In my State of Illinois, we have a 250- 
year American supply of coal, one of 
the largest supplies in the United 
States; and with the development of 
clean coal technology we can better 
utilize a vast resource to help out the 
energy independence of the United 
States. 

The grants, incentives and programs 
established in this bipartisan bill have 
the potential to save American con-
sumers billions of dollars, create thou-
sands of new jobs and dramatically de-
crease energy consumption and pollu-
tion. In achieving the goals set forth in 
this bipartisan bill, we end our addic-
tion to foreign oil and enhance our na-
tional security. 

Mr. Speaker, on a day in which we 
look at the loss of a colleague in this 
House, in which we see vigorous foreign 
policy debate, what is being missed 
without a single reporter in the gallery 
is bipartisan legislation working on an 
alternative-energy future for the Na-
tion. It is a story that should not be 
missed, both parties joining together 
to make sure that we enhance renew-
able and alternative fuels and that we 
make sure that America leads. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I recog-
nize the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
BARTLETT), a long-time member of the 
Science Committee, for 3 minutes. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, there have been in the last 
couple of years two major government- 
sponsored studies on energy. One was a 
big SAIC report, commonly called the 
Hirsch Report. The other was a more 
recent report by the Corps of Engi-
neers, and both of them reached essen-
tially the same conclusion. 

b 2000 

The world has either peaked in oil 
production, conventional oil produc-
tion, or it will shortly peak in oil pro-
duction with potentially devastating 
consequences. The Hirsch report said 
that the world has never faced a prob-
lem like this, that mitigation con-
sequences will be unprecedented. 

Today I got across my desk a flyer 
from a group here on the Hill that said 
that we ought to be cautious about this 
suspension vote because some new pro-
grams were suggested here. I hope, Mr. 
Speaker, that some new programs are 
suggested here because the reality is 
the Hirsch report said if you didn’t an-
ticipate the peaking of oil, in 20 years 
there were going to be economic con-
sequences. 

We knew 25 years ago that this was a 
reality. By 1980, 1981, we absolutely 
knew that M. King Huppert was right. 
The United States had peaked in 1970. 
We are well down that slope now. He 
predicted the world would be peaking 
about now. 

I hope, Mr. Speaker, that there are a 
lot of new programs in here because we 
don’t have 10 years. We don’t have 20 
years. I think we have essentially run 
out of time. We have run out of energy. 

And don’t be lulled into complacency 
by this find of oil in the gulf. Instead of 
our responding, saying here is some en-
ergy and we can invest in alternatives, 
what we have said is, I don’t need to 
buy that hybrid now; I can now buy an 
SUV. We have exactly the wrong re-
sponse to this. 

Please, this is a great bill. I hope 
there are new programs in it. My only 
complaint with the bill is it doesn’t 
have enough new programs in it. 

Thank you very much for a great 
bill. Everybody should vote ‘‘yes’’ on 
this. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to reclaim my 
time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, let me rise in support of this 
legislation and ask my colleagues to 
support it and thank the gentlewoman 
from Illinois and the gentleman from 
Tennessee for their leadership and to 
comment on how the Science Com-
mittee provides such a contribution in 
a bipartisan way of looking at the next 
generation of alternative fuels. 

Representing what has been called 
the ‘‘energy capital of the world,’’ I 
know the use of fossil fuels, oil, gas, 
coal. And, frankly, I believe that en-
ergy connotes opportunity, new energy 
alternatives, and our companies are 
called ‘‘energy companies.’’ So this 
gives us the opportunity in a bipar-
tisan way to take this country forward. 

I will drop tonight legislation that 
deals with cellulose research on eth-

anol to encourage the production of 
ethanol in a different manner. And I 
hope that as we are dependent at this 
time on oil, gas, and coal that we will 
also look to the research opportunities 
that have been created by this legisla-
tion and the forward-thinking aspects 
that this legislation generates. Re-
search, investment in research, gen-
erates value for the consumers, effi-
ciency for the consumers, and low cost 
for the consumers. 

And, frankly, all of the dialogue that 
we have had, whether we are for or 
against wars that are raging around 
the world, all of us have discussed the 
question of dependency on foreign en-
ergy resources. This legislation allows 
us in a thoughtful manner to create a 
pathway of independence for America. 

And I want to thank the gentleman 
for yielding and thank the gentle-
woman and ask my colleagues to sup-
port this legislation. And I hope in the 
Science Committee in the 110th Con-
gress we will be in the forefront of al-
ternative energies because I would be 
delighted to have those same energy 
companies in Houston, Texas, of which 
I know may be listening and certainly 
not fearful because we are using oil and 
we are using gas, but in any event to 
diversify and utilize alternative fuels, 
and I think we will be the better for it. 

I ask my colleagues to support it. 
Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE). 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman and the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I just think there ought to be some-
body who stands and says that research 
like this is going on in the private sec-
tor, continually, as it should be. That 
is where it ought to be. I hope that we 
can reach more energy independence. 
But when we look at the situation that 
we have now with a massive deficit and 
a huge debt, I think it is too much to 
ask, particularly given the oil prices 
where they are and the fact that there 
are huge profits being made by oil com-
panies who have plenty of room to ac-
tually fund a lot of this research on 
their own, and it is a little too much to 
ask taxpayers, in my view, to come in. 
And I have heard the price tag to be 
somewhere around $400 million. That 
would seem to me to be a bit steep. 

So I for one do not support the legis-
lation. I know that it has over-
whelming broad bipartisan support, 
and I am not hopeful that my views 
will prevail. But I just want to add 
that I think that this, for the tax-
payers at this time, is not a wise move. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to Mr. BARTLETT from Mary-
land. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, we have 2 percent of the non-
reserves of oil. We use 25 percent of the 
world’s oil. We import almost two- 
thirds of what we use. Ten years from 
now when we look back, our regret is 
going to be that there wasn’t ten times 
as much money in this bill for these 
programs. 
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This is desperately needed. The mar-

ket is neither omniscient nor omnipo-
tent. It will not solve this problem. If 
this government does not solve it, it 
won’t be solved because the private 
sector cannot do it. We need real lead-
ership in this area, and that is a major 
responsibility of government. 

And again I say mark it down. Ten 
years from now you will look back and 
say why wasn’t there ten times as 
much money in that bill because we 
really needed it? 

This falls far short of what we ought 
to be doing, but at least it is some-
thing. Please vote for it. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Before I close, Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to insert in the 
RECORD an exchange of letters between 
the Committees on Science and Edu-
cation and the Workforce. 

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND THE 
WORKFORCE, HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES, 2181 RAYBURN 
HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING, 

Washington, DC, September 29, 2006. 
Hon. SHERWOOD BOEHLERT, 
Chairman, Committee on Science, 2320 Rayburn 

HOB, Washington, DC. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN BOEHLERT: I am writing to 

confirm our mutual understanding with re-
spect to consideration of H.R. 6203, to pro-
vide for Federal energy research, develop-
ment, demonstration, and commercial appli-
cation, activities, and for other purposes. 
Education provisions in Section 12 of the bill 
as introduced are within the jurisdiction of 
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force. 

Given the importance of moving this bill 
forward promptly, I will not request the re-
ferral of H.R. 6203 to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce. However, I do so 
only with the understanding that this proce-
dural route should not be construed to preju-
dice the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce’s jurisdictional interest and pre-
rogative on these provisions or any other 
similar legislation and will not be considered 
as precedent for consideration of matters of 
jurisdictional interest to my Committee in 
the future. 

Finally, I ask that you include a copy of 
our exchange of letters in the Congressional 
Record during the consideration of H.R. 6203. 
If you have questions regarding this matter, 
please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 
HOWARD P. ‘‘BUCK’’ MCKEON, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, 

Washington, DC, September 29, 2006. 
Hon. HOWARD P. ‘‘BUCK’’ McKEON, 
Chairman, Committee on Education and the 

Workforce, 2181 Rayburn House Office 
Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your 
letter regarding the consideration of H.R. 
6203, the Alternative Energy Research and 
Development Act. I appreciate your waiving 
your Committee’s right to a referral on this 
bill so that it can move expeditiously to the 
floor. 

I recognize your Committee’s jurisdiction 
over education provisions in Section 12 of 
the bill and will support any request you 
may make to have conferees on H.R. 6203 or 
similar legislation. The exchange of letters 
between our two committees will be included 
in the Congressional Record when the bill is 
considered on the floor. 

Thank you for your attention to this mat-
ter. 

Sincerely, 
SHERWOOD BOEHLERT, 

Chairman. 

Mr. Speaker, yesterday’s headlines 
announced that the national average 
price of gasoline dropped another 12 
cents in the last week, the seventh 
straight week that gasoline prices have 
fallen. That is certainly good news for 
the American consumer in the U.S., 
and businesses. 

However, we cannot allow ourselves 
to be lulled into a sense of compla-
cency whenever the price of gasoline 
drops. We have to face the fact that we 
cannot meet today’s energy needs, 
much less tomorrow’s, with yesterday’s 
energy infrastructure and technology. 
We must reduce our reliance on expen-
sive natural gas and Mid-Eastern oil 
and instead encourage the use of clean, 
efficient alternatives like solar, wind, 
hydrogen, and biofuels. These advanced 
energy technologies offer the best hope 
for diversifying energy supplies. They 
can improve efficiency. They can pro-
mote conservation. And perhaps most 
importantly, they can bring us ever 
closer to ending our reliance on Mid- 
Eastern oil. 

I want to thank the staff who worked 
so hard to bring this bill to the floor 
today, including Bill Koetzle in the 
Speaker’s office and Michael Ference 
in the majority whip’s office. And I 
want to thank the staff of the Science 
Committee for all their hard work on 
this bill and the many others we have 
worked on together over the past 
years. And particularly I want to com-
mend David Goldston for his tireless ef-
forts on behalf of the committee and 
its chairman. Both he and my good 
friend, Chairman BOEHLERT, will be 
missed. 

Again, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 6203. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of this bill, but I rise mostly to 
praise the Members who have contributed to 
it: Chairman JUDY BIGGERT, and Congressmen 
LAMAR SMITH and MIKE McCAUL not only wrote 
the excellent provisions of this bill, but it’s 
been their persistence that has enabled it to 
come to the floor today. I also want to recog-
nize my ranking Member, Mr. GORDON, and 
his colleagues, who have also contributed pro-
visions to this bill. 

This bill should be one of the easiest votes 
we cast this Congress and certainly today. 
The bill commits our Nation to conducting 
more research and development on the tech-
nologies that will reduce our dependence on 
foreign oil. That includes biomass, solar, wind, 
hydrogen, and hybrid vehicle technologies. It’s 
a non-controversial list; indeed, it’s a must-do 
list. 

Many of the provisions in the bill originated 
with the President’s Advanced Energy Initia-
tive. 

This bill is quite frankly the bare minimum 
we can do; it establishes the R&D foundation 
we need to build from. I urge my colleagues 
to support this valuable measure. 

Mr. HONDA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of H.R. 6203, which is very similar to a bill we 

marked up earlier this year in the Science 
Committee, with some of the more expensive 
and contentious elements taken out. 

I’m pleased that this bill, which enjoys bipar-
tisan support, contains amendments offered 
by a number of my colleagues in committee, 
including Mr. BAIRD, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN-
SON, Mr. BRAD MILLER, Ranking Member GOR-
DON, Ms. MATSUI, Mr. AL GREEN, Ms. WOOL-
SEY, Ms. JACKSON-LEE. 

The bill addresses research on a wide 
range of important energy technologies, in-
cluding advanced biofuels, hydrogen storage, 
wind energy, plug in hybrid vehicles, energy 
efficient buildings, and alternative biobased 
fuels and ultra low sulfur diesel. 

The bill also establishes programs for en-
ergy technology transfer and green energy 
education, and calls for a study of an ad-
vanced Research Projects Agency for Energy. 

I’m particularly pleased that the bill includes 
research on advanced solar photovoltaic tech-
nologies and a photovoltaic demonstration 
program. In August, Chairwoman BIGGERT and 
I held a field hearing in my district that fo-
cused on photovoltaics. 

At the hearing, the witnesses, and let me 
just note there were 2 Nobel Prize winners on 
the panel, described how the relatively high 
cost current supply constraints associated with 
currently available solar technologies are lim-
iting adoption. But they also outlined several 
research directions that will help reduce costs 
and ease manufacturing, which will expand 
availability. 

So I’m glad that this bill will help move that 
research along and establish a demonstration 
program to speed adoption, with the goal of 
making electricity generated by solar photo-
voltaic power cost-competitive by 2015. 

I have some concerns about the ramifica-
tions of the coal methanation section in the 
area of greenhouse gas emissions. While I 
want to reduce America’s dependence on for-
eign oil as much as anyone, in doing so we 
need to be mindful of the harmful effects of 
global climate change. 

Converting coal to liquid or gaseous fuels 
results in much greater carbon dioxide emis-
sions than for conventional crude oil derived 
hydrocarbon fuels. I hope that any plants built 
using such an approach will incorporate car-
bon capture and storage, in order to keep 
those gases out of our atmosphere. 

The rapid development of alternative energy 
sources is essential to our nation’s security, 
and while I wish we could do more, I’m happy 
to support the efforts included in H.R. 6203 
and ask my colleagues to vote for it. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentlewoman from Illinois (Mrs. 
BIGGERT) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 6203. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill 
was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
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revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on Senate 
3661. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
f 

SUPPORTING THE GOALS AND 
IDEALS OF RED RIBBON WEEK 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and agree to 
the resolution (H. Res. 1028) supporting 
the goals and ideals of Red Ribbon 
Week. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H. Res. 1028 

Whereas the purpose of the Red Ribbon 
Campaign is to commemorate the service of 
Enrique ‘‘Kiki’’ Camarena, a Drug Enforce-
ment Administration Special Agent who died 
in the line of duty in 1985 while engaged in 
the battle against illicit drugs; 

Whereas the Red Ribbon Campaign is na-
tionally recognized and is in its twenty-first 
year of celebration, helping to preserve Spe-
cial Agent Camarena’s memory and further 
the cause for which he gave his life; 

Whereas the Governors and Attorneys Gen-
eral of the States, the National Family Part-
nership, Parent Teacher Associations, Boys 
and Girls Clubs of America, and more than 
100 other organizations throughout the 
United States annually cosponsor Red Rib-
bon Week during the period of October 23 
through October 31; 

Whereas the objective of Red Ribbon Week 
is to promote drug-free communities through 
drug prevention efforts, education, parental 
involvement, and community-wide support; 

Whereas drug and alcohol abuse contrib-
utes to domestic violence and sexual as-
saults, and places the lives of children at 
risk; 

Whereas drug abuse is one of the major 
challenges that the Nation faces in securing 
a safe and healthy future for families and 
children; 

Whereas although public awareness of il-
licit drug abuse is increasing, the silent 
abuse of prescription medication, with over 
6,000,000 such abusers, has gone almost unno-
ticed and demands attention; and 

Whereas parents, youth, schools, busi-
nesses, law enforcement agencies, religious 
institutions, service organizations, senior 
citizens, medical and military personnel, 
sports teams, and individuals throughout the 
United States will demonstrate their com-
mitment to healthy, productive, and drug- 
free lifestyles by wearing and displaying red 
ribbons during this weeklong celebration: 
Now therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives— 

(1) supports the goals and ideals of Red 
Ribbon Week; 

(2) encourages children and teens to choose 
to live a drug-free life; and 

(3) encourages the people of the United 
States to promote drug-free communities 
and to participate in drug prevention activi-
ties to show support for healthy, productive, 
and drug-free lifestyles. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. DEAL) and the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. TOWNS) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Georgia. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem-

bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on this legislation and to insert 
extraneous material on the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I rise today in support of House Reso-
lution 1028, a resolution supporting the 
goals and ideals of Red Ribbon Week 
and to commemorate the life and serv-
ice of DEA Special Agent Enrique 
‘‘Kiki’’ Camarena, who died in the line 
of duty in 1985 while engaged in a bat-
tle against illicit drugs. 

As my colleagues are aware, Red Rib-
bon Week, which will take place during 
the week of October 23 this year, en-
courages children and teens to choose a 
drug-free life. The resolution before us 
today encourages all people of the 
United States to promote drug-free 
communities and to participate in 
drug-free prevention activities in sup-
port of healthy, productive, drug-free 
lifestyles. 

We know that ultimately education 
is the answer to preventing drugs 
among our children. What Red Ribbon 
Week does is nationally recognize the 
importance of keeping our youths off 
drugs, and I am particularly pleased 
that we are also commemorating Spe-
cial Agent Enrique ‘‘Kiki’’ Camarena 
with this resolution. The agents of the 
Drug Enforcement Agent serve the 
public to make our communities a 
safer place to live and work. Our grati-
tude to them for doing their part in our 
communities and to keep them drug 
free should certainly be recognized. 

Mr. Speaker, I think this is a great 
resolution, and I would like to com-
mend my good friend from Indiana, Mr. 
SOUDER, for sponsoring this legislation 
and for his leadership on this issue. I 
would also like to commend my col-
league on the Energy and Commerce 
Committee, Mr. TERRY from Nebraska, 
for serving as an original cosponsor of 
the legislation. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
important resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

I rise in support of H. Res. 1028, a res-
olution that recognizes and supports 
the concept of Red Ribbon Week. 

The Red Ribbon campaign began in 
1985 after drug traffickers in Mexico 
City murdered Kiki Camarena, a 
United States Drug Enforcement 
agent. 

Red Ribbon Week is sponsored by the 
National Family Partnership. Each 
year more than 80 million people show 
their commitment to a healthy, drug- 
free life by wearing a red ribbon. Dur-
ing the last 8 days of October, those 
who wear the red ribbon are saying 
that we will not tolerate the use or 
sale of illicit drugs in our Nation. 

Substance abuse, and the sale of ille-
gal drugs, is a serious problem in this 
country. That is why it is so important 
that as we approach the month of Octo-
ber that we remember Kiki Camarena 
by wearing a red ribbon. Preventing 
substance abuse and the associated vio-
lence that took Kiki’s life is of great 
concern to me. Let us celebrate the life 
and work of Kiki Camarena by passing 
H. Res. 1028. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased to yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER), 
who is the sponsor of this resolution. 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the chairman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, Red Ribbon Week is a 
national week celebrated at the end of 
October that honors the sacrifice made 
by DEA Special Agent Enrique ‘‘Kiki’’ 
Camarena. It brings together local 
communities all over America for anti- 
drug abuse education and other preven-
tion efforts. 

I would like to thank all the Mem-
bers who cosponsored this resolution, 
as well as Speaker HASTERT, Chairman 
JOE BARTON of the Energy and Com-
merce Committee, and Chairman NA-
THAN DEAL of the Health Sub-
committee, for their assistance in 
bringing this resolution to the floor 
this evening. I would also like to thank 
Congressman ELIJAH CUMMINGS, the 
ranking Democrat on our Drug Policy 
Subcommittee; and Congressman LEE 
TERRY of Nebraska for their consistent 
efforts in the anti-narcotics arena. 

As you have already heard, 21 years 
ago in March, 1985, Special Agent 
Enrique Camarena of the DEA was kid-
napped, tortured, and murdered by 
drug dealers in Mexico. 

b 2015 
Red Ribbon Week began as a local 

commemorative effort in Special Agent 
Camerena’s hometown of Calexico, 
California, when Congressman DUNCAN 
HUNTER and Camerena’s high school 
friend, Henry Lozano, created 
Camarena Clubs to preserve the agent’s 
legacy. The National Family Partner-
ship later formalized Red Ribbon Week 
as a national campaign, an 8-day event 
proclaimed by the U.S. Congress and 
chaired by then President and Mrs. 
Ronald Reagan. 

Red Ribbon Week is dedicated to 
helping preserve Agent Camarena’s 
memory and further the cause for 
which he gave his life, the fight against 
violence of drug crime and the misery 
of addition. By gathering together in 
special events and wearing a red ribbon 
during the last week in October, Amer-
icans from all walks of life dem-
onstrate their opposition to illegal nar-
cotics. Such events include organizing 
drug prevention events in schools, dis-
tributing educational materials to 
young people about the dangers of drug 
abuse, and other activities designed to 
promote healthy choices. Approxi-
mately 80 million people participate in 
Red Ribbon events every year. 
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Red Ribbon Week is also a tribute to 

the men and women of the Drug En-
forcement Administration who daily 
leave their families to stand on the 
front lines of this Nation’s counter 
drug efforts. Those efforts extend to 
Afghanistan, where DEA Special 
Agents operate in an increasingly haz-
ardous environment to aid the fledg-
ling and almost overwhelmingly anti-
drug efforts in that country. 

It is regrettable that the work of 
these agents frequently lacks the nec-
essary assistance from the Department 
of Defense to complete their perilous 
mission. I call on the Department of 
Defense to increase its level of support 
so that the memory and sacrifices 
made by Kiki Camerena and others 
continue to have meaning and value. 
Drugs and terror are inexorably linked, 
and the fight against them should be a 
seamless, unified campaign, where 
Government agency assets complement 
each other so more agents do not die. 

Since 1985, we have made substantial 
progress in the fight against drug 
abuse, but even today it remains our 
number one health problem in Amer-
ica, claiming well over 20,000 lives a 
year. Each day all over America a new 
person and new people are tempted and 
fall to narcotics abuse. 

We must never slacken our efforts. 
We will never completely win drug war, 
because new people are tempted every 
day. But we can make progress. And 
when we stay at it in prevention, in 
treatment, interdiction, eradication 
and enforcement, we do, in fact, reduce 
the level of drug abuse in the United 
States, as has been the last few years. 

Mr. Speaker, once again, I thank the 
House for joining with me in sup-
porting this resolution recognizing the 
vital work of drug abuse prevention, 
recognizing the DEA for their leader-
ship, and encouraging all Americans to 
participate in Red Ribbon Week. 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 2 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, this red ribbon is saying 
to people across this country, don’t get 
involved with drugs. Young people, 
stay in school. That is what it is say-
ing, and stay away from drugs. 

So every time you see this red rib-
bon, especially you young people, un-
derstand that it is saying, do not get 
involved in drugs. 

Camerena gave his life trying to 
make this world a better place for us to 
live. We should never forget that. So 
we should wear the red ribbon, saying 
to people everywhere that we will not 
tolerate the use of drugs in this coun-
try, illegal drugs. 

Also, let me just conclude by saying 
that we have an obligation and a re-
sponsibility to keep the work of 
Camerena alive; and we need to do that 
by demonstrating everywhere that we 
go that we have this red ribbon on, and 
that is what it means. The red ribbon 
says no to drugs. Stay in school, young 
people. 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of H. Res. 1028 to support the goals 
and ideals of Red Ribbon Week. 

Red Ribbon Week was established 21 years 
ago to honor the life of Drug Enforcement Ad-
ministration Special Agent Enrique ‘‘Kiki’’ 
Camarena, who died in the line of duty while 
fighting illicit drugs. More than 100 organiza-
tions across the United States, including the 
Nation’s Governors and community organiza-
tions such as Boys and Girls Clubs of Amer-
ica, have joined in this effort to promote drug- 
free communities. 

As a Representative of the great State of 
Nebraska, I recognize the importance of such 
efforts to prevent abuse of dangerous drugs 
such as methamphetamine. The war against 
the rising tide of meth in the Mid-West and on 
the West Coast—and now even in some parts 
of the East Coast—can only be effectively 
fought through partnerships with law enforce-
ment, government, social service agencies, 
communities, schools, parents and children. 

The meth problem affects all aspects of our 
communities and requires comprehensive so-
lutions at all levels of government and in part-
nership with private charities and volunteer or-
ganizations. 

We need effective drug prevention and edu-
cation programs; greater parental involvement 
and public awareness; and law enforcement 
and social services coordination in order to 
rescue our communities from the ruination and 
devastation of meth. 

The recent survey of 500 county law en-
forcement officials found that meth abuse is 
still the number 1 drug problem nationwide. 
Many States, including Nebraska, have en-
acted laws to control access to Sudafed and 
other drugs that act as the basis for ‘‘cooking’’ 
meth. The number of Mom and Pop meth labs 
dropped by an astounding 70 percent in Ne-
braska and other states. However, 85 percent 
of law enforcement officials report the meth 
problem is still growing due to drug trafficking 
from ‘‘superlabs’’ in Mexico. 

This Congress can best honor the memory 
of Agent Camarena by continuing a strong 
battle in the ‘‘new front’’ of the war against 
drugs: methamphetamine. 

I urge my colleagues to join me today in not 
only supporting our law enforcement officers 
who risk their lives each day to keep our com-
munities safe, but to join me and other Mem-
bers of the Congressional Caucus to Fight and 
Control Methamphetamine by pledging to stop 
the scourge of meth across our Nation. 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no other requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
DEAL) that the House suspend the rules 
and agree to the resolution, H. Res. 
1028. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the reso-
lution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA’S 2007 
BUDGET REQUEST ACT—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC. 
NO. 109–136) 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-

fore the House the following message 

from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, without 
objection, referred to the Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be 
printed: 
To the Congress of the United States: 

Pursuant to my constitutional au-
thority and consistent with section 446 
of The District of Columbia Self-Gov-
ernmental Reorganization Act as 
amended in 1989, I am transmitting the 
District of Columbia’s 2007 Budget Re-
quest Act. 

The proposed 2007 Budget Request 
Act reflects the major programmatic 
objectives of the Mayor and the Coun-
cil of the District of Columbia. For 
2007, the District estimates total reve-
nues and expenditures of $7.61 billion. 

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 29, 2006. 

f 

RECESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 8 o’clock and 20 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair. 

f 

b 2130 

AFTER RECESS 
The recess having expired, the House 

was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin) at 9 
o’clock and 30 minutes p.m. 

f 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON. 
JOE BACA, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable JOE BACA, 
Member of Congress: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, September 28, 2006. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Wash-

ington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 

formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives that I have 
been served with a civil subpoena duces 
tecum, issued by the Superior Court of Los 
Angeles, California, which seeks personnel 
records relating to a former employee. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
JOE BACA, 

Congressman, 43rd CD. 

f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 4954, 
SAFE PORT ACT 

Mr. KING of New York submitted the 
following conference report and state-
ment on the bill (H.R. 4954) to improve 
maritime and cargo security through 
enhanced layered defenses, and for 
other purposes: 

[Conference report will appear in 
Book II of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
of September 29, 2006] 
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WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER 

AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT 
ON H.R. 4954, SAFE PORT ACT 
Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that it be in order 
at any time for the chairman of the 
Committee on Rules or his designee, 
without intervention of any point of 
order, to call up House Resolution 1064; 
that the resolution be considered as 
read; and that the resolution be debat-
able for 20 minutes equally divided and 
controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, pursu-

ant to the previous order of the House 
and as the designee of the chairman of 
the Committee on Rules, I call up 
House Resolution 1064 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 1064 
Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-

lution it shall be in order to consider the 
conference report to accompany the bill 
(H.R. 4954) to improve maritime and cargo 
security through enhanced layered defenses, 
and for other purposes. All points of order 
against the conference report and against its 
consideration are waived. The conference re-
port shall be considered as read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS) and 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
HASTINGS) each will control 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this consent agreement pro-
viding for the consideration of a con-
ference report for the Security and Ac-
countability for Every Port Act. This 
port security bill, which has been 
agreed to now by the conference com-
mittee, came as a result of House ac-
tion that was made on May 4 that 
passed this House 421–2. 

Mr. Speaker, I want you to know 
that there are four major provisions 
within this SAFE Act: number one, en-
hancing security at U.S. ports; number 
two, preventing threats from reaching 
the United States of America; number 
three, tracking and protecting con-
tainers en route to the United States; 
and, number four, establishing the Do-
mestic Nuclear Detection Office. 

Mr. Speaker, we have spent a lot of 
time in this House of Representatives 
speaking about and working with our 
counterparts in the United States Sen-
ate as well as the administration on 
better ways that we can enhance port 
security. This conference report which 
we bring tonight, the last night before 
we go to recess, is an important vic-
tory for the American people. It stands 
to continue the safeguard position that 
this great Nation expects not only of 
its government but expects from the 
House of Representatives. I am proud 
that we are able to bring this bill for-
ward tonight. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself 4 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, as has already been 
pointed out, today, at least tonight, we 
consider the conference report for the 
major security legislation for this 
year. I voted for this bill in May, and I 
likely will vote for this conference re-
port. 

I point out, however, that this bill 
could have and should have been much 
better. If the majority really cared 
about safety and security and if they 
cared more than they do about naked 
partisanship and political advantage, 
this would be a bill that we could all be 
proud to pass. 

For example, Mr. Speaker, when the 
bill was considered this spring and 
again now, we were prohibited from 
considering a Democratic amendment 
offered by Representatives NADLER, 
OBERSTAR, MARKEY, and others which 
requires that every shipping container 
be scanned and sealed before being 
loaded onto a ship destined for the 
United States. The scary fact remains 
that less than 5 percent of all con-
tainers coming into the United States 
through our ports are scanned. 

Mr. Speaker, as someone who rep-
resents a district which depends great-
ly upon three major international 
ports for economic activity, I took con-
siderable umbrage with the majority’s 
not allowing this amendment to be 
considered. I take issue with your con-
scious decision to block the House from 
considering proposals which would 
have, without a doubt, made my con-
stituents and the American people 
safer. 

Moreover, the rule this past spring 
prohibited the ranking Democratic 
member of the Homeland Security 
Committee, an expert in this field, 
BENNIE THOMPSON, from making con-
structive changes to the bill. Ranking 
Member THOMPSON’s changes address 
the fact that we cannot continue ask-
ing Customs officials to do more with 
less. His amendment authorized fund-
ing for U.S. Customs and Border Patrol 
to hire 1,600 more officers at seaports. 

Mr. Speaker, as I previously men-
tioned, I am proud to represent a re-
gion in our country which is home to 
some of our largest international sea-
ports. Port Everglades in Fort Lauder-
dale, Port of Palm Beach in Riviera 
Beach, and the Port of Miami, each 
within or just minutes from the dis-
trict I am privileged to represent, have 
led the way in security improvements 
in America. The three, Port Everglades 
in particular, have all enjoyed national 
and international best practices rec-
ognition. 

So when I come to the floor today 
and consider the underlying legisla-
tion, I have to ask does this legislation 
get our ports to where they need to be 
regarding security. The answer is it 
gets us closer, but we can and must do 
better. 

Mr. Speaker, we had an opportunity 
in May to do something about a real 

problem which we all know exists at 
America’s seaports. We will accomplish 
some with the passage of this bill, but 
we must return to this topic when the 
new Congress convenes next January 
after a new direction. We can do better 
and we will do better for the American 
people. When we come next year, 
Democrats will give our Customs and 
Border Patrol officers the necessary 
tools and directives to do everything 
that they can possibly do to stop at-
tacks from happening here in the 
United States. Until this time we have 
this bill, which is a first step, and that 
is all it is, a first step. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, my col-
league from Florida has pointed up not 
only the hard work that we have been 
doing on this bill, bipartisan work for a 
number of years, but also really about 
the effort or the direction, the direc-
tion that we are aiming at. And, in 
fact, under this SAFE Port Act of 2006, 
we are setting a timeline by which 100 
percent of all containers will be 
scanned for radiation, by requiring the 
Department of Homeland Security to 
set the timeline for deploying these ra-
diation detectors. 

Mr. Speaker, we are also making sure 
that we are adding the number of peo-
ple to the Customs and Border Patrol 
who will conduct these validations. We 
are going to make sure that we con-
tinue to add, as necessary, the numbers 
of people pointed at the right direction. 

The gentleman from Florida is cor-
rect: we are not exactly where we want 
to be. But for us to think that 100 per-
cent of everything can just be done 
overnight is not the reality of where 
the threat is at this country. I believe 
this President, I believe this adminis-
tration, I believe this Congress have 
been aware of the frailties of our sys-
tems. We are trying to match our dol-
lars, the resolve of this great Nation, 
with the ability on all of our borders to 
be able to make sure that we are look-
ing at the threats of the 21st century 
that come to us as a result of terrorist 
organizations. We want to make sure 
that by doing this bill tonight that we 
allow and put into motion the oppor-
tunity for the Department of Homeland 
Security to be better prepared to face 
those threats that come against the 
United States. 

This passed 421–2. It is an indication, 
it was in May, that we are headed in 
the right direction. I am confident to-
night that the final answer that comes 
from the negotiation with the Senate 
can be on the President’s desk as early 
as tomorrow, ready and waiting to pro-
tect this country. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I heard 
that the conference was a farce. My 
colleague from Texas said we are head-
ed in a new direction. 

People don’t need no new direction. 
What people need is an absolute des-
tination. And the fact of the matter is 
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there were people who could have made 
this bill better and we are shut out of 
the process the same as we have been 
all the way down the line. 

Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to 
yield 3 minutes to my very good friend, 
the gentlewoman from Nevada (Ms. 
BERKLEY). 

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank my very dear friend, the out-
standing congressman from Florida 
(Mr. HASTINGS) for yielding me this 
time. 

On Wednesday morning I came to the 
floor of the House to protest the fact 
that the Republican leadership was 
holding up the Department of Defense 
bill because they wanted to attach a 
ban on Internet gaming. It was more 
important to the Republican leadership 
to keep people from playing poker on 
their computers in their homes than 
passing a defense bill that would help 
protect our troops serving this Nation 
in Iraq, Afghanistan, and the rest of 
the world. So the last bill that we pass 
before we adjourn on the vital and im-
portant issue of port security contains 
the ban on Internet gaming. 

What does a ban on Internet gaming 
have to do with port security? Abso-
lutely nothing. 

This section was added to the bill in 
an attempt to fire up the far-right 
anti-gaming element of the Republican 
Party in time for this year’s election. 
They could not sneak it into the de-
fense bill, so they put it into the port 
security bill. 

What does banning Internet gaming 
have to do with port security? I cannot 
think of a single thing. 

To ensure that this provision stayed 
in, they actually prevented the con-
ferees from meeting and offering 
amendments. That is taking partisan-
ship to a new low even in this Congress 
where partisanship is the rule rather 
than the exception. 

If we must resign ourselves to adding 
extraneous provisions to conference re-
ports, why don’t we add something 
meaningful that could actually help 
people? How about stopping the cut in 
Medicare physicians’ reimbursement so 
that the doctors can continue to treat 
older Americans? How about something 
like that that can do millions of Amer-
icans some good? But that wouldn’t 
please the far-right ultraconservative 
anti-gaming types in the Republican 
Party as much as preventing individ-
uals from wagering on the Internet in 
the comfort of their own homes. 

Mr. Speaker, I will vote for this bill 
because it addresses important na-
tional security issues. But I hope that 
the American people, those that are 
listening to us debate tonight, are 
aware of the partisan games that are 
being played with this bill by the Re-
publican leadership in this Congress. 

I support all of the strenuous objec-
tions you have, Mr. HASTINGS, to this 
piece of legislation that is important, 
could have been good, should have been 
better, and isn’t. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I came 
down to speak about the bill, the SAFE 

Port Act of 2006, and to move this bill 
forward. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

I will be asking Members to vote 
‘‘no’’ on the previous question. If the 
previous question is defeated, I will 
offer an amendment to the rule that in-
structs the enrolling Clerk to modify 
the conference report and add impor-
tant provisions from the Senate 
version of this bill. These provisions 
are virtually identical to those in the 
motion to instruct that the House 
overwhelmingly adopted just 24 hours 
ago by a vote of 281–140. 

b 2145 

Any Member who supported that mo-
tion last night should support my 
amendment today. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the amendment be 
printed in the RECORD immediately be-
fore the vote on the previous question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 

Speaker, when the House passed this 
bill in May, it passed by a wide bipar-
tisan margin and focused exclusively 
on port security issues. When the Sen-
ate took up this bill, however, it broad-
ened the scope of this legislation to ad-
dress the gaping security holes in our 
country’s rail, subway, bus and truck-
ing system. 

Secretary Chertoff and the House Re-
publicans called these new sections 
‘‘goulash.’’ I think they are good pol-
icy, and I think they should be part of 
the bill we send to the President today. 
If we can stick unrelated gambling leg-
islation into this conference report, 
Mr. Speaker, why cannot we include 
legislation that will improve our mass 
transit and rail security? 

Mr. Speaker, the 9/11 Commission 
noted in its final report that our sur-
face transportation systems such as 
railroads and mass transit remain hard 
to protect because they are so acces-
sible and extensive. We all know that 
Congress has not done enough to ad-
dress this problem. So let’s take this 
final opportunity to make some 
progress by including the Senate lan-
guage. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to stress that a 
‘‘no’’ vote on the previous question will 
not stop consideration of the port secu-
rity conference report, but a ‘‘no’’ vote 
will allow the House to include in the 
conference report the critical Senate 
provisions that were contained in yes-
terday’s motion to instruct that passed 
this House by a bipartisan and over-
whelming vote. 

Again, vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous 
question. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank the gentleman from Florida, 
my friend, who has engaged this entire 
year in attempting to work with us the 
best as possible, despite some objec-
tions, on getting these bills to the 
floor. 

The Rules Committee does have a job 
to do. That is our job tonight. Our job 
is to make sure that this rule is 
brought forward. I am asking all Mem-
bers to vote ‘‘aye’’ on the previous 
question, to vote ‘‘aye’’ and then to get 
this bill on the floor with an over-
whelming bipartisan vote, 421–2 the 
last time we voted on this bill. 

It is the right thing. It makes sure 
that we provide the tools that are nec-
essary to the President of the United 
States effective immediately. I think 
we are going to get it done, Mr. Speak-
er. I am very proud of the work that is 
happening in the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives. 

I am proud to know that tonight we 
will be through, we will be home, we 
will be with our families, but we should 
not leave until we get our work done, 
and that we are doing. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in opposition to the rule on H.R. 
4954, the Security and Accountability for 
Every Port Act of 2006. 

This rule is furtherance of a process that 
can be summed up in two words—a joke. 

After weeks of negotiations, Republicans re-
fused to share the final conference report on 
legislation that was supposed to be bipartisan. 

Indeed, this is legislation that builds on what 
my colleague LORETTA SANCHEZ did last Con-
gress and that JANE HARMAN took up this Con-
gress. 

Last night at 7:30, a conference report 
meeting was called and it was missing the key 
ingredient—a conference report. 

After opening statements, Chairman PETER 
KING closed the meeting, telling us it was his 
intention ‘‘that amendments would be offered.’’ 

And, at 11:30 last night, we finally received 
the report with a very clear P.S. from Mr. 
KING—there would be no amendments of-
fered. 

His actions contradicted the will of this 
House, which voted yesterday 281–140 to in-
struct conferees to consider specific issues 
that the amendments to be offered would have 
covered. 

Now, the Committee on Homeland Security 
has been a bipartisan committee to date. 
These questionable processes undermine our 
homeland security efforts—all in the name of 
politics. 

I know the elections are important to my col-
leagues across the aisle but they should not 
take precedent over America’s homeland se-
curity efforts. 

Adding even more insult to the process, the 
Republicans have attached internet gambling 
to the port security bill. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I ask someone to explain 
to me how prohibiting internet gambling is 
more important to our homeland security than 
making our trains, subways, and buses safe? 

You will hear excuses about why we can’t 
do mass transit and rail security and that we 
will ‘‘take it up soon.’’ 

When? 
Madrid happened in 2004. London hap-

pened in 2005. Mumbai happened only a few 
months ago. 
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Are we waiting for New York City’s Long Is-

land Railroad to be attacked to pass sensible 
security for trains? 

If so, at least we’ll have comfort in knowing 
that Americans can’t bet on the Superbowl on-
line. 

Now, I have signed on to the conference re-
port because there are good things, but they 
aren’t enough. 

Frankly, this body can and should do better. 
We need to put America’s security first and 
foremost before politics. 

I urge all Members to oppose the rule. 
The material previously referred to 

by Mr. HASTINGS of Florida is as fol-
lows: 
PREVIOUS QUESTION FOR RULE ON CONFERENCE 

REPORT FOR H.R. 4954—‘‘SAFE’’ PORT ACT 
Strike all after the resolved clause and in-

sert: 
‘‘That upon adoption of this resolution it 

shall be in order to consider the conference 
report to accompany the bill (H.R. 4954) To 
improve maritime and cargo security 
through enhanced layered defenses, and for 
other purposes. All points of order against 
the conference report and against its consid-
eration are waived. The conference report 
shall be considered as read. 

Sec. 2. (a) A concurrent resolution speci-
fied in subsection (b) is hereby adopted. 

(b) The concurrent resolution referred to in 
subsection (a) is a concurrent resolution 

(1) which has no preamble; 
(2) the title of which is as follows: ‘‘Pro-

viding for Corrections to the Enrollment of 
the Conference Report on the bill H.R. 4954’’; 
and 

(3) the text of which is as follows: 
‘‘That, in the enrollment of the bill H.R. 

4954 entitled’’ An Act to improve maritime 
and cargo security through enhanced layered 
defenses, and for other purposes’, the Clerk 
of the House of Representatives is hereby au-
thorized and directed to make the following 
corrections: 

‘‘(1) Insert title V of the Senate amend-
ment to the bill (relating to the Rail Secu-
rity Act of 2006). 

‘‘(2) Insert title VII of the Senate amend-
ment to the bill (relating to mass transit se-
curity). 

‘‘(3) Insert title IX of the Senate amend-
ment to the bill (relating to improved motor 
carrier, bus, and hazardous material secu-
rity). 

‘‘(4) Insert the following sections of title 
XI of the Senate amendment to the bill: 

‘‘(A) Section 1101 (relating to certain TSA 
personnel limitations not to apply). 

‘‘(B) Section 1102 (relating to the Rural Po-
licing Institute). 

‘‘(C) Section 1103 (relating to evacuation in 
emergencies). 

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 
IT REALLY MEANS 

This vote, the vote on whether to order the 
previous question on a special rule, is not 
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote 
against the Republican majority agenda and 
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for 
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It 
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating. 

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the 
House of Representatives, (VI, 308–311) de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on 
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the 
consideration of the subject before the House 
being made by the Member in charge.’’ To 
defeat the previous question is to give the 
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s 

ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that 
‘‘the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the 
control of the resolution to the opposition’’ 
in order to offer an amendment. On March 
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated 
the previous question and a member of the 
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry, 
asking who was entitled to recognition. 
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R–Illinois) said: 
‘‘The previous question having been refused, 
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.’’ 

Because the vote today may look bad for 
the Republican majority they will say ‘‘the 
vote on the previous question is simply a 
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate 
vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and] 
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.’’ But that is not what 
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative 
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s 
how the Republicans describe the previous 
question vote in their own manual: Although 
it is generally not possible to amend the rule 
because the majority Member controlling 
the time will not yield for the purpose of of-
fering an amendment, the same result may 
be achieved by voting down the previous 
question on the rule . . . When the motion 
for the previous question is defeated, control 
of the time passes to the Member who led the 
opposition to ordering the previous question. 
That Member, because he then controls the 
time, may offer an amendment to the rule, 
or yield for the purpose of amendment.’’ 

Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House of 
Representatives, the subchapter titled 
‘‘Amending Special Rules’’ states: ‘‘a refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.’’ (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: Upon rejec-
tion of the motion for the previous question 
on a resolution reported from the Committee 
on Rules, control shifts to the Member lead-
ing the opposition to the previous question, 
who may offer a proper amendment or mo-
tion and who controls the time for debate 
thereon.’’ 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Republican major-
ity’s agenda to offer an alternative plan. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res-
olution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present 
and make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members. 

Pursuant to clause 8 and clause 9 of 
rule XX, this 15-minute vote on order-
ing the previous question on House 
Resolution 1064 will be followed by 5- 
minute votes on adopting House Reso-

lution 1064, if ordered; and suspending 
the rules and passing S. 3661. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 220, nays 
189, not voting 23, as follows: 

[Roll No. 512] 

YEAS—220 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 

Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Northup 
Norwood 

Nunes 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Schmidt 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—189 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 

Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 

Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
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Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 

Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 

Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Shays 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—23 

Case 
Castle 
Dicks 
Evans 
Foley 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gutierrez 

Hyde 
Johnson (IL) 
Jones (NC) 
Lewis (GA) 
Marshall 
Meehan 
Moran (VA) 
Ney 

Nussle 
Sabo 
Stark 
Strickland 
Tancredo 
Waxman 
Wilson (SC) 

b 2219 

Mr. SPRATT changed his vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. WALSH and Mr. BOOZMAN 
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to 
‘‘yea.’’ 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated for: 
Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, on 

September 29, 2006, I was away from my offi-
cial duties due to a family matter, and subse-
quently missed a recorded vote on rollcall No. 
512, on ordering the Previous Question on H. 
Res. 1064, waiving points of order against the 
conference report to accompany the bill (H.R. 
4954) to improve maritime and cargo security 
through enhanced layered defenses, and for 
other purposes. Had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The question is on the resolu-
tion. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE—PRIV-
ILEGED RESOLUTION REQUIRING 
INVESTIGATION OF KNOWLEDGE 
OF OFFENSES OF REPRESENTA-
TIVE MARK FOLEY 
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 

to rule IX, I rise in regard to a question 
of the privileges of the House and I 
send to the desk a privileged resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the resolution. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

Whereas for more than 150 years, parents 
from across the country have sent their chil-
dren to be pages in the U.S. Capitol, the 
Page School is a national treasure, and the 
children who attend it and work in the Con-
gress are our special trust; 

Whereas, according to press reports, Rep-
resentative MARK FOLEY (R–FL) reportedly 
engaged in highly inappropriate and explicit 
communications with a former underage 
page; 

Whereas these allegations were so severe 
that Representative FOLEY immediately re-
signed his seat; 

Whereas the page worked for Congressman 
RODNEY ALEXANDER (R–FL) and, according to 
press reports, Representative ALEXANDER 
learned of the e-mails ‘‘10 to 11 months ago’’; 
(AP, September 29, 2006) 

Whereas Rep. ALEXANDER has said, ‘‘We 
also notified the House leadership that there 
might be a potential problem’’, and the 
Democratic leadership was not informed; 
(AP, September 29, 2006) 

Whereas all Members of Congress have a 
responsibility to protect their employees, es-
pecially young pages who serve this institu-
tion; 

Whereas these charges demand immediate 
investigation, including when the e-mails 
were sent, who knew of the e-mails, whether 
there was a pattern of inappropriate activity 
by Mr. FOLEY involving e-mail or other con-
tacts with pages, when the Republican lead-
ership was notified, and what corrective ac-
tion was taken once officials learned of any 
improper activity; 

Whereas given the serious nature of these 
charges, the pages, their parents, the public, 
and our colleagues must be assured that such 
egregious behavior is not tolerated and will 
never happen again; 

Therefore be it resolved, 
That the Chairman and Ranking Member 

of the Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct are directed to immediately appoint 
a Subcommittee, pursuant to Rule 19 of the 
Rules of the Committee, to fully and expedi-
tiously determine the facts connected with 
Representative FOLEY’s conduct and the re-
sponse thereto; and 

That the Chairman and Ranking Minority 
Member of the Committee on Standards are 
further directed to make a preliminary re-
port within 10 days. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The res-
olution presents a question of the 
privileges of the House. 

MOTION TO REFER THE RESOLUTION 
Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. BOEHNER moves that the resolution be 

referred to the Committee on Standards of 
Official Conduct. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ma-
jority leader is recognized under the 
hour rule. 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker and my 
colleagues, I think all of us realize this 
is a very serious matter. We have not 
seen this resolution nor known of its 
contents until this moment; and, given 
the seriousness of the matter, I would 
ask that the House refer this issue to 
the Committee on Ethics immediately. 

Again, this is a very serious matter, 
and I think we all realize it is a serious 
matter, but I would ask we do this 
under the rules of the House. Referring 
this to the Ethics Committee is the ap-
propriate place to do it. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous 
question on the motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 410, noes 0, 
not voting 22, as follows: 

[Roll No. 513] 

AYES—410 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 

Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Carter 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 

Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
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Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 

Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salazar 

Sánchez, Linda 
T. 

Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—22 

Case 
Castle 
Evans 
Foley 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gutierrez 
Hyde 

Johnson (IL) 
Jones (NC) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Meehan 
Moran (VA) 
Ney 
Nussle 

Sabo 
Stark 
Strickland 
Tancredo 
Waxman 
Wilson (SC) 

b 2240 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated for: 

Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, on September 29, 2006, I was away 
from my official duties due to a family 
matter, and subsequently missed a re-
corded vote on rollcall No. 513, on or-
dering the previous question on the 
motion to refer the privileged resolu-
tion to the Committee on Standards of 
Official Conduct. Had I been present, I 
would have voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
RYAN of Wisconsin). The question is on 
the motion that the resolution be re-
ferred to the Committee on Standards 
of Official Conduct. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, this 15- 
minute vote will be followed by a 5- 
minute vote on the motion to suspend 
on S. 3661, if arising without inter-
vening business. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 409, noes 0, 
not voting 23, as follows: 

[Roll No. 514] 

AYES—409 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 

Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Carter 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 

Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 

Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 

McMorris 
Rodgers 

McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 

Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—23 

Case 
Castle 
Evans 
Foley 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gutierrez 
Hyde 

Johnson (IL) 
Jones (NC) 
Lewis (GA) 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Myrick 
Ney 
Nussle 

Oxley 
Sabo 
Stark 
Strickland 
Tancredo 
Waxman 
Wilson (SC) 

b 2257 

So the motion to refer the resolution 
was agreed to. 
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The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated for: 
Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

514, I was unable to vote due to unforeseen 
circumstances. Had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, on 
September 29, 2006, I was away from my offi-
cial duties due to a family matter, and subse-
quently missed a recorded vote on rollcall No. 
514, on a motion to refer the Privileged Reso-
lution to the Committee on Standards of Offi-
cial Conduct. Had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

WRIGHT AMENDMENT REFORM 
ACT OF 2006 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the Sen-
ate bill, S. 3661. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA) 
that the House suspend the rules and 
pass the Senate bill, S. 3661, on which 
the yeas and nays are ordered. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 386, nays 22, 
not voting 24, as follows: 

[Roll No. 515] 

YEAS—386 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 

Brown-Waite, 
Ginny 

Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Carter 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 

DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutknecht 

Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 

McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 

Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watt 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—22 

Bishop (UT) 
Cannon 
Coble 
Conyers 
Ehlers 
Flake 
Franks (AZ) 
Gingrey 

Green (WI) 
Hensarling 
Hinchey 
Nadler 
Obey 
Pence 
Petri 
Scott (GA) 

Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Shadegg 
Watson 
Westmoreland 
Wu 

NOT VOTING—24 

Brown, Corrine 
Case 
Castle 

Evans 
Foley 
Ford 

Frank (MA) 
Gutierrez 
Hyde 

Johnson (IL) 
Jones (NC) 
Lewis (GA) 
Marshall 
McKinney 

Meehan 
Ney 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Sabo 

Stark 
Strickland 
Tancredo 
Waxman 
Wilson (SC) 

b 2305 
So (two-thirds of those voting having 

responded in the affirmative) the rules 
were suspended and the Senate bill was 
passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 
Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, on 

September 29, 2006, I was away from my offi-
cial duties due to a family matter, and subse-
quently missed a recorded vote on rollcall No. 
515, to suspend the rules and pass S. 3661, 
a bill to amend section 29 of the International 
Air Transportation Competition Act of 1979 re-
lating to air transportation to and from Love 
Field, Texas. Had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF THE HONOR-
ABLE FRANK R. WOLF AND THE 
HONORABLE TOM DAVIS TO ACT 
AS SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE TO 
SIGN ENROLLED BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS THROUGH 
NOVEMBER 13, 2006 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
September 29, 2006. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable FRANK R. 
WOLF and the Honorable TOM DAVIS to act as 
Speaker pro tempore to sign enrolled bills 
and joint resolutions through November 13, 
2006. 

J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the appointment is ap-
proved. 

There was no objection. 
f 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3938 

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that my 
name be withdrawn as a cosponsor of 
H.R. 3938. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 4954, 
SAFE PORT ACT 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
pursuant to House Resolution 1064, I 
call up the conference report on the 
bill (H.R. 4954) to improve maritime 
and cargo security through enhanced 
layered defenses, and for other pur-
poses. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 1064, the con-
ference report is considered read. 

[For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
today.] 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from New York (Mr. KING) and 
the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. 
THOMPSON) each will control 30 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise tonight in strong 
support of the conference report on 
H.R. 4954, the SAFE Port Act. 

This is a night of a true success in 
the area of homeland security and port 
security. This is an issue which the 
country was focused on earlier this 
year with the whole Dubai Ports issue. 
It is an issue which the Homeland Se-
curity Committee addressed head on. 
We passed the bill out of committee. It 
passed the full House floor by a vote of 
421–2; and now we are here tonight, Mr. 
Speaker, for final passage. 

Let me at the outset commend the 
ranking member of the committee, Mr. 
THOMPSON of Mississippi, for the tre-
mendous cooperation that he gave 
throughout the committee process on 
this bill; Subcommittee Chairman LUN-
GREN on our side for his work, the lead-
ership he demonstrated; and also Ms. 
SANCHEZ and Ms. HARMAN. This was 
definitely and truly a bipartisan effort, 
and we are here tonight because both 
parties came together, we worked to-
gether, we realized the importance of 
this. We realized that homeland secu-
rity should not be a partisan issue. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not intend to go on 
at great length, but I will give just 
some of the highlights of the bill. It 
provides $400 million a year in dedi-
cated port security grant programs, 
three pilot programs for 100 percent 
screening for nuclear and radiological 
material. It enhances the Container Se-
curity Initiative, CSI. It codifies and 
strengthens CTPAT. It also establishes 
the Domestic Nuclear Detection Office. 
It also sets deadlines for TWIC. 

Mr. Speaker, this is legislation which 
encompasses so much of the issues that 
we have to address with port security. 
It is legislation whose time has come. 
It is legislation which makes our coun-
try safer or makes our ports more se-
cure. It will enable the commerce of 
the country to go forward. And it is a 
bill which distinctly addresses the con-
cerns raised by the American people. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, once again we are here 
on the floor debating another security 
bill that will not fully secure America. 
This bill does a lot to strengthen port 
security, but it leaves a number of 
glaring gaps. 

I want to thank Ms. SANCHEZ and Ms. 
HARMAN. They are the chief architects 
of the best ideas in this bill. They have 
been true champions on port security 
since the early days of this committee. 
I want to thank Mr. LUNGREN and Mr. 

KING for working with us on this bill 
on a bipartisan basis, although I was 
very disappointed that this process 
broke down in the last few days. 

Additionally, Homeland Security 
staff on both sides of the aisle made 
sure the process was an inclusive one. 
We heard positive insight from indus-
try, first responders, port security ex-
perts. I appreciate all of them for their 
help. 

But despite all our efforts, at the end 
of the day this measure falls short. 
Once again House Republicans have 
turned their back on everyday working 
folks who rely on buses and trains to 
get to work. When offered an oppor-
tunity by the Senate to secure our 
mass transit and rail security, they 
chose to do nothing. 

Quite frankly, Mr. Speaker, this port 
bill has become just another act in the 
play the House Republicans have billed 
as ‘‘homeland security’’ month. They 
could have offered America a star per-
formance, and instead, Mr. Speaker, 
they delivered mediocrity. 

Let me serve as a narrator of this 
story for a few moments: 

Act one, protecting ponies. The week 
before the fifth anniversary of 9/11, the 
House leadership was more concerned 
about protecting horses than pro-
tecting our ports. 

Act two, border security. Thinking 
good fences make good neighbors, they 
squandered the little time we had left 
in this session to revote a fence bill. As 
the Senate passes the fence bill to-
night, Americans should feel safe in 
their homes. America will have a 700- 
mile fence across the U.S.-Mexico bor-
der. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, not really. The 
appropriations bill we passed today 
paid for barely half of that fence. I am 
sure terrorists and others crossing the 
border are quivering in their boots at 
this half-baked half fence. 

Let us move to act three, FEMA. The 
Committee on Homeland Security tried 
to fix FEMA and give first responders 
the interoperability they needed. In-
stead of fully funding the reorganiza-
tion, Republicans chose to do ‘‘FEMA 
on the cheap,’’ leaving our police, fire-
fighters, and EMTs without the ability 
to talk to one another. 

b 2315 

And here we are at this late hour be-
ginning act four, the closing act in this 
political comedy, port security. H.R. 
4954, as passed by the House, was a 
good bill overall. The Senate improved 
upon the bill by, among other things, 
addressing rail and mass transit secu-
rity. Unfortunately, this sham con-
ference process denied consideration of 
the Senate ideas as well as Democratic 
amendments to better protect our Na-
tion. And that, after this body over-
whelmingly approved my motion to in-
struct the conferees to accept the Sen-
ate position on rail and mass transit 
security, the conference Chair denied 
the will of this body. Why do not the 
Republicans want to eliminate this 

critical vulnerability now? We have the 
time. So why not now? 

The American people would much 
rather see this body work through the 
night to get homeland security right 
than go home to run for reelections. In-
stead of calling this month Homeland 
Security Month, we should rename it 
Amateur Hour Month, because that is 
all we have seen from this Congress. 

While I have enormous issues with 
the process and the scope of this bill, 
Mr. Speaker, I still intend to vote for 
it. I make this pledge. In the next Con-
gress, we will absolutely be back here 
to finish the job and get homeland se-
curity right. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would just note that I 
was listening very carefully to the gen-
tleman’s remarks, and I really heard 
nothing at all critical of the port secu-
rity bill. We are talking about other 
bills that maybe should be covered or 
other items. The fact is, on the issue of 
port security, this is the port security 
bill. It did receive wide bipartisan sup-
port. And I think, rather than go on ex-
traneous issues and talking and talk-
ing about fences, we are talking about 
port security. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the prime sponsor of 
the port security bill, the gentleman 
from California, Mr. LUNGREN. 

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. I thank the chairman for yield-
ing. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank Chair-
man KING for his leadership, Ranking 
Member THOMPSON, the ranking mem-
ber of my subcommittee, Ms. SANCHEZ, 
and Congresswoman HARMAN for all of 
the hard work in passing this impor-
tant bill to protect our ports. 

Mr. Speaker, I must say that I guess 
I must have gotten very tired tonight, 
because I think I misheard my good 
friend, Mr. THOMPSON, in his descrip-
tion of this bill and about some play we 
are at. 

I remember act one, act two, act 
three being consultation with the other 
side. I remember working very closely 
with Members of the other side of the 
aisle and their staffs. I recall us spend-
ing months working this out. I recall 
early morning meetings with Ms. HAR-
MAN, joining Congresswoman HARMAN 
to go across the Rotunda to the other 
side, to try and see if we could begin 
our journey together, that is, to see 
that our bill would be close in terms of 
its tone, in terms of its breadth, in 
terms of its direction with that of our 
colleagues on the other side. 

I can recall the next act when we 
brought it to the subcommittee, and I 
can recall getting a unanimous vote 
out of the subcommittee. I can recall 
the next act, which was the full com-
mittee. We had a 29–0 vote; and where 
I come from, that is pretty doggone 
close to unanimous. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 04:09 Nov 18, 2006 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00123 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORDCX\T37X$J0E\H29SE6.REC H29SE6cc
ol

em
an

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

71
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH8028 September 29, 2006 
We then had the further act which 

was acting on the floor of the House, 
and we got a 421–2 vote. It was totally 
bipartisan. Even the two who voted 
against it split one Republican and one 
Democrat. You cannot get much more 
bipartisan than that. 

We have worked together to preserve 
the essence or the guts of the bill that 
we have crafted through our committee 
structure and which we passed on the 
floor. I am proud to stand here and say 
that we have accomplished something 
that many people thought could not be 
accomplished. 

The Senate began their journey sev-
eral months before we did in terms of a 
formed bill. Yet we leapfrogged over 
them in the work that was done in our 
subcommittee and committee. And I do 
believe that the actions of this House 
nudged, if I might use that term, our 
colleagues on the other side of the Ro-
tunda such that we are able to bring 
this bill to the floor for completed ac-
tion tonight on this side of the Ro-
tunda and the other side of the Ro-
tunda. 

Rather than create an act of political 
statement, we have created an act of 
law. That is, this will go to the Presi-
dent, and the President will sign this. 
So I hope that all who are here in this 
Chamber will think of the spirit of bi-
partisanship with which we started 
this journey that will be part of the 
end of this journey. 

Today, we have taken a solid step 
forward in securing our Nation. I do 
not think there can be any doubt about 
that. This is not a half measure. This is 
a major measure. 

The sums of money authorized in 
here are significant. The grant pro-
gram is a stream of $400 million a year 
for 5 years. That is a $2 billion grant 
program for our ports across this Na-
tion. That is something we have been 
looking for for some time. 

We now authorize it. We authorize 
other programs that Members on both 
sides of this aisle have spoken for for a 
long period of time, all to secure this 
Nation and particularly to secure our 
ports. 

Our enemies have stated that they 
want to disrupt our economy, murder 
our citizens, and destroy our way of 
life. By passing this bill, we do not 
make a statement, we actually begin 
to protect our Nation’s ports, safe-
guard the American people, and in-
crease the confidence in our inter-
national trade routes. 

The American people expect us to 
take action to protect our ports, and 
with this bill we have done precisely 
that. We have addressed the possibility 
of our enemies using our open society 
and free economy against us. We have 
taken away a potential weapon, one ca-
pable of causing major disruption to 
our economy. 

In passing this bill tonight, we are 
taking rational action to harden our 
domestic critical infrastructure, ensur-
ing that those who wish to harm us are 
unable to have access to those critical 
facilities. 

But this bill is more than just pro-
tecting our local facilities. Securing 
international maritime trade is incred-
ibly complex. At any one time there 
are hundreds of vessels and literally 
hundreds of thousands of containers 
crossing the oceans on the way to our 
ports. 

With this bill, we have developed a 
strategy to implement a system to 
scan each container before it enters 
our domestic stream of commerce. We 
will be able to identify and track con-
tainers destined for our shores, using 
training and technology to identify 
any that may pose a risk. 

We are pushing out our borders be-
yond our geographical limits to make a 
rational approach to stopping the op-
portunity that those who would kill us 
and maim us and destroy our economy 
would otherwise have. 

We have reached out in this way to 
our trading partners to include them in 
this strategy to keep international 
trade flowing with minimal disruption. 
This strategy allows us to integrate se-
curity into international commerce, 
allowing us to facilitate trade rather 
than hinder it, so that we do not allow 
the terrorists to succeed. 

We have given the Department of 
Homeland Security the tools it needs 
to protect against the potential of 
weapons of mass destruction being de-
livered to our shores. We have created 
a program for our best minds to de-
velop even more effective and less in-
trusive scanning technology to make 
security completely transparent, seam-
less and even more effective. 

Recognizing that technology is only 
as good as the people who use it, we 
provided a multitude of grants avail-
able to our local port facilities so that 
they can train their employees in 
emergency procedure and response. 
That is something that we very much 
wanted to emphasize, and I would like 
to give Congressman REICHERT credit 
for pursuing that in such a strong way. 

The bill also provides for more Cus-
toms and border protection agents, 
which should enable the Department to 
continue its mission of both building 
security and facilitating legitimate 
trade that is critical to the Nation. 

We provided for the Coast Guard to 
create joint port security operational 
centers in our Nation’s major ports to 
coordinate effective response to any in-
cident that threatens the security of 
these ports. 

Some may wish to focus on what the 
bill does not do, when we should appre-
ciate it for what it does. It strengthens 
our port facilities, it enhances the se-
curity of the international supply 
chain, increases the resiliency and con-
fidence in our economy. 

By doing all of this, the significant 
piece of legislation and all of those 
that worked so hard to bring it to pas-
sage, including Chairman KING, Rank-
ing Member THOMPSON, Congress-
woman HARMAN, Ranking Member 
SANCHEZ and our colleagues in the Sen-
ate all have joined together to increase 

the security of our Nation; and I, for 
one, am proud to have been involved. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank Mr. LUNGREN for the 
accurate recap of the early parts of the 
act. But like most early parts of the 
act, people forget how it ends; and 
what I am saying to you is, while bi-
partisanship might be good, the process 
is incomplete. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
HARMAN), one of original authors of the 
bill. 

(Ms. HARMAN asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the Ranking Member of the Full Com-
mittee for yielding to me so early in 
this debate. 

Mr. Speaker, today, I rise in support 
of the conference report for the SAFE 
Port Act. In a month that was sup-
posed to be all about security, this 
measure is the only one we have con-
sidered that will actually make Amer-
ica more secure. 

This bill is as good as it is because it 
was developed through a bipartisan ap-
proach. From introduction back in 
March, through subcommittee and full 
committee mark-up, to passage by an 
astonishing vote of 421–2 in May, we 
worked on this bill together. 

Sadly, as our Ranking Member has 
said, this bipartisanship ended in the 
conference. The conference agreement, 
while good, could have been much, 
much better. But the fact remains that 
this bill will add value. As we debate 
tonight, operations are ongoing at the 
port complex of Los Angeles and Long 
Beach. This complex, which adjoins my 
district, is the largest container com-
plex in the Nation. 

Nearly 55,000 20-foot containers were 
processed at this complex today. Right 
now, thousands of containers are being 
unloaded from large cargo ships by 
4,000 dock workers who work every day 
under the threat of a terrorist attack. 
They will be comforted that we are 
closing big gaps in port security with 
this legislation. 

Because of the SAFE Port Act, most 
containers will have been screened for 
nuclear and radiological materials at 
their port of embarkation, thousands 
of miles from us, our business and our 
families. 

I am sure we will hear later in this 
debate that scanning would be better, 
and I agree. But we could not achieve 
that in this legislation. The good news 
is we have three pilot projects. 

Because of the SAFE Port Act, a 
trusted company can partner with the 
U.S. Government to take additional 
steps to prevent security breaches. 

Because of the SAFE Port Act, work-
ers with access to secure areas will 
carry identification cards that control 
their access, verify their identities and 
background and assure they pose no 
threat. Right this minute, on hundreds 
of trucks traveling on southern Cali-
fornia highways, containers are about 
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to make their way through the City of 
Los Angeles bound for large retailers, 
‘mom and pop’ stores, and wholesalers 
across the country. 

Because of the SAFE Port Act, port 
officials will have the technology to be 
sure that radiological materials do not 
leave our ports and enter the center of 
our country. 

This process will be repeated millions 
of times every year, and each time we 
will significantly reduce the chance of 
a terrorist attack that could make 9/11 
look tame. 

My thanks to the co-author of this 
bill, Mr. LUNGREN of California, who 
was a terrific partner working this bill 
through to the conference; to the 
Ranking Member of the Committee, 
Mr. THOMPSON; of the Subcommittee, 
Ms. SANCHEZ; and to the Chairman of 
the Full Committee, Mr. KING. It is 
also true that our security sisters in 
the Senate, Senators SUSAN COLLINS 
and PATTY MURRAY, made a great ef-
fort to be sure that the bill would be 
heard in that body. 

Yes, the SAFE Port Act is not per-
fect; and it passes late at night in a 
week of disappointments. But it is the 
real deal. One star in a dark night. 
Vote ‘‘aye.’’ 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. LEACH). 

b 2330 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to note that fold-
ed into the SAFE Port Act is the Un-
lawful Internet Gambling Enforcement 
Act which is one of the most important 
pieces of family legislation this Con-
gress has ever considered. 

Internet gambling restraints have 
been under review for four Congresses. 
This evening we are finally poised to 
act decisively on this subject, and I 
want to extend my personal apprecia-
tion to the Speaker; to the majority 
leader, Mr. BOEHNER; and to the Senate 
majority leader, Mr. FRIST, for their 
steadfast support. 

Companion legislation to the House 
product was forthrightly led in the 
Senate by JOHN KYL of Arizona. Many 
Members have played an important 
part over the years in this legislation, 
particularly MIKE OXLEY and SPENCER 
BACHUS from the Financial Services 
Committee and BOB GOODLATTE and 
CHRIS CANNON from Judiciary. 

But I want to stress this is bipartisan 
legislation. The majority of Democrats 
voted for it just a few weeks ago. In-
deed, all of us can be proud of this leg-
islation. It should be considered a sig-
nificant accomplishment of this Con-
gress. After all, with each passing day 
we learn of friends and neighbors 
touched by devastating losses from 
Internet gambling. Never has it been so 
easy to lose so much so quickly at such 
a young age. 

As a professor of business at the Uni-
versity of Illinois has noted, Internet 
gambling is crack cocaine for gam-

blers. There are no needle marks; you 
just click the mouse and lose your 
house. 

The reason the NCAA, the NFL and 
the NBA, the NHL, and Major League 
Baseball support this legislation is 
their concern for the integrity of the 
games. The reason the religious com-
munity from Baptists and Methodists 
to Muslims has rallied to this cause is 
because it is concerned for the unity of 
the American family. 

The reason we should adopt this ap-
proach is that we must be mindful of 
our obligations to the American fam-
ily. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge support for this 
legislation, and I will submit for the 
RECORD at this point its legislative his-
tory. 

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY FOR THE UNLAWFUL 
INTERNET GAMBLING ENFORCEMENT ACT 

Section 801. Short title 
This Act may be cited as the ‘Unlawful 

Internet Gambling Enforcement Act of 2006.’ 
Section 802. Prohibition on acceptance of any 

payment instrument for unlawful Internet 
gambling 
Subsection (a) adds a new ‘Subchapter IV— 

Prohibition on Funding of Unlawful Internet 
Gambling’ to Chapter 53 of Title 31 (Mone-
tary Transactions). The new subchapter will 
come immediately after subchapter III, cov-
ering Money Laundering and Related Finan-
cial Crimes. 

Section 5361. Congressional findings and 
purpose 

(a) Findings. The Congressional findings 
note that: (1) Internet gambling is primarily 
funded through the personal use of payment 
system instruments, credit cards, and wire 
transfers; (2) the National Gambling Impact 
Study Commission in 1999 recommended the 
passage of legislation to prohibit wire trans-
fers to Internet gambling sites or the banks 
which represent such sites; (3) Internet gam-
bling is a growing cause of debt collection 
problems for insured depository institutions 
and the consumer credit industry; and (4) 
new mechanisms for enforcing gambling laws 
on the Internet are necessary because tradi-
tional law enforcement mechanisms are 
often inadequate for enforcing gambling pro-
hibitions on the Internet, especially where 
such gambling crosses State or national bor-
ders. 

(b) Rule of Construction. No provision is to 
be construed as altering, limiting, or extend-
ing any Federal or State law or Tribal-State 
compact prohibiting, permitting or regu-
lating gambling within the United States. 
This is intended to alleviate fears that this 
bill could have the effect of changing the le-
gality of any gambling-related activity in 
the United States. 

Section 5362. Definitions 
This defines the term ‘bet or wager’ as the 

staking or risking by any person of some-
thing of value upon the outcome of a contest 
of others, a sporting event, or a game subject 
to chance with the agreement that the win-
ner will receive something of value in the 
event of a certain outcome. This subsection 
clarifies that ‘bet or wager’ does not include 
bona fide business transactions such as secu-
rities trading or buying or selling insurance 
contracts, or participation in a simulation 
sports game or educational game. ‘‘Some-
thing of value’’ does not include personal ef-
forts of the participants in playing the game 
or contest, or points or credits that the spon-
sor of the game or contest provides to par-
ticipants free of charge and that can be used 

or redeemed only for participation in games 
or contests offered by the sponsor. 

Defines the term ‘unlawful Internet gam-
bling’ as placing, receiving, or transmitting 
a bet or wager by any means which involves 
the use of the Internet, where such bet or 
wager is unlawful under any applicable Fed-
eral or State law in the State or Tribal lands 
in which the bet or wager is initiated, re-
ceived, or otherwise made. Clarifies that 
purely intrastate transactions conducted in 
accordance with state laws with appropriate 
security controls will not be considered un-
lawful internet gambling. Likewise, trans-
actions solely within Tribal lands complying 
with similar security requirements and the 
Indian Gaming Regulatory Act will not be 
considered unlawful. Section 5362(10)(D) ad-
dresses transactions complying with Inter-
state Horseracing Act (IHA) which will not 
be considered unlawful, because the IHA only 
regulates legal transactions that are lawful 
in each of the states involved. Also clarifies 
that intermediate routing of data packets 
does not determine the location in which 
bets or wagers are made. 

The Internet gambling provisions do not 
change the legality of any gambling-related 
activity in the United States. For instance, 
if use of the Internet in connection with dog 
racing is approved by state regulatory agen-
cies and does not violate any Federal law, 
then it is allowed under the new section 
5362(10)(A) of title 31. 

The Internet gambling provisions do not 
interfere with intrastate laws. New section 
5362(10)(B) creates a safe harbor from the 
term ‘‘unlawful Internet gambling’’ for au-
thorized intrastate transactions, if the state 
law has adequate security measures to pre-
vent participation by minors and persons lo-
cated out of the state. The safe harbor would 
leave intact the current interstate gambling 
prohibitions such as the Wire Act, federal 
prohibitions on lotteries, and the Gambling 
Ship Act so that casino and lottery games 
could not be placed on websites and individ-
uals could not access these games from their 
homes or businesses. The safe harbor is in-
tended to recognize current law which allows 
states jurisdiction over wholly intrastate ac-
tivity, where bets or wagers, or information 
assisting in bets or wagers, do not cross state 
lines. This would, for example, allow retail 
lottery terminals to interact with a proc-
essing center within a state, and linking of 
terminals between separate casinos within a 
state if authorized by the state. 

Tribal gaming laws are similarly pre-
served. Transactions solely within tribal 
lands complying with similar security re-
quirements and the Indian Gaming Regu-
latory Act will not be considered unlawful, 
under section 5362(10)(C). Moreover, the prin-
ciple of the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act is 
that state governments cannot apply dis-
criminatory laws against gaming authorized 
by tribal governments within the state. If a 
state authorizes use of the Internet for gam-
bling pursuant to this section and the tribal 
government also authorizes this, gambling 
businesses located on tribal lands within 
that state would be permitted to ‘‘export’’ 
gambling services to persons in the rest of 
the state, off of tribal lands, if the ‘‘ex-
ported’’ game complies with state law, pur-
suant to section 5362(10)(B). This does not 
give the state jurisdiction over the operation 
of the tribal gambling business, including li-
censing requirements, and does not allow the 
state to dictate tribal gaming laws. Only the 
game itself—including the method for play-
ing the game—must comply with state law if 
a person physically located off of tribal lands 
places a bet that is received by a tribal gam-
bling business. This principle also applies in 
reverse: if a person on tribal lands plays a 
gambling game with a state-based gambling 
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business, the game must not violate tribal 
law. 

Section 5362 also defines the terms ‘busi-
ness of betting or wagering,’ ‘designated pay-
ment system,’ ‘Internet,’ and ‘restricted 
transaction.’ Several additional terms are 
defined by reference to other sections of the 
U.S. Code. 
Section 5363. Prohibition on acceptance of any 

financial instrument for unlawful Internet 
gambling 
Prohibits persons engaged in the business 

of betting or wagering from knowingly ac-
cepting credit, funds, bank instruments, or 
proceeds of any other form of financial 
transaction in connection with the participa-
tion of another person in unlawful Internet 
gambling. This is called a ’restricted trans-
action’ according to the definitions section. 
Section 5364. Policies and procedures to identify 

and prevent restricted transactions 
(a) Regulations and (b) Requirements for 

Policies and Procedures. Requires the Sec-
retary of the Treasury and the Federal Re-
serve Board, in conjunction with the U.S. At-
torney General, to prescribe regulations 
within nine months requiring any payment 
system to establish policies and procedures 
reasonably designed to identify and block re-
stricted transactions, or otherwise prevent 
restricted transactions from entering its sys-
tem. 

(c) Compliance and (d) Liability. Provides 
persons operating financial systems with im-
munity from civil liability for blocking 
transactions that they reasonably believe 
are restricted transactions, or in reliance on 
the regulations promulgated by the Treasury 
Department and Federal Reserve. Though a 
financial institution may block additional 
transactions based on reasonable belief, it 
has no duty to do so, and may rely solely on 
the regulations to fully discharge its obliga-
tions. 

(e) Enforcement. The Federal functional 
regulators and the Federal Trade Commis-
sion are given the exclusive authority to en-
force this section. 

Section 5365. Civil remedies 
Authorizes the U.S. Attorney General and 

State Attorneys General to pursue civil rem-
edies, including a preliminary injunction or 
injunction against any person to prevent or 
restrain a violation of this legislation. It 
clarifies that the bill does not alter, super-
sede or otherwise affect the Indian Gaming 
Regulatory Act; generally limits responsi-
bility of an interactive computer service to 
the removal or disabling of access to an on-
line site violating this section, upon proper 
notice; restricts the ability to bring injunc-
tive cases against financial transaction pro-
vider activities. 

Internet gambling operators primarily use 
the resources of two types of businesses to 
conduct their unlawful enterprises: payment 
systems and interactive computer services. 
The unlawful use of payment systems is ad-
dressed by section 5364, not by injunctions. 
The legislation addresses the unlawful use of 
interactive computer services through in-
junctions, but with appropriate limits to 
avoid imposing any duty to censor or mon-
itor on these computer services. Section 
5365(c)(2) also extends to interactive com-
puter services the same immunity from li-
ability that common carriers are afforded 
when complying with a notice from law en-
forcement pursuant to section 1084(d) of title 
18 to discontinue service to a gambling busi-
ness. 

Section 5366. Criminal penalties 
Authorizes criminal penalties for violating 

section 5363, including fines or imprisonment 
for not more than five years or both. Also 
authorizes permanently enjoining a person 

convicted under this section from engaging 
in gambling activities. 

Section 5367. Circumventions prohibited 
Provides that, notwithstanding the safe 

harbor provided in section 5362(2), a financial 
intermediary or interactive computer serv-
ice or telecommunications service that has 
actual knowledge and control of bets and wa-
gers, and operates or is controlled by an en-
tity that operates, an unlawful Internet 
gambling site can be held criminally liable 
under this subchapter. 

Section 803. Internet gambling in or through 
foreign jurisdictions 

Subsection (a) provides that, in delibera-
tions between the U.S. Government and any 
other country on money laundering, corrup-
tion, and crime issues, the U.S. Government 
should encourage cooperation by foreign 
governments in identifying whether Internet 
gambling operations are being used for 
money laundering, corruption, or other 
crimes, advance policies that promote the 
cooperation by foreign governments in the 
enforcement of this Act, and encourage the 
Financial Action Task Force on Money 
Laundering to study the extent to which 
Internet gambling operations are being used 
for money laundering. It also requires the 
Secretary of the Treasury to submit an an-
nual report to Congress on the deliberations 
between the United States and other coun-
tries on issues relating to Internet gambling. 

Subsection (b) requires the Secretary of 
the Treasury to submit an annual report to 
Congress on any deliberations between the 
United States and other countries on tissues 
relating to Internet Gambling. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), the ranking member on the 
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure. 

(Mr. OBERSTAR asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for the time and 
for the very strong statement he made 
earlier, the very straightforward and 
candid assessment of the process to 
which this legislation has been sub-
jected. 

While I appreciate the work of the 
gentleman from New York, chairman 
of the committee of conference, and 
also Chair of the Homeland Security 
Committee, and the gentleman from 
Mississippi who have done stellar work 
on this legislation, I am disappointed 
with the outcome. 

There are two issues here. There are 
substance and process. On the sub-
stance, sure, I will vote for the con-
ference report because what is in the 
bill will improve port security. What is 
left out is what is troubling and dis-
appointing. 

When the bill cleared the House, 
there was the expectation, as there al-
ways is when we pass a part in one bill 
and have a comparable in the other, 
that the missing links will be ad-
dressed in a conference committee, and 
in this case, the missing links in secu-
rity will be addressed in conference. 
That did not happen. 

This bill does not make improve-
ments in rail and transit security, even 
though the Senate version had good 

provisions to address transit and inter-
city passenger rail security. For rea-
sons I do not understand and no one 
has explained, the House Republican 
leadership apparently determined late 
at night last night that it would not 
attempt to work out rail and transit 
security in conference. 

The committee of conference held a 
meeting. Conferees elected a chairman 
and made opening statements, and that 
was it. The supporters of rail and tran-
sit security improvements were never 
permitted to make proposals or offer 
amendments to improve rail and tran-
sit security. We expected that we were 
going to be able to do that, but it never 
happened. 

The security needs in rail and transit 
are huge, $700 million for Amtrak, $6 
billion for transit. In the wake of the 
Madrid, London, and Mumbai bomb-
ings, the leadership of the other party 
should not have passed up an oppor-
tunity to protect millions who use 
intercity rail and transit each day. 

There is much more that we could 
have and should have done. We should 
not be kicking it over to the next Con-
gress. That is the disappointment. We 
have an opportunity to make an im-
provement. You should seize that op-
portunity and move ahead. 

As far as it goes, it is a useful bill. It 
is not what it should be. 

The Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure wrote the original Marine Transpor-
tation Security Act of 2002 (MTSA). That land-
mark legislation significantly improved security 
at our Nation’s ports. The conference report 
before us fine tunes that original security act 
and gives added direction to the Administra-
tion in how to carry out its multiple port secu-
rity programs. It also provides a statutory 
framework for many regulatory initiatives es-
tablished by the Department of Homeland Se-
curity, including the Container Security Initia-
tive and the Customs Trade Partnership 
Against Terrorism Program (CT–PAT). 

Republicans rejected the Nadler-Oberstar 
amendment offered during House consider-
ation of the bill. That amendment would have 
required 100 percent of containers to be 
scanned for nuclear weapons before a con-
tainer destined for the United States was load-
ed in a foreign port. I am pleased that the con-
ference report adopts the Senate provision to 
authorize a pilot program for 100 percent 
scanning of containers in three foreign ports. 
I am also encouraged that the conference re-
port requires the Secretary to scan 100 per-
cent of containers entering the 22 largest con-
tainer ports in the United States. What I don’t 
understand is if we can scan 100 percent of 
containers when they are offloaded from a 
ship in a U.S. port, why can’t we scan those 
same containers before they are loaded on 
that same ship in the foreign port? Why can’t 
we continue to work to ‘‘push the borders 
out’’? 

While the conference report goes a long 
way toward strengthening port security, it does 
not do a thing for rail and transit security and 
other issues, which were covered in the Sen-
ate bill, and should have been included in this 
conference report. 

Last night, the House passed, by a vote of 
281–140, a motion to instruct conferees on 
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H.R. 4954 to adopt the Senate provisions on 
rail and transit security, as well as other secu-
rity measures. Less than an hour later, the 
Conference Committee met and conferees 
were allowed to make statements, but not 
amendments to a draft conference report. In 
fact, the conferees had no legislative text to 
consider. It was obvious to all that there was 
no interest among House Republican con-
ferees to have a serious discussion about in-
cluding rail and transit security in this bill. 

One by one, Members of the Conference 
Committee—House and Senate—asked the 
Conference Committee Chairman when we 
were going to be able to review the final con-
ference report and when Members were going 
to be able to offer amendments to it. The gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. KING)—and I 
quote—stated, ‘‘The expectation is we will re-
ceive the final documents, go to debate and 
consider amendments and go forward at that 
time.’’ 

Two hours later, Mr. KING’s staff advised 
members that there would be no further meet-
ings of the conferees. What could have pos-
sibly happened in those two hours to create 
such a great delay that the documents were 
not available for a meeting today? Why do Re-
publicans consistently prevent Democrats from 
offering amendments that will make our coun-
try safer? 

In the wake of the Madrid, London, and 
Mumbai bombings, Congress has a responsi-
bility to the American people to assure the 
safety and security of our Nation’s rail and 
transit systems. This year, the Federal govern-
ment will invest $4.7 billion in aviation security 
improvements, while spending only $150 mil-
lion on rail and transit security, even though 
five times as many people take trains as 
planes every day. 

Amtrak has requested more than $100 mil-
lion in security upgrades and nearly $600 mil-
lion for fire and life-safety improvements to 
tunnels on the Northeast Corridor in New 
York, Maryland, and Washington, DC. The 
American Public Transportation Association, 
which represents transit agencies and com-
muter railroads, has well-documented transit 
security needs that exceed $6 billion (including 
more than $5.2 billion of capital investment se-
curity needs). 

The Senate-passed port security bill would 
have helped meet those needs, and the con-
ferees should have been granted the right to 
vote on them before they were stripped from 
the final version of the bill. Do we have to wait 
for an attack before we take action to secure 
our nation’s railroads and transit systems? 
What is wrong with providing funding for crit-
ical rail and transit security needs? What is 
wrong with hiring more inspectors? There are 
only 100 Transportation Security Administra-
tion (TSA) rail inspectors responsible for the 
security of our Nation’s 144,000-mile freight 
and passenger railroad system. What is wrong 
with requiring development and implementa-
tion of a national rail and transit security plan 
to clarify the roles and responsibilities of fed-
eral, state, and local agencies in securing rail 
and transit systems? What is wrong with en-
suring that key workers have the necessary 
support and training required to protect our rail 
and public transit systems? Nothing, the 
House Republican Leadership just did not 
want to do it. 

Another example of what should have been 
included in this conference report and wasn’t: 

Removal of the cap of 45,000 on TSA screen-
ers. That cap is both arbitrary and 
counterintuitive, and it is also impairing secu-
rity. The Aviation and Transportation Security 
Act (ATSA) passed by Congress in the wake 
of the September 11th terrorist attacks re-
quires 100 percent electronic baggage screen-
ing. Yet, there is evidence that staffing short-
ages are undermining electronic screening ef-
forts. 

Staffing shortages often require TSA to use 
alternative screening procedures to screen 
checked bags, and the Government Account-
ability Office (GAO) reports that TSA’s use of 
alternative screening procedures involves 
trade-offs in security effectiveness. 

While the number of airport screeners re-
mains static, passenger traffic grows. Airlines 
are expected to carry more than one billion 
passengers by 2015, increasing from approxi-
mately 700 million in 2004. TSA currently 
screens 522 million bags per year. GAO re-
ports that TSA could be screening as many as 
96 million more bags than it now screens—an 
18 percent increase—by as early as 2010. Ac-
cording to TSA data, the use of alternative 
screening procedures will increase at some 
airports because of rising passenger traffic. 

All of these issues should have been dealt 
with in this conference report. While I support 
the port security bill, it has left much work un-
done. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
could I inquire as to how much time is 
remaining. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Each 
side has 171⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. KING of New York. Could I in-
quire of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi how many speakers he has re-
maining. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. I 
have four. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I reserve my time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL), 
the ranking member from Energy and 
Commerce. 

(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, well, the 
mountain shook, the lightning flashed, 
the thunder roared and the mountain 
gave birth to a mouse. 

In last night’s discussion, there was 
no discussion and nobody has been 
brought in to talk about what this leg-
islation does, but I think we can talk 
about what it does not do. 

First of all, it does not allow the 
Members opportunities to offer amend-
ments to discuss issues of importance. 
It does virtually nothing to protect 25 
million Amtrak riders and millions of 
Americans who live and work near rail-
road and freight tracks and passing 
trains carrying highly hazardous mate-
rials. It also stripped long overdue rail 
and mass transit measures from the 
final bill, as well as a number of other 
important security measures. 

It should be noted that the bill in the 
Senate included provisions improving 
the securities of other surface trans-
portation, including truck, bus, haz-

ardous material transportation and 
pipeline security, as well as it 
strengthened aviation security. All 
gone, gone, gone. 

The conferees should have been 
granted the right to vote on these pro-
visions before they were stripped from 
the final version of the bill, particu-
larly in light of the fact that last night 
we heard the House express its wishes 
overwhelmingly when we voted for the 
instruction of House conferees 281–140 
to accept rail and transit titles, as well 
as other important provisions. 

We talk about this as a great bill to 
address the question of airport, rail-
road and port security. It does not. It is 
not. 

I would note that when we showed up 
last night for the conference, we all sat 
around for a goodly while. We had no 
agenda. We had no business to come be-
fore the committee. We were told there 
would be a meeting this morning to 
discuss, and we would have an oppor-
tunity to amend. Somehow or another 
that commitment vanished, but it did 
not vanish so much we do not have a 
bill here which was drafted without 
any input from any Member on this 
side of the aisle. 

So we have sent the distinguished 
chairman, for whom I have enormous 
affection, a letter. Fifteen of our col-
leagues on this side of the aisle joined 
in signing it, and we said to you: ‘‘Dear 
Chairman KING: You made a personal 
and public commitment last night. You 
broke it. 

‘‘We write to protest your decision to 
shut down the House-Senate conference 
on H.R. 4954. Many of us took your 
word that we would have a voice in the 
conference process. However, your ac-
tion to silence input from every Demo-
cratic member of the conference by de-
nying the right to offer amendments 
effectively stripped the long-overdue 
rail and mass transit security meas-
ures from the final bill.’’ 

This is a sorry process. It is a sorry 
procedure. It is a sorry piece of legisla-
tion. It is inadequate, and it is another 
example of the majority trying to do 
things on the cheap and then mar-
keting it as something good. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, DC, September 29, 2006. 

Chairman PETER KING, 
House of Representatives, Committee on Home-

land Security, The Capitol, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN KING: You made a personal 
and public commitment last night. You 
broke it. 

We write to protest your decision to shut 
down the House-Senate conference on H.R. 
4954. Many of us took your word that we 
would have a voice in the conference process. 
However, your action to silence input from 
every Democratic member of the conference 
by denying the right to offer amendments ef-
fectively stripped the long-overdue rail and 
mass transit security measures from the 
final bill, as well as many other important 
security measures. Consequently, these im-
portant elements of our transportation sys-
tems remain vulnerable to terrorist attack. 

Despite deadly attacks on transit systems 
worldwide—in Madrid two years ago (191 in-
nocent civilians killed), in London last year 
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(52 killed), and Mumbai this year (207 
killed)—Congress has not passed a transit se-
curity bill. The transit community has iden-
tified $6 billion in security needs, of which 
only less than a tenth has been made avail-
able by Congress. Even less has been done to 
protect the 25 million annual Amtrak riders 
and the millions of Americans that live and 
work near freight railroad tracks and pass-
ing trains carrying highly hazardous mate-
rials. 

The Senate had included in its version of 
the bill comprehensive plans to improve U.S. 
rail security and mass transit security, the 
second time the Senate has passed these pro-
visions since 9/11. In addition, the Senate in-
cluded provisions improving the security of 
other surface transportation modes, includ-
ing truck, bus, hazardous materials trans-
portation, and pipeline security, as well as 
several that strengthen aviation security. 

Conferees should have been granted the 
right to vote on these provisions before they 
were stripped from the final version of the 
bill, particularly in light of the wishes of an 
overwhelming majority of House members, 
who voted last night 281–140 to instruct 
House conferees to accept rail and transit ti-
tles, as well as other important provisions. 

Americans expect us to help keep them 
safe. We can only hope that you have a good 
reason for denying them that peace of mind. 

Sincerely, 
FRANK R. LAUTENBERG. 
PATTY MURRAY. 
JOE LIEBERMAN. 
PAUL SARBANES. 
JOHN D. DINGELL. 
ED MARKEY. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Let me first of all thank the gen-
tleman from Michigan for his undying 
affection that he shows for me so often, 
especially tonight. It really warms my 
heart, and I want to thank him espe-
cially for it. 

I would, however, just like to touch 
on a few things. First of all, this is the 
SAFE Port Act. I have listened as care-
fully as I possibly can. I have listened; 
I have asked Mr. LUNGREN to listen; I 
have asked staff to listen. I have not 
heard even one remote criticism of the 
port security aspects of this bill. This 
is a port security bill. We had staff ne-
gotiations going on day after day after 
day. 

Now, the gentleman from Michigan 
raised the question of last night. Let us 
explain this right now. It was explained 
before. We will try again. 

The fact is last night there was no 
legislative text incorporating the staff 
recommendations. The Senate assured 
us they would provide it. The Senate 
did not have it last night. The Senate 
refused to provide it. The first we saw 
it was 3 o’clock this afternoon. What is 
going on in the Senate is up to them, 
but that is where the final text was. 

Now, if the gentleman is saying that 
when they came back in at 3 o’clock 
this afternoon, rather than take advan-
tage of a bill which has been worked on 
for 6 months, which has gone through 
subcommittee, which has gone through 
committee and which has gone through 
the House floor, which was worked out 
so carefully with Senator COLLINS and 
Senator LIEBERMAN and Senator MUR-

RAY, which had strong bipartisan sup-
port, that because of the fact that the 
Senate language was not over here in 
time for the gentleman from Michigan, 
that we should put that aside, and tak-
ing the risk of not taking advantage of 
this moment, of not seizing the mo-
ment and passing this historic legisla-
tion to save our Nation, I have heard of 
people who cannot take ‘‘yes’’ for an 
answer. 

We said last March, let us put to-
gether a port security bill. We did it. 
We put together a good bill and all we 
get tonight is begrudgery. Well, it is 
good, it is this, it is that, but it is not 
good enough because it does not cover 
rail, it does not cover transit or it does 
not cover this. Also, as the gentleman 
from California reminded me, it does 
not contain the cure for cancer either. 

But the fact is it is a very good port 
security bill. As the gentlewoman from 
California said, it is the real deal. If 
you want to turn your back on the real 
deal, if you want to vote and say I real-
ly wanted something else, this is not 
good enough for me, the real deal 
should be good enough for me. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. LINDA 
T. SÁNCHEZ), ranking member on the 
subcommittee with responsibility for 
ports. 

Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I thank my rank-
ing member, Mr. THOMPSON. 

This conference report is a culmina-
tion of many years of working on the 
issue of port security. I want to begin 
by thanking my colleague, actually 
JUANITA MILLENDER-MCDONALD, whose 
original bill was brought to me a cou-
ple of years ago, was the framework for 
this, and added to that were many of 
the port bills that I had authored were 
put into that; and then Ms. HARMAN 
put in some more and Mr. LUNGREN put 
in some more and Mr. THOMPSON put in 
some more, and pretty soon we had a 
pretty good port bill. I am pleased with 
the port bill. 

Our chairman said he did not want 
rail or transit or any of that, which the 
Senate also put in their port bill, be-
cause he did not have the time, he did 
not want to jeopardize a port bill. 

So why is there Internet gambling in 
our port bill? If you had time to stick 
Internet gambling in our port bill, then 
I think you could have held a meeting 
today, or tomorrow if we had to stay 
an extra day, or the next day if we had 
to stay an extra day to make our coun-
try safer, especially for the people who 
take rail and mass transit to work. 

But, no, that would have been too 
much. This is just a port bill, plus 
Internet gambling. That is why people 
are upset. The Senate put in rail and 
mass transit and port. You had people 
last night who asked you, Will we get 
to make amendments, because they 
wanted to put in rail and mass transit 
like the Senate had put in, and we had 

the votes in the room to pass this port 
bill and to pass rail and mass transit. 

b 2345 

But it was too much. I don’t know if 
it was you, Mr. Chairman, or Speaker 
HASTERT. I don’t know who is going to 
answer what happens if we have some-
thing that happens like happened in 
Madrid or London and we didn’t fund 
rail or transit. Will we get blamed? 
Will you take the blame, Mr. Chair-
man? Or will you stand up and say it 
was the leadership; it wasn’t me? 

Who is responsible for not having 
done the right thing? That is what peo-
ple are asking. That is why people are 
upset. They are not just upset on this 
side of the aisle because we know it is 
the right thing to do. They are upset in 
the Senate, on both sides of the aisle. 

This is way too important for us to 
say, oh, gosh, we have got to get out of 
here on Friday, and let’s not work an-
other day. I would have stayed here a 
week. I would have stayed here a 
month. You know, I have been working 
on this for about 4 or 5 years. If we 
could have gotten that in, it would 
have been the right thing to do. 

You are right, Mr. Chairman. This is 
a good port bill, because we took our 
time and we did it right. But it could 
have been a much better security bill, 
a security bill that last night the ma-
jority in this House said they wanted, a 
security bill not only to secure con-
tainers and freight that come into this 
country but a bill that would have 
helped the people who commute every 
day to work and make America go. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
again I inquire as to how much time re-
mains. 

The Speaker pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York has 151⁄2 min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Mississippi has 101⁄2 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I would add that, again, I have been lis-
tening and listening, and there is no 
criticism at all of the port security. 
And again, rather than to take yes for 
an answer, we are talking about going 
around our committee process. The 
fact is, one of the reasons this bill is so 
good is because it was at the sub-
committee level, the committee level, 
and then it went to the floor. 

This was a long process on the port 
security aspect of it. Rather than just 
accept something coming over from 
the Senate at the last minute, I have 
enough respect for the integrity of the 
process of our committee that I want 
to replicate that when we are dealing 
with transit and when we are dealing 
with rail and working, of course, with 
Mr. YOUNG. I don’t want to get him 
nervous while he is sitting here. But it 
is essential that we do do it in a delib-
erative process. 

Again, it is beyond me why, after a 6- 
month process where there was such bi-
partisanship, such working together, 
both here and in the Senate, that the 
begrudgers of the world have arrived on 
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the floor tonight and all they can say 
is there is something here that is good, 
though they are afraid to acknowledge 
it, and then they talk about something 
which was never part of our bill to 
begin with. 

We dedicated ourselves to port secu-
rity, and we got it done. We should be 
proud of that. And, again, there is a 
special place in life for begrudgers. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PASCRELL), one of the conferees on this 
particular bill. 

Mr. PASCRELL. You know, Mr. 
Chairman, you sound like an Irish 
tenor this evening. 

This is a bill which we can support. 
We thank both staffs on both sides of 
the aisle. They worked very hard on 
this. 

Simply put, this is a good bill. Many 
Members on both sides of the aisle have 
worked tirelessly to bring the critical 
legislation to finality; and while I 
think it could have been improved if 
those of us on the conference com-
mittee were given a chance to offer fur-
ther amendments, I wish to remind the 
chairman, last night, ultimately, this 
is still a good product. 

There is no doubt that authorizing 
$400 million in port security grants for 
each of the fiscal years of 2007 to 2012 is 
a wise undertaking, as is creating firm 
deadlines to require the Department of 
Homeland Security to issue transpor-
tation worker identification cards to 
workers with access to secure areas of 
ports. No one should be allowed into 
those ports that do not have a proper 
card and a proper identification; and 
we should really carry this over to 
those folks who work at our airports, 
which we have not done. 

I am particularly pleased that the 
two provisions I was able to secure 
when this bill originally came before 
the Homeland Security Committee re-
mains within the legislation this 
evening: Section 114, which authorizes 
the Secretary of DHS to establish an 
exercise program to test and evaluate 
the capabilities of Federal, State, 
local, and other relevant stakeholders 
to coordinate appropriate response and 
recovery from acts of terror. Section 
115, which directs the Secretary to re-
quire each high-risk facility to conduct 
live or full-scale exercises not less than 
once every 2 years in accordance with 
the facility security plan that this bill 
mandates. 

Both provisions will enhance the ca-
pabilities of our Nation’s seaports to 
prevent, prepare for, respond to and 
mitigate against acts of terror. I am 
grateful for this inclusion in the legis-
lation. 

But, as with so many things in the 
realm of homeland security, we have 
missed some opportunities. I, like most 
of my Democratic colleagues, would 
have much preferred that this bill also 
included improvements to security for 

America’s rail, subway, buses, and 
trucking. And in all due reverence, I 
know that you feel the same way, Mr. 
Chairman. 

But we’ve got to the best point at the 
best time, and we need to pass this leg-
islation, and I want to thank the rank-
ing member, Mr. THOMPSON. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I would like to thank the gentleman 
from New Jersey for his kind remarks 
about the bill, and I especially want to 
tell him how much it means to me that 
he commented on my great Irish sing-
ing voice as I was delivering my ora-
tion tonight. So, Mr. PASCRELL, you 
are a man of great ethnic perspicacity 
and my admiration for you is 
unbounded. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I now yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr. 
LANGEVIN). 

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 4954, the SAFE 
Port Act, which is a comprehensive ap-
proach to securing our ports. And 
though not a perfect bill, it surely 
could have been better, it is an impor-
tant first step. 

One of the worst-case scenarios ex-
perts fear is that terrorists would be 
able to smuggle nuclear material 
across our ports. This is an unaccept-
able reality that we face today, which 
highlights just how important it is 
that we have adequate detection de-
vices at all of our seaports and border 
crossings. Our radiation portal mon-
itors are our last, best chance to pre-
vent catastrophic nuclear or radio-
logical attack, and our intelligence an-
alysts continue to tell us that the 
threat is very real. 

I am glad to see that under this bill 
all containers entering the U.S. 
through the 22 busiest seaports will be 
examined for radiation by the end of 
next year. While this is certainly a 
great start, we ultimately need to de-
ploy radiation portal monitors at every 
point of entry to fully secure our Na-
tion’s ports. 

I am also pleased to see that this bill 
contains provisions to strengthen the 
Container Security Initiative. Under 
the SAFE Port Act, we will have a 
greater ability to foster communica-
tion between the United States and the 
operators of foreign ports to inspect 
more U.S.-bound cargo before it 
reaches our ports. We need to continue 
to do everything in our power to screen 
cargo at its point of origin to prevent 
the dangerous possibility of nuclear 
material ever reaching our shores. 

Mr. Speaker, the SAFE Port Act 
most certainly makes strides in terms 
of securing our ports, but we must ac-
knowledge that it is just one step in a 
much larger process. I will continue to 
work with my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle to secure our Nation’s vul-
nerable ports. 

I want to commend both the chair-
man and the ranking member for their 

hard work in getting us to this point 
today. Again, it is an important first 
step. Let us continue to rededicating 
ourselves to making sure that we are 
doing all we can to make sure the 
American people are safe. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I continue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. THOMPSON. Might I inquire, Mr. 
Speaker, as to how much time remains. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Mississippi has 6 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON- 
LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the distinguished gen-
tleman. As there is a great deal of ad-
miration in this room, let me say that 
I too admire the staff and the authors 
of this bill, Ms. SANCHEZ, Ms. HARMAN, 
Mr. THOMPSON, and the work of Mr. 
LUNGREN and Mr. KING, but it is obvi-
ous we could have done more. And I lis-
tened to the distinguished gentleman 
talking about regular order. We have 
not had regular order this entire day. 

I do want to say the good work shows 
that we are concerned about port secu-
rity, with $400 million in port security 
grants, training for port workers, such 
as longshoremen, transportation work-
ers’ I.D. cards, screening of the 22 busi-
est airports, establishing the Domestic 
Nuclear Detection Office, additional 
Customs and border protection per-
sonnel and port security plans. 

But I am very proud of the language 
of training residents of seaport commu-
nities, that the conferees agreed that it 
is crucial to involve communities in 
disaster preparedness by providing for 
an annual community update to the 
homeland security training program 
described in this bill. This was lan-
guage that I included because of the 
area in which we live in Houston where 
there is sizable populations living 
around the community. 

The port security training program is 
designed for the purpose of enhancing 
the capabilities of each of the Nation’s 
commercial seaports to prevent, pre-
pare for, respond to, mitigate against, 
and recover from threatened or actual 
acts of terrorism, natural disasters, 
and other emergencies. The language I 
contributed extends this training pro-
gram to include communities and 
neighborhoods in proximity of the sea-
ports by educating, training, and in-
volving population at-risk neighbor-
hoods around ports, including training 
on an annual basis to learn what to 
watch for. 

However, I would hope that we would 
move toward in the next few months 
100 percent screening of container 
cargo, which we have not done. 

I also hope that we realize, as my col-
leagues have said and as Mr. THOMP-
SON’s overwhelming motion to instruct 
said, we have to be concerned about 
rail security. I mentioned during his 
motion to instruct that rail security is 
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not just people riding Amtrak. It is the 
railroads that travel through neighbor-
hoods throughout the regions of the 
Nation, including the South. 

I would also note that I live around a 
very large port, and this will have a 
positive impact on the Houston port. I 
ask my colleagues to support it, 
though I am disappointed, Mr. Speaker, 
that we have extraneous material, such 
as the Internet gambling, on this bill. 

I rise in support of the Conference Report to 
the SAFE Port Act of 2006, H.R. 4954, which 
represents a significant step forward toward 
national security and safety for our seaports. I 
am proud of my colleagues who have crafted 
this bill to be inclusive of many issues that 
members of the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity and other Members of the Congress 
have expressed over the last few years, and 
more intensely over the last few months. 

All of us share the common goal of all 
Americans of making the movement of cargo 
through the global supply chain as secure as 
possible, and are committed to doing every-
thing feasible to ensure the security of the Na-
tion’s ports. 

Many elements of this legislation are bene-
ficial: $400 million in port security grants for 
each of fiscal years 2007–2012; training for 
port workers, such as longshoremen; Trans-
portation Workers Identification Credential 
(TWIC) cards to workers with access to se-
cure areas of ports and background checks; 
screening at the 22 busiest seaports; estab-
lishment of the Domestic Nuclear Detection of-
fice, DNDO, within the Department of Home-
land Security; additional Customs and Border 
Protection personnel; requires port security 
plans to include training for residents of neigh-
borhoods around facilities. 

Safe and secure seaports are an essential 
element in building efficient and techno-
logically advanced supply chains that move 
cargo quickly to distribution centers, stores, 
and factories around the world. Although we 
have made progress since the 9/11 attacks in 
enhancing the security of the nation’s ports, 
we cannot afford to be complacent. 
INCORPORATED AMENDMENT: TRAINING FOR RESIDENTS 

OF SEAPORT COMMUNITIES 
I am proud and thankful that the conferees 

agreed that it is crucial to involve communities 
in disaster preparedness by providing for an 
annual community update to the Homeland 
Security Training Program described in this 
bill. 

The Port Security Training Program is de-
signed for the purpose of enhancing the capa-
bilities of each of the Nation’s commercial sea-
ports to prevent, prepare for, respond to, miti-
gate against, and recover from threatened or 
actual acts of terrorism, natural disasters, and 
other emergencies. 

The language I contributed extends this 
training program to include communities and 
neighborhoods in proximity of the seaports by 
educating, training, and involving populations 
of at-risk neighborhoods around ports, includ-
ing training on an annual basis to learn what 
to watch for. 

Many communities across the country have 
a ‘‘Neighborhood Watch’’ program that teach-
es citizens to watch for suspicious activity or 
other signs of danger. This language provides 
for a similar ‘‘citizens corps’’ preparation pro-
gram in anticipation of a national security 
threat. The intent is to mimic the Citizen Corps 

initiative begun by the White House and the 
Department of Homeland Security in 2002. 

While 44 percent of Americans say their 
neighborhood has a plan to help reduce crime, 
only 13 percent report having a neighborhood 
plan for disasters. Nearly two-thirds of re-
spondents, 63 percent, believe it is important 
for neighborhoods to have a way to work to-
gether on emergency preparedness. 

Fifty-two states and territories have formed 
state level Citizen Corps Councils to support 
local efforts. My hope is that before the next 
disaster, our citizens will be aware and trained 
to react effectively and timely, and perform as 
local responders themselves. 

MORE MUST BE DONE 100% SCREENING 
While there are good elements of this bill, I 

am compelled to discuss the fact that this bill 
could have been so much more, and could 
have definitively contributed to national secu-
rity efforts. I am dismayed at the fact that 
there are gaps in this report wide enough to 
let terrorists through. 

Apparently, it is not important to know what 
is arriving by sea cargo. 

This bill fails to require 100 percent scan-
ning of contents bound for our borders before 
they leave other nations. By the time they ar-
rive and are unloaded onto our soil, it is too 
late. 

We have the technology to do this—the 
ports of Hong Kong and Boston already 
screen most inbound cargo for both radiation 
and lead shielding (to hide the radiological 
materials) using commercially available tech-
nology without interrupting the flow of com-
merce. As we continue to fight to protect our 
borders, we need to continue to develop cut-
ting edge technologies to detect and defeat 
next generation threats to port security. 

According to security expert Steve Flynn, 
the cost would be about $50—$100 per con-
tainer—minimal compared to the $4000 per 
container it costs to ship from Asia to the U.S., 
and to the $66,000 in average worth that each 
container carries. This is accessible, techno-
logically feasible, and necessary. It is beyond 
me why it is not a part of this bill. 

RAIL AND MASS TRANSIT 
It is unacceptable to consider rail and mass 

transit security, as Secretary Chertoff stated, 
‘‘goulash.’’ I fear the day when a tragedy will 
strike on a subway, or on a bus, and we will 
suddenly discover how large a mistake it was 
to miss this opportunity . We know how easy 
a target mass transportation can be-witness 
Israel, London, Madrid, and Mumbai amongst 
so many others. We have focused so much 
effort on securing our borders. I wonder why 
Republicans are not just as concerned with 
securing us. 

I am disappointed that this provision is not 
included in this conference report. At the very 
least, yesterday’s Motion to Instruct the Con-
ferees, which passed 281–170, instructed the 
conferees to accept the rail and mass transit 
provisions from the Senate. It takes gall to ig-
nore an on-record vote of the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

HOUSTON PORT AND ECONOMIC DATA 
The Port of Houston is a 25-mile-long com-

plex of public and private facilities located just 
a few hours’ sailing time from the Gulf of Mex-
ico. The port is ranked first in the United 
States in foreign waterborne commerce, sec-
ond in total tonnage, and sixth in the world. 

About 200 million tons of cargo moved 
through the Port of Houston in 2005. A total of 

7,057 vessel calls were recorded at the Port of 
Houston during the year 2003. 

Economic studies reveal that ship channel- 
related businesses support more than 287,000 
direct and indirect jobs throughout Texas while 
generating nearly $11 billion in economic im-
pact. Additionally, more than $649 million in 
state and local tax revenues are generated by 
business activities related to the port. Approxi-
mately 87,000 jobs are connected with the 
Port of Houston itself, and over 80% of those 
people live in the Houston metropolitan area. 

Centrally located on the Gulf Coast, Hous-
ton is a strategic gateway for cargo originating 
in or destined for the U.S. West and Midwest. 
Houston lies within close reach of one of the 
nation’s largest concentrations of consumers. 
More than 17 million people live within 300 
miles of the city, and approximately 60 million 
live within 700 miles. 

CONCLUSION 
The danger is very real that we may be es-

corting a weapon of mass destruction to its 
target. For every mile along the Houston Ship 
Channel that dangerous cargo passes, an ad-
ditional 2000 people are at risk. Clearly, once 
the cargo reaches the city, the risk is greatest. 

There are many such cities and states 
across the country that are vulnerable and 
need the federal government’s leadership for 
security and protection. The legislation is a 
good start, yet it will not be sufficient. I chal-
lenge my colleagues on the Homeland Secu-
rity Committee to consider this only the first 
step in securing and protecting our nation’s 
ports, and a necessary gateway to addressing 
the vulnerabilities of rail and mass transit. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from Las Vegas (Ms. BERKLEY). 

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to thank the ranking member of 
Homeland Security, Mr. THOMPSON, for 
allowing me to speak for a minute. 

I have a question to ask. I was listen-
ing to Mr. DINGELL when he spoke elo-
quently about his disappointment that 
this bill did not address security when 
it comes to mass transit, railroads, bus 
stations, and Amtrak. And when Mr. 
KING got up to respond, he said the rea-
son it doesn’t contain any security for 
mass transit, railroads, bus stations, 
and Amtrak is because this is a port se-
curity bill. And he said it again. This is 
a port security bill. And he repeated it 
a third time. This is a port security 
bill. 

So can he please explain to me if this 
is a port security bill, that we can’t 
put protections and security for our 
buses and Amtrak and mass transit and 
railroads, how it is that we managed to 
put a ban on Internet gaming? 

b 0000 
Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker 

will the gentlewoman yield? 
Ms. BERKLEY. I yield to the gen-

tleman from New York. 
Mr. KING of New York. First of all, I 

am not responsible for the germaneness 
rules in the Senate. Secondly, this is 
the bill that came back to us from the 
Senate. 

Ms. BERKLEY. Before I yield again, 
I know you may not control the rules 
of the Senate, but how about the 
House? Do you have any say here? 
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Mr. KING of New York. I would just 

add, if the gentlewoman will yield, this 
is the bill that came back to us from 
the Senate, and I would remind the 
gentlewoman that unlike the transit 
and rail provisions, which never passed 
this House, the Internet gambling bill 
legislation did pass this House by a 
vote of 317–93. There was at least some 
nexus which was lacking with the oth-
ers. 

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, could you please ex-
plain the nexus to me between port se-
curity to keep this country safer and a 
ban on Internet gaming? Give me a 
break. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to remind 
my chairman that the motion to in-
struct said to include rail and mass 
transit to the conferees. That is in re-
sponse to your response to the gentle-
woman from Las Vegas. We more or 
less said ‘‘do it’’ from the House per-
spective, and it wasn’t done. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
if the gentleman will yield, I was just 
trying to answer the gentlewoman’s 
question. She thought I was giving her 
a break. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield the balance of my time 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. MARKEY). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts is recog-
nized for 21⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Mississippi, and I 
thank him for his excellent work on 
that legislation. 

I would say that the gentlewoman 
made a fine point here. The Democrats 
waited for days to find out what was in 
this bill as the Republicans deliberated 
by themselves. Finally it comes back 
over, and we learn what they included. 

Did it have anything on rail and 
rapid transit security? No. Did it have 
something on moving hazardous mate-
rials in a way that got them around 
densely populated areas? No. Did it 
have anything to do with ensuring that 
we screen for nuclear bombs on ships 
before they came into the ports of the 
United States? No. 

But what did they include? Well, 
they included an Internet gambling 
bill. Now, you would think given the 
fact that it was a port bill, you would 
think they would have something in it 
on riverboat gambling. But, no, noth-
ing even on that. 

So, ladies and gentlemen, what they 
have produced is a fine piece of polit-
ical pork that the Republican Party in 
secret has put together. Meantime, al 
Qaeda has their number one objective 
in the world still undealt with by the 
Republicans, and that is obtaining a 
nuclear weapon out of the former So-
viet Union, bringing it to a port in the 
world, placing it in a container on that 
ship, bringing the ship into a port in 
the United States, and then detonating 

that nuclear bomb before it is ever 
taken off the ship. And the Republicans 
in this bill, do they require that there 
be screening for nuclear bombs before 
they leave for the United States? No. 

So, ladies and gentlemen, this bill on 
the central issue is a failure. The num-
ber one threat to our security, a nu-
clear bomb in a container on a ship, no 
requirement at all for the screening be-
fore it comes to our port. They have 
the screening after the nuclear bomb 
reaches the port in the United States. 
By then it is too late. 

So, ladies and gentlemen, it is like 
instead of buying a dog, they put up a 
‘‘beware of dog’’ sign. So when the 
bomb has reached the port of New York 
or Boston or L.A., the only thing that 
will be there is ‘‘beware of dog.’’ They 
refuse to put up the protection. 

Vote ‘‘no’’ on this terrible bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from New York has 14 minutes 
remaining. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rials on the matter under consider-
ation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 

I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. I assure the House I will not use 
the 14 minutes. 

I also at this stage would like to 
commend the staff for the tremendous 
work they have done throughout this 
process. I would like to thank Mandy 
Bowers, Matt McCabe, Amanda 
Halpern, Kevin Gronberg, Diane Berry, 
Sterling Marchand, Kerry Kinirons, 
Mark Klaassen, Mike Power, and also 
the people on the minority staff. 

In saying that, let me just say, Mr. 
MARKEY brought us into the new day, 
his eloquence, his soaring rhetoric 
brought us into the new day, but he 
uses the same tired arguments of yes-
terday, the arguments we hear time 
and again, the tired metaphors, the 
lame similes, he goes on and on. 

He says Democrats were kept out of 
the process. Democrats were involved 
every step of the way, every minute, 
until the Internet gambling came over, 
which we found out about for the first 
time at the same time he did. Now, he 
may want to talk to the minority lead-
er in the Senate and ask him why he 
consented to this being in, why they 
wanted it in. That is not my problem. 

But the fact is, it is really wrong to 
suggest that there was any moment at 
all throughout the past 10 or 12 days, 
when at every stage of the way we en-
sured that the Democratic staff was 
there reporting back to their prin-
cipals, I don’t know where the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts was. 
Maybe he was out buying a dog. I don’t 
know. But the fact is if he had spoken 

with his staff, if he had spoken to the 
committee staff, if he had spoken to 
the ranking member, he would have 
known what was going on. 

Also, I waited patiently for 291⁄2 min-
utes listening to the opposition trying 
to hear one person say one negative 
word about the port security bill. Fi-
nally, Mr. MARKEY came up with his 
argument and he was talking about de-
tecting radiation overseas. 

The fact is, again in the spirit of bi-
partisanship and bicameralism, we 
adopted the language put forth by Sen-
ator LAUTENBERG in the Senate to have 
three pilot projects. So there we are 
agreeing with the Senator from New 
Jersey, which I guess is not good 
enough for the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts. 

I would also say that this legislation 
goes right to the heart of the issues 
that we are trying to address. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts cannot ac-
cept that. 

But I will say for the other Members, 
certainly Mr. PASCRELL, for the con-
tributions that he made to this bill, to 
the ranking member, to Mr. LANGEVIN, 
who has really been a leader in the 
whole issue of radiation portal mon-
itors, they have been there. 

So I would again say let us celebrate 
the fact that we are passing historic 
port security legislation tonight. Let 
us respect the fact that our committee, 
which is only in its second year, has 
passed major legislation. Let us respect 
the fact and acknowledge the fact that 
our committee paved the way. We 
showed the way for the Senate. We 
passed a bill which has been virtually 
intact, from the subcommittee to the 
committee to the House floor and now 
here tonight with the conference re-
port. 

And rather than begrudging, rather 
than saying it could have been this or 
it could have been that, rather than let 
the perfect be the enemy of the good, 
let’s accept this good legislation, let’s 
go forward, let us realize we made the 
American people far safer. And we did 
it because of a bipartisan effort, which 
should have been bipartisan right to 
the last moment. Unfortunately, the 
naysayers tried to take this over. The 
fact is they cannot deny the reality. 
This is excellent legislation that 
makes our country safe. We should be 
proud. 

I urge the adoption of the resolution. 
Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-

port of the very significant provisions in the 
SAFE Port Act that will go a long way to make 
our ports and waterways secure. I thank 
Chairman YOUNG and Chairman KING for their 
hard work on this legislation. 

I am particularly pleased with the inclusion 
of the Maritime Terminal Security Enhance-
ment Act, legislation I authored in the wake of 
the Dubai Ports deal to ensure that the secu-
rity at our ports remains in the hands of Amer-
ican citizens. The Maritime Terminal Security 
Enhancement Act would require Facility Secu-
rity Officers to be American citizens. It would 
also provide for periodic, unannounced inspec-
tions of security at our port facilities, as well 
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as place deadlines on the deployment of the 
Transportation Worker Identification Card to 
ensure the identity of our port workers; a long 
range vessel tracking system that will enable 
the Coast Guard to further extend our borders 
and monitor vessels bound for U.S. ports; and 
requires the Department of Homeland Security 
to issue regulations to require foreign mer-
chant mariners to carry an enhanced crew 
member identification credential when calling 
on U.S. ports. 

The SAFE Port Act builds on the unprece-
dented work we did in the Maritime Transpor-
tation Security Act of 2002. I was proud to be 
an author of that bill and I am proud of the 
work we did to enhance port security in this 
bill. 

However, I am not proud, nor do I support 
the decision by the leadership in the other 
body to attach at the last minute and without 
consultation, the Internet Gambling Prohibition 
and Enforcement Act. There is no question 
that Internet technology has rapidly and sub-
stantively changed over the past six years, 
with new advancements being made every 
day. It is therefore imperative that our thinking 
about how best to regulate activities such as 
Internet gaming also evolve with the times. 
Unfortunately, this bill does not take into ac-
count the significant advancements in the 
technology, nor does it include language I 
support to establish a commission to study 
whether Internet gaming can be properly regu-
lated. 

Mr. Speaker, I will be reluctantly supporting 
the SAFE Port Act, as I am extremely dis-
appointed with the action of the leadership in 
the other body to attach this non germane 
issue to an otherwise tremendous piece of 
legislation that will strengthen and enhance 
our ability to keep our nation’s ports and wa-
terways secure. 

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I’m glad to see that we’re finally see-
ing this very important and long overdue port 
security legislation on the House floor. 

There are 14 major ports in my home state 
of Florida, with the Port of Jacksonville in my 
hometown. And we have failed so far in devot-
ing the money they need to protect their facil-
ity. 

Unfortunately, we’re still failing to protect the 
25 million passengers who ride Amtrak each 
year. 69,000 passengers ride Amtrak every 
day, and yet they don’t qualify for any of the 
money being authorized in this bill and are of-
fered no more protections than they have 
today. That is shameful. 

I can’t believe that anyone in this House, 
following the bombings in Madrid and in Lon-
don, doesn’t believe that terrorists would at-
tack an Amtrak train on the Northeast corridor 
that connects Washington, DC, New York, and 
Boston. 

This Republican Congress deserves an F 
for what they have done to protect transit and 
passenger rail in this country. They wasted an 
opportunity to protect the citizens who take 
public transit and passenger rail to work every 
day. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
state how deeply disappointed I am that the 
conference report for H.R. 4954, this vitally im-
portant bill that is meant to secure our ports 
and protect our nation from terrorists, has 
been amended to include internet gaming lan-
guage. 

Internet gaming has nothing whatsoever to 
do with port security. It is irresponsible to in-

sert this non-germane language into a home-
land security measure. 

This Congress should not overreact by re-
stricting the growing industry of online gaming 
without giving serious review to the potentially 
negative impacts of such a rash decision. 

We know that current efforts by states and 
the federal government to regulate internet 
gaming have pushed online consumers to ille-
gal, black market sites that have little to no 
regulation. 

Online gaming is a potential economic op-
portunity for the State of Nevada and the en-
tire country. Current estimates of online gam-
ing revenues range from $7 billion to $10 bil-
lion for 2004 alone, with U.S. bettors providing 
at least $4 billion or more of that amount. 

Many nations, including England, are in the 
process of legalizing, regulating, and taxing 
online gaming. 

I, along with my colleagues from Nevada, 
Congresswoman BERKLEY and Congressman 
PORTER, have introduced a bill, H.R. 5474, 
that would establish a nine-member commis-
sion to undertake a complete study of the 
internet gaming issue. The results of this study 
would allow the President, the Congress, and 
every state and tribal government to make in-
formed decisions about this issue and pre-
sents a much better alternative to a knee-jerk 
total ban on the activity. 

I voted for H.R. 4954 because it is nec-
essary that we secure our ports against those 
who wish to do us harm, but I do so with 
grave disappointment in the decision to add 
this nongermane internet gaming language. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I was pleased to 
vote for the SAFE Ports Act when it was con-
sidered by Congress in May and I intend to do 
so tonight. However, I am disturbed that The 
Internet Gambling Prohibition and Enforce-
ment Act was added to this bill during con-
ference. My understanding is that this provi-
sion was slipped into the bill at the conclusion 
of the conference even though internet gam-
bling has nothing to do with port security. 

I have long opposed The Internet Gambling 
Prohibition and Enforcement Act since the fed-
eral government has no constitutional authority 
to ban or even discourage any form of internet 
gambling. In addition to being unconstitutional, 
this provision is likely to prove ineffective at 
ending internet gambling. Instead, by passing 
law proportion to ban internet gambling Con-
gress will ensure that gambling is controlled 
by organized crime. History, from the failed 
experiment of prohibition to today’s futile ‘‘war 
on drugs,’’ shows that the government cannot 
eliminate demand for something like internet 
gambling simply by passing a law. Instead, 
this provision will force those who wish to 
gamble over the internet to patronize suppliers 
willing to flaunt the ban. In many cases, pro-
viders of services banned by the government 
will be members of criminal organizations. 
Even if organized crime does not operate 
internet gambling enterprises their competitors 
are likely to be controlled by organized crime. 
After all, since the owners and patrons of 
internet gambling cannot rely on the police 
and courts to enforce contracts and resolve 
other disputes, they will be forced to rely on 
members of organized crime to perform those 
functions. Thus, the profits of internet gam-
bling will flow into organized crime. Further-
more, outlawing an activity will raise the price 
vendors are able to charge consumers, thus 
increasing the profits flowing to organized 

crime from internet gambling. It is bitterly iron-
ic that a bill masquerading as an attack on 
crime will actually increase organized crime’s 
ability to control and profit from internet gam-
bling! 

In conclusion, the ban on internet gambling 
violates the constitutional limits on federal 
power. Furthermore, laws such as this are in-
effective in eliminating the demand for vices 
such as internet gambling; instead, they en-
sure that these enterprises will be controlled 
by organized crime. It is a shame to clutter an 
important and good piece of legislation like the 
Safe Ports Act with a blatantly unconstitutional 
power grab over the internet like the Internet 
Gambling Prohibition and Enforcement Act. 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Speaker, I’d like to thank 
the gentleman from Mississippi, Mr. THOMP-
SON, for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in regards to the con-
ference report to accompany H.R. 4954, the 
SAFE Port Act. 

As representative of the Port of Boston—I’m 
pleased that today’s conference report takes 
important steps towards better safeguarding 
our Nation’s 361 sea and river ports—through 
the authorization of significant increases in 
port security grants for each of fiscal years 
2007 through 2012, meaningful port worker 
security training provisions, and substantive 
container screening and scanning improve-
ments. 

At the same time, I must say that I’m dis-
appointed that the agreement under consider-
ation does not include the language to 
strenghten rail and transit security passed by 
the U.S. Senate during its consideration of 
port security legislation. 

By including language to authorize $1.2 bil-
lion for freight and passenger rail security as 
well as $3.5 billion for mass transit security in 
a ports bill, the Senate clearly recognized that 
rail and mass transit have also been grossly 
underfunded, this in the face of repeated ter-
rorist attacks against rail and transit systems 
worldwide—from Paris, Tokyo, and Moscow to 
Madrid, London, and most recently, Mumbai. 

In furtherance of the Senate’s action, just 
yesterday the House passed a motion to in-
struct the House conferees to accept the Sen-
ate’s position on rail and mass transit security 
by a margin of 281–140. Regrettably however, 
the rail and transit language did not make it 
into this conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, while this agreement is a good 
start towards securing our seaports and the 
international supply chain, I think we’ve 
missed a major opportunity to afford rail and 
transit similar respect. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today in support the Conference Report 
on H.R. 4954, the SAFE Port Act. This bipar-
tisan legislation makes critical improvements 
to strengthen our domestic and international 
security efforts and provides the resources 
necessary to detect tampered cargo before it 
enters our ports. Passage of the SAFE Port 
Act today is vital to our national security. 

For Washington state, the SAFE Port Act 
will bring greater regional coordination, new 
security grants, increased Customs personnel 
for Puget Sound and radiation detection equip-
ment that is both modern and appropriate for 
the Port of Tacoma’s increased rail capacity. 

The SAFE Port Act also takes important 
steps to plan for and immediately recover from 
any incidents on our docks. With the in-
creased role of western ports like the Port of 
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Tacoma and the Port of Seattle in our global 
economy, we must ensure the free flow of 
commerce. 

Passage of the SAFE Port Act will help pro-
tect our communities, our critical infrastructure 
and our homeland. The SAFE Port Act will 
move America in the right direction. 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
the conference report for H.R. 4954, the SAFE 
Port Act. 

As a member of the Port Security Caucus 
and as an original co-sponsor of this legisla-
tion, I have been consistently fighting for a 
massive increase in funding and focus to se-
cure our Nation’s ports. 

But as the 9/11 Commission’s failing grades 
have pointed out, over the last four years, the 
administration and the Republican Congress 
have done far too little to secure our Nation’s 
critical infrastructure. 

Just earlier this week the Homeland Secu-
rity Department announced its latest round of 
port security grants. The Port of Oakland in 
my district did not get a single penny even 
though it’s the 4th busiest container port in the 
country and is a gateway to trade with Asia 
and the Pacific. That is just inexcusable. 

By authorizing $400 million in annual port 
security grants, the SAFE Port Act takes a 
step in the right direction. Now we have the 
responsibility to fund it. 

We must also fix the gaps that still remain 
by requiring 100% screening of cargo before it 
reaches our shores. 

At the same time I am disappointed that the 
Senate language to expand funding to secure 
our rail and transit systems was not included 
in this bill. 

The London and Mumbai rail and subway 
bombings happened on our watch. We should 
not adjourn this session without addressing 
this critical vulnerability. 

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. Speaker, 
I am pleased the House and Senate were able 
to come together and address port security 
through the passage of H.R. 4954, the SAFE 
Port Act. This may be the most important 
piece of legislation we pass in the 109th Con-
gress. 

Clearly our Nation’s ports are critical to 
America’s economic vitality. A major attack on 
the U.S. maritime transportation system would 
simply devastate the U.S. economy. Some 
95% of American trade enters the U.S. 
through one of 361 seaports on board 8,500 
foreign vessels and makes more than 55,000 
port calls per year, which total worth is nearly 
$1 trillion dollars. Securing these and the rest 
of America’s ports as well as the economic 
contributions they make must remain a top pri-
ority for each of us. 

As the proud Representative from Califor-
nia’s 37th District, it is my responsibility to en-
hance the security at the Ports of Long Beach 
and Los Angeles, the largest port complex in 
the Nation and the third largest in the world. 
In fact, over 52% of all waterborne cargo 
moves through the Ports of Long Beach and 
Los Angeles alone. 

This is a bill rooted in sound policy. Many 
provisions of the SAFE Port Act was language 
in my legislation H.R. 478, the United States 
Seaport Multiyear Security Enhancement Act, 
which I introduced in February 2005. It was 
imperative that Congress passed a port secu-
rity bill which included multi-funding and a 

broad approach to securing the entire inter-
national supply chain. 

I urge the President to sign the SAFE Port 
Act as soon as possible, as America’s ports 
and those who live around them can wait no 
longer. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I take this op-
portunity to clarify my ‘‘yes’’ vote on Final Pas-
sage on the Conference Report H.R. 4954 
SAFE Port Act. My ‘‘yes’’ vote is in full support 
of all the necessary Homeland Security and 
Port Security provisions included within the 
legislation, however, I do not support the inclu-
sion of the non-germane and unnecessary 
prohibition on Internet Gaming. I am strongly 
opposed to the inclusion of this language and 
long felt that Congress does not have a com-
prehensive understanding of the complexities 
of this issue. It is based on this lack of knowl-
edge that I introduced H.R. 5474, The Internet 
Gambling Study Commission Act. It is impera-
tive that Congress fully understand the facts of 
internet gaming before coming to any rash de-
cisions. The purpose of my bill is: 

To establish a commission to study issues 
posed by the continued spread and growth of 
interstate commerce with respect to Internet 
gambling. 

Although U.S. federal and state govern-
ments insist that online gambling is illegal, in 
reality it is thriving. There is a huge disconnect 
between current government policy and reality. 

Millions of U.S. residents gamble online 
every day without the protection of reliable 
regulatory structures that ensure age and 
identity verification, the integrity and fairness 
of the games, or that responsible gaming poli-
cies are followed. 

Neither U.S. federal nor state governments 
receive tax revenues from online gaming. 

Disrespect spreads for laws that are neither 
enforced nor evidently enforceable against an 
activity that enjoys wide and growing popu-
larity. 

The online gaming industry creates no jobs 
in the United States and American businesses 
earn no returns from online gambling. 

Current inconsistencies in U.S. Internet 
gambling policy could lead to sanctions by the 
World Trade Organization (WTO). 

Again, Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to this in-
clusion of this language and look forward to 
working with my colleagues to enact my legis-
lation, or some similar type of study legislation 
in the future. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to 
be here today to advance this important legis-
lation. A few weeks ago, Presidnt Bush gave 
a speech in which he stated that our intel-
ligence shows that al-Qaeda has two main 
goals—to destroy our nation physically 
through attacks such as 9/11; and to pursue a 
‘‘death by bleeding’’ strategy in which terrorists 
destroy us economically. We could protect 
against al-Qaeda’s first goal by shutting down 
our borders—but by cutting off America’s life 
blood of trade, we would actually be helping 
al-Qaeda achieve its second goal. 

This bill is the right way to protect both our 
borders and our economy. It utilizes innovative 
systems to protect our citizens, and it provides 
new resources along our borders. Through 
programs such as the Customs-Trade Partner-
ship against Terrorism, we bring the energy 
and experience of the trade community into 
our fight against terrorism. These programs, 

together with the bill’s provisions modernizing 
our international trade data systems, also 
show that we can facilitate legitimate trade 
while at the same time providing information to 
our law enforcement officials to identify and 
stop threats. 

To defeat al-Qaeda and prevent it from 
achieving its goals of destroying America 
physically and economically, the Administra-
tion, Congress, our citizens in the private sec-
tor, and our international partners must work 
together—and trade cannot be seen as the 
enemy of security. 

I have made it a priority in this bill to ensure 
that through consultation and cooperative pro-
grams, all of these key partners are brought 
together so that we have the most effective 
and unified effort we can against terror and for 
trade. 

I congratulate all the Members of this Con-
ference on this bill and look forward to its 
quick passage. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the conference report. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the conference report. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 409, noes 2, 
not voting 21, as follows: 

[Roll No. 516] 

AYES—409 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 

Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp (MI) 
Campbell (CA) 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Carter 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 

Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
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Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 

Lungren, Daniel 
E. 

Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 

Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—2 

Flake Markey 

NOT VOTING—21 

Case 
Castle 
Evans 
Foley 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gutierrez 

Hefley 
Hyde 
Johnson (IL) 
Jones (NC) 
Lewis (GA) 
Meehan 
Ney 

Nussle 
Oxley 
Sabo 
Stark 
Strickland 
Tancredo 
Wilson (SC) 

b 0032 

Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina 
changed his vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the conference report was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 
Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, on 

September 29, 2006, I was away from my offi-
cial duties due to a family mater, and subse-
quently missed a recorded vote on Rollcall No. 
516, on final passage of H.R. 4954, a bill to 
improve maritime and cargo security through 
enhanced layered defenses, and for other pur-
poses. Had I been present, I would have 
voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

f 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 

A further message from the Senate 
by Ms. Curtis, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has agreed to 
a concurrent resolution of the fol-
lowing title: 

H. Con. Res. 483. Concurrent resolution 
providing for a conditional adjournment of 
the House of Representatives and a condi-
tional recess or adjournment of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
5441) ‘‘An Act making appropriations 
for the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2007, and for other pur-
poses.’’. 

f 

FEDERAL AND DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA GOVERNMENT REAL 
PROPERTY ACT OF 2005 

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the immediate consideration of the bill 
(H.R. 3699) to provide for the sale, ac-
quisition, conveyance, and exchange of 
certain real property in the District of 
Columbia to facilitate the utilization, 
development, and redevelopment of 
such property, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 3699 

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 ‘‘Federal and 
District of Columbia Government Real Prop-
erty Act of 2005’’. 

TITLE I—REAL PROPERTY CONVEYANCES 
BETWEEN THE GENERAL SERVICES AD-
MINISTRATION AND THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 

SEC. 101. EXCHANGE OF TITLE OVER RESERVA-
TION 13 AND CERTAIN OTHER PROP-
ERTIES. 

(a) CONVEYANCE OF PROPERTIES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—On the date on which the 

District of Columbia conveys to the Admin-
istrator of General Services all right, title, 
and interest of the District of Columbia in 
the property described in subsection (c), the 
Administrator shall convey to the District of 
Columbia all right, title, and interest of the 
United States in— 

(A) U.S. Reservation 13, subject to the con-
ditions described in subsection (b); and 

(B) Old Naval Hospital. 
(2) PROPERTIES DEFINED.—In this section— 
(A) the term ‘‘U.S. Reservation 13’’ means 

that parcel of land in the District of Colum-
bia consisting of the approximately 66 acres 
which is bounded on the north by Independ-
ence Avenue Southeast, on the west by 19th 
Street Southeast, on the south by G Street 
Southeast, and on the east by United States 
Reservation 343, and being the same land de-
scribed in the Federal transfer letter of Octo-
ber 25, 2002, from the United States to the 
District of Columbia, and subject to existing 
matters of record; and 

(B) the term ‘‘Old Naval Hospital’’ means 
the property in the District of Columbia con-
sisting of Square 948 in its entirety, together 
with all the improvements thereon. 

(b) CONDITIONS FOR CONVEYANCE OF RES-
ERVATION 13.—As a condition for the convey-
ance of U.S. Reservation 13 to the District of 
Columbia under this section, the District of 
Columbia shall agree— 

(1) to set aside a portion of the property for 
the extension of Massachusetts Avenue 
Southeast and the placement of a potential 
commemorative work to be established pur-
suant to chapter 89 of title 40, United States 
Code, at the terminus of Massachusetts Ave-
nue Southeast (as so extended) at the Ana-
costia River; 

(2) to convey all right, title, and interest of 
the District of Columbia in the portion set 
aside under paragraph (1) to the Secretary of 
the Interior (acting through the Director of 
the National Park Service) at such time as 
the Secretary may require, if a commemora-
tive work is established in the manner de-
scribed in paragraph (1); and 

(3) to permit the Court Services and Of-
fender Supervision Agency for the District of 
Columbia to continue to occupy a portion of 
the property consistent with the require-
ments of the District of Columbia Appropria-
tions Act, 2002 (Public Law 107–96; 115 Stat. 
931). 

(c) DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA PROPERTY TO BE 
CONVEYED TO THE ADMINISTRATOR.—The prop-
erty described in this subsection is the real 
property consisting of Building Nos. 16, 37, 
38, 118, and 118–A and related improvements, 
together with the real property underlying 
those buildings and improvements, on the 
West Campus of Saint Elizabeths Hospital, 
as described in the quitclaim deed of Sep-
tember 30, 1987, by and between the United 
States and the District of Columbia and re-
corded in the Office of the Recorder of Deeds 
of the District of Columbia on October 7, 
1987. 

(d) LIMITATION ON ENVIRONMENTAL LIABIL-
ITY.—Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law— 

(1) the District of Columbia shall not be re-
sponsible for any environmental liability, re-
sponse action, remediation, corrective ac-
tion, damages, costs, or expenses associated 
with the property for which title is conveyed 
to the Administrator of General Services 
under this section; and 
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(2) all environmental liability, responsi-

bility, remediation, damages, costs, and ex-
penses as required by applicable Federal, 
State and local law, including the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, Com-
pensation and Liability Act (42 U.S.C. 9601 et 
seq.), the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act (known as Clean Water Act) (33 U.S.C. 
1251 et seq.), the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 
et seq.), the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 
U.S.C. 6901 et seq.), the Rivers and Harbors 
Act (33 U.S.C. 540 et seq.), the Toxic Sub-
stances Control Act (15 U.S.C. 2601, et seq.), 
and the Oil Pollution Act (33 U.S.C. 2701 et 
seq.) for such property shall be borne by the 
United States, which shall conduct all envi-
ronmental activity with respect to such 
properties, and bear any and all costs and ex-
penses of any such activity. 
SEC. 102. TERMINATION OF CLAIMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the United States is 
not required to perform, or to reimburse the 
District of Columbia for the cost of per-
forming, any of the following services: 

(1) Repairs or renovations pursuant to sec-
tion 4(f) of the Saint Elizabeths Hospital and 
District of Columbia Mental Health Services 
Act (24 U.S.C. 225b(f); sec. 44–903(f), D.C. Offi-
cial Code). 

(2) Preservation, maintenance, or repairs 
pursuant to a use permit executed on Sep-
tember 30, 1987, under which the United 
States (acting through the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services) granted permis-
sion to the District of Columbia to use and 
occupy portions of the Saint Elizabeths Hos-
pital property known as the ‘‘West Campus’’. 

(3) Mental health diagnostic and treatment 
services for referrals as described in section 
9(b) of the Saint Elizabeths Hospital and Dis-
trict of Columbia Mental Health Services 
Act (24 U.S.C. 225g(b); sec. 44–908(b), D.C. Of-
ficial Code), but only with respect to services 
provided on or before the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 

(b) EFFECT ON PENDING CLAIMS.—Any claim 
of the District of Columbia against the 
United States for the failure to perform, or 
to reimburse the District of Columbia for the 
cost of performing, any service described in 
subsection (a) which is pending as of the date 
of the enactment of this Act shall be extin-
guished and terminated. 
TITLE II—STREAMLINING MANAGEMENT 

OF PROPERTIES LOCATED IN THE DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA 

SEC. 201. TRANSFER OF ADMINISTRATIVE JURIS-
DICTION OVER CERTAIN PROP-
ERTIES. 

(a) TRANSFER OF ADMINISTRATIVE JURISDIC-
TION FROM DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA TO UNITED 
STATES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Administrative jurisdic-
tion over each of the following properties 
(owned by the United States and as depicted 
on the Map) is hereby transferred, subject to 
the terms in this subsection, from the Dis-
trict of Columbia to the Secretary of the In-
terior for administration by the Director: 

(A) An unimproved portion of Audubon 
Terrace Northwest, located east of Linnean 
Avenue Northwest, that is within U.S. Res-
ervation 402 (National Park Service prop-
erty). 

(B) An unimproved portion of Barnaby 
Street Northwest, north of Aberfoyle Place 
Northwest, that abuts U.S. Reservation 545 
(National Park Service property). 

(C) A portion of Canal Street Southwest, 
and a portion of V Street Southwest, each of 
which abuts U.S. Reservation 467 (National 
Park Service property). 

(D) Unimproved streets and alleys at Fort 
Circle Park located within the boundaries of 
U.S. Reservation 497 (National Park Service 
property). 

(E) An unimproved portion of Western Ave-
nue Northwest, north of Oregon Avenue 
Northwest, that abuts U.S. Reservation 339 
(National Park Service property). 

(F) An unimproved portion of 17th Street 
Northwest, south of Shepherd Street North-
west, that abuts U.S. Reservation 339 (Na-
tional Park Service property). 

(G) An unimproved portion of 30th Street 
Northwest, north of Broad Branch Road 
Northwest, that is within the boundaries of 
U.S. Reservation 515 (National Park Service 
property). 

(H) Subject to paragraph (2), lands over I– 
395 at Washington Avenue Southwest. 

(I) A portion of U.S. Reservation 357 at 
Whitehaven Parkway Northwest, previously 
transferred to the District of Columbia in 
conjunction with the former proposal for a 
residence for the Mayor of the District of Co-
lumbia. 

(2) USE OF CERTAIN PROPERTY FOR MEMO-
RIAL.—In the case of the property for which 
administrative jurisdiction is transferred 
under paragraph (1)(H), the property shall be 
used as the site for the establishment of a 
memorial to honor disabled veterans of the 
United States Armed Forces authorized to be 
established by the Disabled Veterans’ LIFE 
Memorial Foundation by Public Law 106–348 
(114 Stat. 1358; 40 U.S.C. 8903 note), except 
that the District of Columbia shall retain ad-
ministrative jurisdiction over the subsurface 
area beneath the site for the tunnel, walls, 
footings, and related facilities. 

(b) TRANSFER OF ADMINISTRATIVE JURISDIC-
TION FROM UNITED STATES TO DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA.—Administrative jurisdiction over 
the following property owned by the United 
States and depicted on the Map is hereby 
transferred from the Secretary to the Dis-
trict of Columbia for administration by the 
District of Columbia: 

(1) A portion of U.S. Reservation 451. 
(2) A portion of U.S. Reservation 404. 
(3) U.S. Reservations 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, and 

49. 
(4) U.S. Reservation 251. 
(5) U.S. Reservation 8. 
(6) U.S. Reservations 277A and 277C. 
(7) Portions of U.S. Reservation 470. 
(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The transfers of ad-

ministrative jurisdiction under this section 
shall take effect on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 
SEC. 202. EXCHANGE OF TITLE OVER CERTAIN 

PROPERTIES. 
(a) CONVEYANCE OF TITLE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—On the date on which the 

District of Columbia conveys to the Sec-
retary all right, title, and interest of the 
District of Columbia in each of the prop-
erties described in subsection (b) for use as 
described in such subsection, the Secretary 
shall convey to the District of Columbia all 
right, title, and interest of the United States 
in each of the properties described in sub-
section (c). 

(2) ADMINISTRATION BY NATIONAL PARK 
SERVICE.—The properties conveyed by the 
District of Columbia to the Secretary under 
this section shall be administered by the Di-
rector upon conveyance. 

(b) PROPERTIES TO BE CONVEYED TO THE 
SECRETARY; USE.—The properties described 
in this subsection and their uses are as fol-
lows (as depicted on the Map): 

(1) Lovers Lane Northwest, abutting U.S. 
Reservation 324, for the closure of a one- 
block long roadway adjacent to Montrose 
Park. 

(2) Needwood, Niagara, and Pitt Streets 
Northwest, within the Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal National Historical Park, for the clos-
ing of the rights-of-way now occupied by the 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal. 

(c) PROPERTIES TO BE CONVEYED TO THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA.—The properties de-

scribed in this subsection are as follows (as 
depicted on the Map): 

(1) U.S. Reservation 17A. 
(2) U.S. Reservation 484. 
(3) U.S. Reservations 243, 244, 245, and 247. 
(4) U.S. Reservations 128, 129, 130, 298, and 

299. 
(5) Portions of U.S. Reservations 343D and 

343E. 
(6) U.S. Reservations 721, 722, and 723. 

SEC. 203. CONVEYANCE OF UNITED STATES RES-
ERVATION 174. 

(a) CONVEYANCE; USE.—If the District of 
Columbia enacts a final plan for the develop-
ment of the former Convention Center Site 
which meets the requirements of subsection 
(b)— 

(1) the Secretary shall convey all right, 
title, and interest of the United States in 
U.S. Reservation 174 (as depicted on the Map) 
to the District of Columbia upon the enact-
ment of such plan; and 

(2) the District shall use the property so 
conveyed in accordance with such plan. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS FOR DEVELOPMENT 
PLAN.—The plan for the development of the 
former Convention Center Site meets the re-
quirements of this subsection if— 

(1) the plan is developed through a public 
process; 

(2) during the process for the development 
of the plan, the District of Columbia con-
siders at least one version of the plan under 
which the entire portion of U.S. Reservation 
174 which is set aside as open space as of the 
date of the enactment of this Act shall con-
tinue to be set aside as open space (including 
a version under which facilities are built 
under the surface of such portion); and 

(3) not less than 11⁄4 acres of the former 
Convention Center Site are set aside for open 
space under the plan. 

(c) FORMER CONVENTION CENTER SITE DE-
FINED.—In this section, the ‘‘former Conven-
tion Center Site’’ means the parcel of land in 
the District of Columbia which is bounded on 
the east by 9th Street Northwest, on the 
north by New York Avenue Northwest, on 
the west by 11th Street Northwest, and on 
the south by H Street Northwest. 
SEC. 204. CONVEYANCE OF PORTION OF RFK STA-

DIUM SITE FOR EDUCATIONAL PUR-
POSES. 

Section 7 of the District of Columbia Sta-
dium Act of 1957 (sec. 3–326, D.C. Official 
Code) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

‘‘(e)(1) Upon receipt of a written descrip-
tion from the District of Columbia of a par-
cel of land consisting of not more than 15 
contiguous acres (hereafter in this sub-
section referred to as ‘the described parcel’), 
with the longest side of the described parcel 
abutting one of the roads bounding the prop-
erty, within the area designated ‘D’ on the 
revised map entitled ‘Map to Designate 
Transfer of Stadium and Lease of Parking 
Lots to the District’ and bound by Oklahoma 
Avenue Northeast, Benning Road Northeast, 
the Metro line, and Constitution Avenue 
Northeast, and a long-term lease executed by 
the District of Columbia that is contingent 
upon the Secretary’s conveyance of the de-
scribed parcel and for the purpose consistent 
with this paragraph, the Secretary shall con-
vey all right, title, and interest in the de-
scribed parcel to the District of Columbia for 
the purpose of siting, developing, and oper-
ating an educational institution for the pub-
lic welfare, with first preference given to a 
pre-collegiate public boarding school. 

‘‘(2) Upon conveyance under paragraph (1), 
the portion of the stadium lease that affects 
the described parcel and all the conditions 
associated therewith shall terminate, the de-
scribed parcel shall be removed from the 
‘Map to Designate Transfer of Stadium and 
Lease of Parking Lots to the District’, and 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH8040 September 29, 2006 
the long-term lease described in paragraph 
(1) shall take effect immediately.’’. 

TITLE III—POPLAR POINT 
SEC. 301. CONVEYANCE OF POPLAR POINT TO 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 
(a) CONVEYANCE.—Upon certification by the 

Secretary of the Interior (acting through the 
Director) that the District of Columbia has 
adopted a land-use plan for Poplar Point 
which meets the requirements of section 302, 
the Director shall convey to the District of 
Columbia all right, title, and interest of the 
United States in Poplar Point, in accordance 
with this title. 

(b) WITHHOLDING OF EXISTING FACILITIES 
AND PROPERTIES OF NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
FROM INITIAL CONVEYANCE.—The Director 
shall withhold from the conveyance made 
under subsection (a) the facilities and re-
lated property (including necessary ease-
ments and utilities related thereto) which 
are occupied or otherwise used by the Na-
tional Park Service in Poplar Point prior to 
the adoption of the land-use plan referred to 
in subsection (a), as identified in such land- 
use plan in accordance with section 302(c). 
SEC. 302. REQUIREMENTS FOR POPLAR POINT 

LAND-USE PLAN. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The land-use plan for 

Poplar Point meets the requirements of this 
section if the plan includes each of the fol-
lowing elements: 

(1) The plan provides for the reservation of 
a portion of Poplar Point for park purposes, 
in accordance with subsection (b). 

(2) The plan provides for the identification 
of existing facilities and related properties of 
the National Park Service, and the reloca-
tion of the National Park Service to replace-
ment facilities and related properties, in ac-
cordance with subsection (c). 

(3) Under the plan, at least two sites within 
the areas designated for park purposes are 
set aside for the placement of potential com-
memorative works to be established pursu-
ant to chapter 89 of title 40, United States 
Code, and the plan includes a commitment 
by the District of Columbia to convey back 
those sites to the National Park Service at 
the appropriate time, as determined by the 
Secretary. 

(4) To the greatest extent practicable, the 
plan is consistent with the Anacostia Water-
front Framework Plan referred to in section 
103 of the Anacostia Waterfront Corporation 
Act of 2004 (sec. 2–1223.03, D.C. Official Code). 

(b) RESERVATION OF AREAS FOR PARK PUR-
POSES.—The plan shall identify a portion of 
Poplar Point consisting of not fewer than 70 
acres (including wetlands) which shall be re-
served for park purposes and shall require 
such portion to be reserved for such purposes 
in perpetuity, and shall provide that any per-
son (including an individual or a public enti-
ty) shall have standing to enforce the re-
quirement. 

(c) IDENTIFICATION OF EXISTING AND RE-
PLACEMENT FACILITIES AND PROPERTIES FOR 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE.— 

(1) IDENTIFICATION OF EXISTING FACILI-
TIES.—The plan shall identify the facilities 
and related property (including necessary 
easements and utilities related thereto) 
which are occupied or otherwise used by the 
National Park Service in Poplar Point prior 
to the adoption of the plan. 

(2) RELOCATION TO REPLACEMENT FACILI-
TIES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—To the extent that the 
District of Columbia and the Director deter-
mine jointly that it is no longer appropriate 
for the National Park Service to occupy or 
otherwise use any of the facilities and re-
lated property identified under paragraph (1), 
the plan shall— 

(i) identify other suitable facilities and re-
lated property (including necessary ease-
ments and utilities related thereto) in the 
District of Columbia to which the National 
Park Service may be relocated; 

(ii) provide that the District of Columbia 
shall take such actions as may be required to 
carry out the relocation, including preparing 
the new facilities and properties and pro-
viding for the transfer of such fixtures and 
equipment as the Director may require; and 

(iii) set forth a timetable for the relocation 
of the National Park Service to the new fa-
cilities. 

(B) RESTRICTION ON USE OF PROPERTY RE-
SERVED FOR PARK PURPOSES.—The plan may 
not identify any facility or property for pur-
poses of this paragraph which is located on 
any portion of Poplar Point which is re-
served for park purposes in accordance with 
subsection (b). 

(3) CONSULTATION REQUIRED.—In developing 
each of the elements of the plan which are 
required under this subsection, the District 
of Columbia shall consult with the Director. 
SEC. 303. CONVEYANCE OF REPLACEMENT FA-

CILITIES AND PROPERTIES FOR NA-
TIONAL PARK SERVICE. 

(a) CONVEYANCE OF FACILITIES AND RE-
LATED PROPERTIES.—Upon certification by 
the Director that the facilities and related 
property to which the National Park Service 
is to be relocated under the land-use plan 
under this title (in accordance with section 
302(c)) are ready to be occupied or used by 
the National Park Service— 

(1) the District of Columbia shall convey to 
the Director all right, title, and interest in 
the facilities and related property (including 
necessary easements and utilities related 
thereto) to which the National Park Service 
is to be relocated (without regard to whether 
such facilities are located in Poplar Point); 
and 

(2) the Director shall convey to the Dis-
trict of Columbia all, right, title, and inter-
est in the facilities and related property 
which were withheld from the conveyance of 
Poplar Point under section 301(b) and from 
which the National Park Service is to be re-
located. 

(b) RESTRICTION ON CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 
PENDING CERTIFICATION OF FACILITIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The District of Columbia 
may not initiate any construction project 
with respect to Poplar Point until the Direc-
tor makes the certification referred to in 
subsection (a). 

(2) EXCEPTION FOR PROJECTS REQUIRED TO 
PREPARE FACILITIES FOR OCCUPATION BY NA-
TIONAL PARK SERVICE.—Paragraph (1) shall 
not apply with respect to any construction 
project required to ensure that the facilities 
and related property to which the National 
Park Service is to be relocated under the 
land-use plan under this title (in accordance 
with section 302(c)) are ready to be occupied 
by the National Park Service. 
SEC. 304. POPLAR POINT DEFINED. 

In this title, ‘‘Poplar Point’’ means the 
parcel of land in the District of Columbia 
which is owned by the United States and 
which is under the administrative jurisdic-
tion of the District of Columbia or the Direc-
tor on the day before the date of enactment 
of this Act, and which is bounded on the 
north by the Anacostia River, on the north-
east by and inclusive of the southeast ap-
proaches to the 11th Street bridges, on the 
southeast by and inclusive of Route 295, and 
on the northwest by and inclusive of the 
Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge ap-
proaches to Suitland Parkway, as depicted 
on the Map. 

TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 401. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act, the following definitions apply: 
(1) The term ‘‘Administrator’’ means the 

Administrator of General Services. 
(2) The term ‘‘Director’’ means the Direc-

tor of the National Park Service. 
(3) The term ‘‘Map’’ means the map enti-

tled ‘‘Transfer and Conveyance of Properties 
in the District of Columbia’’, numbered 869/ 

80460, and dated July 2005, which shall be 
kept on file in the appropriate office of the 
National Park Service. 

(4) The term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Sec-
retary of the Interior. 
SEC. 402. LIMITATION ON ENVIRONMENTAL LI-

ABILITY. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

law— 
(1) the United States shall not be respon-

sible for any environmental liability, re-
sponse action, remediation, corrective ac-
tion, damages, costs, or expenses associated 
with any property for which title is conveyed 
to the District of Columbia under this Act or 
any amendment made by this Act; and 

(2) all environmental liability, responsi-
bility, remediation, damages, costs, and ex-
penses as required by applicable Federal, 
state and local law, including the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, Com-
pensation and Liability Act (42 U.S.C. 9601 et 
seq.), the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act (known as Clean Water Act) (33 U.S.C. 
1251 et seq.), the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 
et seq.), the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 
U.S.C. 6901 et seq.), the Rivers and Harbors 
Act (33 U.S.C. 540 et seq.), the Toxic Sub-
stances Control Act (15 U.S.C. 2601, et seq.), 
and the Oil Pollution Act (33 U.S.C. 2701 et 
seq.) for any such property shall be borne by 
the District of Columbia, which shall con-
duct all environmental activity with respect 
to such properties, and bear any and all costs 
and expenses of any such activity. 
SEC. 403. LIMITATION ON COSTS. 

The United States shall not be responsible 
for paying any costs and expenses incurred 
by the District of Columbia or any other par-
ties at any time in connection with effecting 
the provisions of this Act or any amendment 
made by this Act, including costs and ex-
penses associated with surveys, zoning, land- 
use processes, transfer taxes, recording 
taxes, recording fees, as well as the costs as-
sociated with the relocation of the National 
Park Service to replacement facilities re-
quired under the land-use plan for Poplar 
Point described in section 302(c)(2). 
SEC. 404. DEADLINE FOR PROVISION OF DEEDS 

AND RELATED DOCUMENTS. 
With respect to each property conveyed 

under this Act or any amendment made by 
this Act, the Mayor of the District of Colum-
bia, the Administrator, or the Secretary (as 
the case may be) shall execute and deliver a 
quitclaim deed or prepare and record a trans-
fer plat, as appropriate, not later than 6 
months after the property is conveyed. 

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TOM 
DAVIS OF VIRGINIA 

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, I offer an amendment in lieu 
of the amendments reported by the 
Committees on Government Reform, 
Energy and Commerce, and Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure now printed 
in the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment offered by 

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia: 
Strike all after the enacting clause 

and insert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Federal and 
District of Columbia Government Real Prop-
erty Act of 2006’’. 

TITLE I—REAL PROPERTY CONVEYANCES 
BETWEEN THE GENERAL SERVICES AD-
MINISTRATION AND THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 

SEC. 101. EXCHANGE OF TITLE OVER RESERVA-
TION 13 AND CERTAIN OTHER PROP-
ERTIES. 

(a) CONVEYANCE OF PROPERTIES.— 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 04:09 Nov 18, 2006 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00136 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORDCX\T37X$J0E\H29SE6.REC H29SE6cc
ol

em
an

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

71
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E

mmaher
Text Box
CORRECTION

Dec. 19, 2006 Congressional Record
Correction To Page H8040 
September 29, 2006_On Page H8040 the following appeared: COMMITTEE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TOM DAVIS OF VIRGINIA Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I offer a committee amendment. The Clerk read as follows:  The online version has been corrected to read: AMENDMENT IN LIEU OF COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. TOM DAVIS OF VIRGINIA Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I offer an amendment in lieu of the amendments reported by the Committees on Government Reform, Energy and Commerce, and Transportation and Infrastructure now  printed in the bill. The Clerk read as follows:



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H8041 September 29, 2006 
(1) IN GENERAL.—On the date on which the 

District of Columbia conveys to the Admin-
istrator of General Services all right, title, 
and interest of the District of Columbia in 
the property described in subsection (c), the 
Administrator shall convey to the District of 
Columbia all right, title, and interest of the 
United States in— 

(A) U.S. Reservation 13, subject to the con-
ditions described in subsection (b); and 

(B) Old Naval Hospital. 
(2) PROPERTIES DEFINED.—In this section— 
(A) the term ‘‘U.S. Reservation 13’’ means 

that parcel of land in the District of Colum-
bia consisting of the approximately 66 acres 
which is bounded on the north by Independ-
ence Avenue Southeast, on the west by 19th 
Street Southeast, on the south by G Street 
Southeast, and on the east by United States 
Reservation 343, and being the same land de-
scribed in the Federal transfer letter of Octo-
ber 25, 2002, from the United States to the 
District of Columbia, and subject to existing 
matters of record; and 

(B) the term ‘‘Old Naval Hospital’’ means 
the property in the District of Columbia con-
sisting of Square 948 in its entirety, together 
with all the improvements thereon. 

(b) CONDITIONS FOR CONVEYANCE OF RES-
ERVATION 13.—As a condition for the convey-
ance of U.S. Reservation 13 to the District of 
Columbia under this section, the District of 
Columbia shall agree— 

(1) to set aside a portion of the property for 
the extension of Massachusetts Avenue 
Southeast and the placement of a potential 
commemorative work to be established pur-
suant to chapter 89 of title 40, United States 
Code, at the terminus of Massachusetts Ave-
nue Southeast (as so extended) at the Ana-
costia River; 

(2) to convey all right, title, and interest of 
the District of Columbia in the portion set 
aside under paragraph (1) to the Secretary of 
the Interior (acting through the Director of 
the National Park Service) at such time as 
the Secretary may require, if a commemora-
tive work is established in the manner de-
scribed in paragraph (1); 

(3) to permit the Court Services and Of-
fender Supervision Agency for the District of 
Columbia to continue to occupy a portion of 
the property consistent with the require-
ments of the District of Columbia Appropria-
tions Act, 2002 (Public Law 107–96; 115 Stat. 
931); and 

(4) to develop the property consistent with 
the Anacostia Waterfront Corporation’s Mas-
ter Plan for Reservation 13 (also known as 
the Hill East Waterfront). 

(c) DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA PROPERTY TO BE 
CONVEYED TO THE ADMINISTRATOR.—The prop-
erty described in this subsection is the real 
property consisting of Building Nos. 16, 37, 
38, 118, and 118–A and related improvements, 
together with the real property underlying 
those buildings and improvements, on the 
West Campus of Saint Elizabeths Hospital, 
as described in the quitclaim deed of Sep-
tember 30, 1987, by and between the United 
States and the District of Columbia and re-
corded in the Office of the Recorder of Deeds 
of the District of Columbia on October 7, 
1987. 
SEC. 102. TERMINATION OF CLAIMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the United States is 
not required to perform, or to reimburse the 
District of Columbia for the cost of per-
forming, any of the following services: 

(1) Repairs or renovations pursuant to sec-
tion 4(f) of the Saint Elizabeths Hospital and 
District of Columbia Mental Health Services 
Act (24 U.S.C. 225b(f); sec. 44–903(f), D.C. Offi-
cial Code). 

(2) Preservation, maintenance, or repairs 
pursuant to a use permit executed on Sep-

tember 30, 1987, under which the United 
States (acting through the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services) granted permis-
sion to the District of Columbia to use and 
occupy portions of the Saint Elizabeths Hos-
pital property known as the ‘‘West Campus’’. 

(3) Mental health diagnostic and treatment 
services for referrals as described in section 
9(b) of the Saint Elizabeths Hospital and Dis-
trict of Columbia Mental Health Services 
Act (24 U.S.C. 225g(b); sec. 44–908(b), D.C. Of-
ficial Code), but only with respect to services 
provided on or before the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 

(b) EFFECT ON PENDING CLAIMS.—Any claim 
of the District of Columbia against the 
United States for the failure to perform, or 
to reimburse the District of Columbia for the 
cost of performing, any service described in 
subsection (a) which is pending as of the date 
of the enactment of this Act shall be extin-
guished and terminated. 
TITLE II—STREAMLINING MANAGEMENT 

OF PROPERTIES LOCATED IN THE DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA 

SEC. 201. TRANSFER OF ADMINISTRATIVE JURIS-
DICTION OVER CERTAIN PROP-
ERTIES. 

(a) TRANSFER OF ADMINISTRATIVE JURISDIC-
TION FROM DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA TO UNITED 
STATES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Administrative jurisdic-
tion over each of the following properties 
(owned by the United States and as depicted 
on the Map) is hereby transferred, subject to 
the terms in this subsection, from the Dis-
trict of Columbia to the Secretary of the In-
terior for administration by the Director: 

(A) An unimproved portion of Audubon 
Terrace Northwest, located east of Linnean 
Avenue Northwest, that is within U.S. Res-
ervation 402 (National Park Service prop-
erty). 

(B) An unimproved portion of Barnaby 
Street Northwest, north of Aberfoyle Place 
Northwest, that abuts U.S. Reservation 545 
(National Park Service property). 

(C) A portion of Canal Street Southwest, 
and a portion of V Street Southwest, each of 
which abuts U.S. Reservation 467 (National 
Park Service property). 

(D) Unimproved streets and alleys at Fort 
Circle Park located within the boundaries of 
U.S. Reservation 497 (National Park Service 
property). 

(E) An unimproved portion of Western Ave-
nue Northwest, north of Oregon Avenue 
Northwest, that abuts U.S. Reservation 339 
(National Park Service property). 

(F) An unimproved portion of 17th Street 
Northwest, south of Shepherd Street North-
west, that abuts U.S. Reservation 339 (Na-
tional Park Service property). 

(G) An unimproved portion of 30th Street 
Northwest, north of Broad Branch Road 
Northwest, that is within the boundaries of 
U.S. Reservation 515 (National Park Service 
property). 

(H) Subject to paragraph (2), lands over I– 
395 bounded by Washington Avenue South-
west, 2nd Street Southwest, and the C Street 
Southwest ramps to I–295. 

(I) A portion of U.S. Reservation 357 at 
Whitehaven Parkway Northwest, previously 
transferred to the District of Columbia in 
conjunction with the former proposal for a 
residence for the Mayor of the District of Co-
lumbia. 

(2) USE OF CERTAIN PROPERTY FOR MEMO-
RIAL.—In the case of the property for which 
administrative jurisdiction is transferred 
under paragraph (1)(H), the property shall be 
used as the site for the establishment of a 
memorial to honor disabled veterans of the 
United States Armed Forces authorized to be 
established by the Disabled Veterans’ LIFE 
Memorial Foundation by Public Law 106–348 

(114 Stat. 1358; 40 U.S.C. 8903 note), except 
that— 

(A) the District of Columbia shall retain 
administrative jurisdiction over the sub-
surface area beneath the site for the tunnel, 
walls, footings, and related facilities; 

(B) C Street Southwest shall not be con-
nected between 2nd Street Southwest and 
Washington Avenue Southwest without the 
approval of the Architect of the Capitol; and 

(C) a walkway shall be included across the 
site of the memorial between 2nd Street 
Southwest and Washington Avenue South-
west. 

(3) ADDITIONAL TRANSFER.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Administrative jurisdic-

tion over the parcel bounded by 2nd Street 
Southwest, the C Street Southwest ramp to 
I–295, the D Street Southwest ramp to I–395, 
and I–295 is hereby transferred, subject to 
the terms in this paragraph, from the Dis-
trict of Columbia as follows: 

(i) The northernmost .249 acres is trans-
ferred to the Secretary for administration by 
the Director, who (subject to the approval of 
the Architect of the Capitol) shall landscape 
the parcel or use the parcel for special needs 
parking for the memorial referred to in para-
graph (2). 

(ii) The remaining portion is transferred to 
the Architect of the Capitol. 

(B) RETENTION OF JURISDICTION OVER SUB-
SURFACE AREA.—The District of Columbia 
shall retain administrative jurisdiction over 
the subsurface area beneath the parcel re-
ferred to in subparagraph (A) for the tunnel, 
walls, footings, and related facilities. 

(b) TRANSFER OF ADMINISTRATIVE JURISDIC-
TION FROM UNITED STATES TO DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA.—Administrative jurisdiction over 
the following property owned by the United 
States and depicted on the Map is hereby 
transferred from the Secretary to the Dis-
trict of Columbia for administration by the 
District of Columbia: 

(1) A portion of U.S. Reservation 451. 
(2) A portion of U.S. Reservation 404. 
(3) U.S. Reservations 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, and 

49. 
(4) U.S. Reservation 251. 
(5) U.S. Reservation 8. 
(6) U.S. Reservations 277A and 277C. 
(7) Portions of U.S. Reservation 470. 
(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The transfers of ad-

ministrative jurisdiction under this section 
shall take effect on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 
SEC. 202. EXCHANGE OF TITLE OVER CERTAIN 

PROPERTIES. 
(a) CONVEYANCE OF TITLE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—On the date on which the 

District of Columbia conveys to the Sec-
retary all right, title, and interest of the 
District of Columbia in each of the prop-
erties described in subsection (b) for use as 
described in such subsection, the Secretary 
shall convey to the District of Columbia all 
right, title, and interest of the United States 
in each of the properties described in sub-
section (c). 

(2) ADMINISTRATION BY NATIONAL PARK 
SERVICE.—The properties conveyed by the 
District of Columbia to the Secretary under 
this section shall be administered by the Di-
rector upon conveyance. 

(b) PROPERTIES TO BE CONVEYED TO THE 
SECRETARY; USE.—The properties described 
in this subsection and their uses are as fol-
lows (as depicted on the Map): 

(1) Lovers Lane Northwest, abutting U.S. 
Reservation 324, for the closure of a one- 
block long roadway adjacent to Montrose 
Park. 

(2) Needwood, Niagara, and Pitt Streets 
Northwest, within the Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal National Historical Park, for the clos-
ing of the rights-of-way now occupied by the 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal. 
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(c) PROPERTIES TO BE CONVEYED TO THE 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA.—The properties de-
scribed in this subsection are as follows (as 
depicted on the Map): 

(1) U.S. Reservation 17A. 
(2) U.S. Reservation 484. 
(3) U.S. Reservations 243, 244, 245, 247, and 

248. 
(4) U.S. Reservations 128, 129, 130, 298, and 

299. 
(5) Portions of U.S. Reservations 343D and 

343E. 
(6) U.S. Reservations 721, 722, and 723. 

SEC. 203. CONVEYANCE OF UNITED STATES RES-
ERVATION 174. 

(a) CONVEYANCE; USE.—If the District of 
Columbia enacts a final plan for the develop-
ment of the former Convention Center Site 
which meets the requirements of subsection 
(b)— 

(1) the Secretary shall convey all right, 
title, and interest of the United States in 
U.S. Reservation 174 (as depicted on the Map) 
to the District of Columbia upon the enact-
ment of such plan; and 

(2) the District shall use the property so 
conveyed in accordance with such plan. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS FOR DEVELOPMENT 
PLAN.—The plan for the development of the 
former Convention Center Site meets the re-
quirements of this subsection if— 

(1) the plan is developed through a public 
process; 

(2) during the process for the development 
of the plan, the District of Columbia con-
siders at least one version of the plan under 
which U.S. Reservation 174 is set aside as 
public open space as of the date of the enact-
ment of this Act and shall continue to be set 
aside as public open space (including a 
version under which facilities are built under 
the surface of such portion); and 

(3) not less than 11⁄4 acres of the former 
Convention Center Site are set aside for pub-
lic open space under the plan. 

(c) FORMER CONVENTION CENTER SITE DE-
FINED.—In this section, the ‘‘former Conven-
tion Center Site’’ means the parcel of land in 
the District of Columbia which is bounded on 
the east by 9th Street Northwest, on the 
north by New York Avenue Northwest, on 
the west by 11th Street Northwest, and on 
the south by H Street Northwest. 
SEC. 204. CONVEYANCE TO ARCHITECT OF THE 

CAPITOL. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Prior to conveyance of 

title to U.S. Reservation 13 to the District of 
Columbia under this Act, the District of Co-
lumbia shall convey, with the approval of 
the Architect of the Capitol and subject to 
subsections (b) and (c), not more than 12 
acres of real property to the Architect of the 
Capitol. 

(b) TITLE HELD BY SECRETARY.—If title to 
the real property identified for conveyance 
under subsection (a) is held by the Secretary, 
not later than 30 days after being notified by 
the Architect of the Capitol that property 
has been so identified, the Secretary shall 
agree or disagree to conveying the interest 
in such property to the Architect of the Cap-
itol. 

(c) REVIEW.—If the Secretary agrees to the 
conveyance under subsection (b), or if title 
to the property is held by the District of Co-
lumbia, the real property shall be conveyed 
after a 30-day review period beginning on the 
date on which notice of the conveyance is re-
ceived by the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs and the Com-
mittee on Rules of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure 
of the House of Representatives. 

(d) STUDY.—The Architect of the Capital 
shall not construct a mail screening facility 
on any real property conveyed under this 

section unless each of the following condi-
tions is satisfied: 

(1) A study is completed that analyzes— 
(A) whether one or more other underuti-

lized, surplus, or excess Federal facilities 
exist in which such a mail screening facility 
could be more economically located; and 

(B) whether it would be more efficient and 
economical for the House of Representatives 
and Senate to share one mail screening facil-
ity. 

(2) The study is submitted to the relevant 
committees of Congress. 

(3) No fewer than 30 days have lapsed since 
the date of the submission under paragraph 
(2). 

TITLE III—POPLAR POINT 
SEC. 301. CONVEYANCE OF POPLAR POINT TO 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 
(a) CONVEYANCE.—Upon certification by the 

Secretary of the Interior (acting through the 
Director) that the District of Columbia has 
adopted a land-use plan for Poplar Point 
which meets the requirements of section 302, 
the Director shall convey to the District of 
Columbia all right, title, and interest of the 
United States in Poplar Point, in accordance 
with this title. 

(b) WITHHOLDING OF EXISTING FACILITIES 
AND PROPERTIES OF NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
FROM INITIAL CONVEYANCE.—The Director 
shall withhold from the conveyance made 
under subsection (a) the facilities and re-
lated property (including necessary ease-
ments and utilities related thereto) which 
are occupied or otherwise used by the Na-
tional Park Service until such terms for con-
veyance are met under section 303. 

(c) DEED RESTRICTION FOR PARK PUR-
POSES.—The deed for the conveyance of Pop-
lar Point provided for in subsection (a) shall 
include a restriction requiring that 70 acres 
be maintained for park purposes in per-
petuity, as identified in the land use plan re-
quired under section 302. Any person (includ-
ing an individual or public entity) shall have 
standing to enforce the restriction. 
SEC. 302. REQUIREMENTS FOR POPLAR POINT 

LAND-USE PLAN. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The land-use plan for 

Poplar Point meets the requirements of this 
section if the plan includes each of the fol-
lowing elements: 

(1) The plan provides for the reservation of 
a portion of Poplar Point for park purposes, 
in accordance with subsection (b). 

(2) The plan provides for the identification 
of existing facilities and related properties of 
the National Park Service, and the reloca-
tion of the National Park Service to replace-
ment facilities and related properties, in ac-
cordance with subsection (c). 

(3) Under the plan, at least two sites within 
the areas designated for park purposes are 
set aside for the placement of potential com-
memorative works to be established pursu-
ant to chapter 89 of title 40, United States 
Code, and the plan includes a commitment 
by the District of Columbia to convey back 
those sites to the National Park Service at 
the appropriate time, as determined by the 
Secretary. 

(4) To the greatest extent practicable, the 
plan is consistent with the Anacostia Water-
front Framework Plan referred to in section 
103 of the Anacostia Waterfront Corporation 
Act of 2004 (sec. 2–1223.03, D.C. Official Code). 

(b) RESERVATION OF AREAS FOR PARK PUR-
POSES.—The plan shall identify a portion of 
Poplar Point consisting of not fewer than 70 
acres (including wetlands) which shall be re-
served for park purposes and shall require 
such portion to be reserved for such purposes 
in perpetuity. 

(c) IDENTIFICATION OF EXISTING AND RE-
PLACEMENT FACILITIES AND PROPERTIES FOR 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE.— 

(1) IDENTIFICATION OF EXISTING FACILI-
TIES.—The plan shall identify the facilities 
and related property (including necessary 
easements and utilities related thereto) 
which are occupied or otherwise used by the 
National Park Service in Poplar Point prior 
to the adoption of the plan. 

(2) RELOCATION TO REPLACEMENT FACILI-
TIES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—To the extent that the 
District of Columbia and the Director deter-
mine jointly that it is no longer appropriate 
for the National Park Service to occupy or 
otherwise use any of the facilities and re-
lated property identified under paragraph (1), 
the plan shall— 

(i) identify other suitable facilities and re-
lated property (including necessary ease-
ments and utilities related thereto) in the 
District of Columbia to which the National 
Park Service may be relocated; 

(ii) provide that the District of Columbia 
shall take such actions as may be required to 
carry out the relocation, including preparing 
the new facilities and properties and pro-
viding for the transfer of such fixtures and 
equipment as the Director may require; and 

(iii) set forth a timetable for the relocation 
of the National Park Service to the new fa-
cilities. 

(B) RESTRICTION ON USE OF PROPERTY RE-
SERVED FOR PARK PURPOSES.—The plan may 
not identify any facility or property for pur-
poses of this paragraph which is located on 
any portion of Poplar Point which is re-
served for park purposes in accordance with 
subsection (b). 

(3) CONSULTATION REQUIRED.—In developing 
each of the elements of the plan which are 
required under this subsection, the District 
of Columbia shall consult with the Director. 
SEC. 303. CONVEYANCE OF REPLACEMENT FA-

CILITIES AND PROPERTIES FOR NA-
TIONAL PARK SERVICE. 

(a) CONVEYANCE OF FACILITIES AND RE-
LATED PROPERTIES.—Upon certification by 
the Director that the facilities and related 
property to which the National Park Service 
is to be relocated under the land-use plan 
under this title (in accordance with section 
302(c)) are ready to be occupied or used by 
the National Park Service— 

(1) the District of Columbia shall convey to 
the Director all right, title, and interest at 
no cost in the facilities and related property 
(including necessary easements and utilities 
related thereto) to which the National Park 
Service is to be relocated (without regard to 
whether such facilities are located in Poplar 
Point); and 

(2) the Director shall convey to the Dis-
trict of Columbia all right, title, and interest 
in the facilities and related property which 
were withheld from the conveyance of Poplar 
Point under section 301(b) and from which 
the National Park Service is to be relocated. 

(b) RESTRICTION ON CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 
PENDING CERTIFICATION OF FACILITIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The District of Columbia 
may not initiate any construction project 
with respect to Poplar Point until the Direc-
tor makes the certification referred to in 
subsection (a). 

(2) EXCEPTION FOR PROJECTS REQUIRED TO 
PREPARE FACILITIES FOR OCCUPATION BY NA-
TIONAL PARK SERVICE.—Paragraph (1) shall 
not apply with respect to any construction 
project required to ensure that the facilities 
and related property to which the National 
Park Service is to be relocated under the 
land-use plan under this title (in accordance 
with section 302(c)) are ready to be occupied 
by the National Park Service. 
SEC. 304. POPLAR POINT DEFINED. 

In this title, ‘‘Poplar Point’’ means the 
parcel of land in the District of Columbia 
which is owned by the United States and 
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which is under the administrative jurisdic-
tion of the District of Columbia or the Direc-
tor on the day before the date of enactment 
of this Act, and which is bounded on the 
north by the Anacostia River, on the north-
east by and inclusive of the southeast ap-
proaches to the 11th Street bridges, on the 
southeast by and inclusive of Route 295, and 
on the northwest by and inclusive of the 
Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge ap-
proaches to Suitland Parkway, as depicted 
on the Map. 

TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 401. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act, the following definitions apply: 
(1) The term ‘‘Administrator’’ means the 

Administrator of General Services. 
(2) The term ‘‘Director’’ means the Direc-

tor of the National Park Service. 
(3) The term ‘‘Map’’ means the map enti-

tled ‘‘Transfer and Conveyance of Properties 
in the District of Columbia’’, numbered 869/ 
80460, and dated July 2005, which shall be 
kept on file in the appropriate office of the 
National Park Service. 

(4) The term ‘‘park purposes’’ includes 
landscaped areas, pedestrian walkways, bicy-
cle trails, seating, opensided shelters, nat-
ural areas, recreational use areas, and me-
morial sites reserved for public use. 

(5) The term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Sec-
retary of the Interior. 
SEC. 402. LIMITATION ON COSTS. 

The United States shall not be responsible 
for paying any costs and expenses, other 
than costs and expenses related to or associ-
ated with environmental liabilities or clean-
up actions provided under law, which are in-
curred by the District of Columbia or any 
other parties at any time in connection with 
effecting the provisions of this Act or any 
amendment made by this Act. 
SEC. 403. AUTHORIZATION OF PARTIES TO ENTER 

INTO CONTRACTS. 
An officer or employee of the United 

States or the District of Columbia may con-
tract for payment of costs or expenses re-
lated to any properties which are conveyed 
or for which administrative jurisdiction is 
transferred under this Act or any amend-
ment made by this Act. 
SEC. 404. NO EFFECT ON COMPLIANCE WITH EN-

VIRONMENTAL LAWS. 
Nothing in this Act or any amendment 

made by this Act may be construed to affect 
or limit the application of or obligation to 
comply with any environmental law, includ-
ing section 120(h) of the Comprehensive En-
vironmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9620(h)). 
SEC. 405. CONGRESSIONAL REPORTS. 

(a) DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA.—Not later than 
January 31 of each year, the Mayor of the 
District of Columbia shall report to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Government Reform, the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, the Com-
mittee on Resources, and the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the 
House of Representatives on the use and de-
velopment during the previous year of land 
for which title is conveyed to the District of 
Columbia and land for which administrative 
jurisdiction is transferred to the District of 
Columbia pursuant to this Act. 

(b) COMPTROLLER GENERAL.—The Comp-
troller General shall report periodically to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs of the Senate and the 
Committee on Government Reform, the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce, the 
Committee on Resources, and the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure of the 
House of Representatives on— 

(1) the use and development during the pre-
vious 2 years of land for which title is con-
veyed and land for which administrative ju-
risdiction is transferred pursuant to this 
Act; and 

(2) if applicable, how such use and develop-
ment complies with the Anacostia Water-
front Framework Plan referred to in section 
103 of the Anacostia Waterfront Corporation 
Act of 2004 (sec. 2–1223.03, D.C. Official Code). 

(c) SUNSET.—This section shall expire 10 
years after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 
SEC. 406. TREATMENT AS PROPERTIES TRANS-

FERRED TO ARCHITECT OF THE 
CAPITOL AS PART OF CAPITOL 
BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS. 

Upon transfer to the Architect of the Cap-
itol of title to, or administrative jurisdiction 
over, any property pursuant to this Act, the 
property shall be a part of the United States 
Capitol Grounds and shall be subject to sec-
tions 9, 9A, 9B, 9C, 14, and 16(b) of the Act en-
titled ‘‘An Act to define the area of the 
United States Capitol Grounds, to regulate 
the use thereof, and for other purposes’’ (re-
lating to the policing of the United States 
Capitol Grounds) and sections 5101 to 5107 
and 5109 of title 40, United States Code (re-
lating to prohibited acts within the United 
States Capitol Grounds). 
SEC. 407. DEADLINE FOR PROVISION OF DEEDS 

AND RELATED DOCUMENTS. 
With respect to each property conveyed 

under this Act or any amendment made by 
this Act, the Mayor of the District of Colum-
bia, the Administrator, or the Secretary (as 
the case may be) shall execute and deliver a 
quitclaim deed or prepare and record a trans-
fer plat, as appropriate, not later than 6 
months after the property is conveyed. 
SEC. 408. OMB REPORT. 

(a) OMB REPORT ON SURPLUS AND EXCESS 
PROPERTY.—Not later than 6 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and Budget 
shall submit a report on surplus and excess 
government property to Congress including— 

(1) the total value and amount of surplus 
and excess government property, provided in 
the aggregate, as well as totaled by agency; 
and 

(2) a list of the 100 most eligible surplus 
government properties for sale and how 
much they are worth. 

(b) DATA SHARING AMONG FEDERAL AGEN-
CIES.—Not later than 6 months after the date 
of enactment of this Act, the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget shall— 

(1) develop and implement procedures re-
quiring Federal agencies to share data on 
surplus and excess Federal real property 
under the jurisdiction of each agency; and 

(2) report to Congress on the development 
and implementation of such procedures. 

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia (during 
the reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the amendment in 
lieu of the amendments reported by the 
Committees on Government Reform, 
Energy and Commerce, and Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
The amendment in lieu of the amend-

ments reported by the Committees on 
Government Reform, Energy and Com-
merce, and Transportation and Infra-
structure was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

f 

CORRECTING ENROLLMENT OF 
H.R. 6233, SAFETEA–LU AMEND-
MENTS ACT 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent for the imme-

diate consideration of the concurrent 
resolution (H. Con. Res. 491) providing 
for a correction to the enrollment of 
H.R. 6233. 

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Alaska? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the concurrent reso-

lution, as follows: 
H. CON. RES. 491 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), That, in the enrollment of 
the bill H.R. 6233, the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives shall make the following 
correction: Strike section 201(m)(3)(D). 

The concurrent resolution was agreed 
to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

VETERANS’ COMPENSATION COST- 
OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 
2006 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the Senate bill (S. 2562) 
to increase, effective as of December 1, 
2006, the rates of compensation for vet-
erans with service-connected disabil-
ities and the rates of dependency and 
indemnity compensation for the sur-
vivors of certain disabled veterans, and 
ask for its immediate consideration in 
the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol-

lows: 
S. 2562 

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 ‘‘Veterans’ 
Compensation Cost-of-Living Adjustment 
Act of 2006’’. 
SEC. 2. INCREASE IN RATES OF DISABILITY COM-

PENSATION AND DEPENDENCY AND 
INDEMNITY COMPENSATION. 

(a) RATE ADJUSTMENT.—Effective on De-
cember 1, 2006, the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs shall increase, in accordance with sub-
section (c), the dollar amounts in effect on 
November 30, 2006, for the payment of dis-
ability compensation and dependency and in-
demnity compensation under the provisions 
specified in subsection (b). 

(b) AMOUNTS TO BE INCREASED.—The dollar 
amounts to be increased pursuant to sub-
section (a) are the following: 

(1) WARTIME DISABILITY COMPENSATION.— 
Each of the dollar amounts under section 
1114 of title 38, United States Code. 

(2) ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION FOR DEPEND-
ENTS.—Each of the dollar amounts under sec-
tions 1115(1) of such title. 

(3) CLOTHING ALLOWANCE.—The dollar 
amount under section 1162 of such title. 

(4) DEPENDENCY AND INDEMNITY COMPENSA-
TION TO SURVIVING SPOUSE.—Each of the dol-
lar amounts under subsections (a) through 
(d) of section 1311 of such title. 

(5) DEPENDENCY AND INDEMNITY COMPENSA-
TION TO CHILDREN.—Each of the dollar 
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amounts under sections 1313(a) and 1314 of 
such title. 

(c) DETERMINATION OF INCREASE.— 
(1) PERCENTAGE.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), each dollar amount described 
in subsection (b) shall be increased by the 
same percentage as the percentage by which 
benefit amounts payable under title II of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et seq.) are 
increased effective December 1, 2006, as a re-
sult of a determination under section 215(i) 
of such Act (42 U.S.C. 415(i)). 

(2) ROUNDING.—Each dollar amount in-
creased under paragraph (1), if not a whole 
dollar amount, shall be rounded to the next 
lower whole dollar amount. 

(d) SPECIAL RULE.—The Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs may adjust administratively, 
consistent with the increases made under 
subsection (a), the rates of disability com-
pensation payable to persons under section 
10 of Public Law 85–857 (72 Stat. 1263) who 
have not received compensation under chap-
ter 11 of title 38, United States Code. 
SEC. 3. PUBLICATION OF ADJUSTED RATES. 

The Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall 
publish in the Federal Register the amounts 
specified in section 2(b), as increased under 
that section, not later than the date on 
which the matters specified in section 
215(i)(2)(D) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 415(i)(2)(D)) are required to be pub-
lished by reason of a determination made 
under section 215(i) of such Act during fiscal 
year 2007. 
SEC. 4. TECHNICAL AMENDMENT. 

Section 1311 of title 38, United States Code, 
is amended by redesignating the second sub-
section (e) (as added by section 301(a) of the 
Veterans Benefits Improvement Act of 2004 
(Public Law 108–454; 118 Stat. 3610)) as sub-
section (f). 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to take from the Speaker’s table the 
bill (S. 2562) the Veterans’ Compensation 
Cost-of-Living Adjustment Act of 2006, and 
move for its immediate consideration in the 
House. 

Mr. Speaker, the annual cost-of-living ad-
justment, S. 2562, as amended, is one of the 
more important bills the Congress considers 
each year since it was first provided in 1976. 
Briefly, S. 2562, as amended, would authorize 
a cost-of-living adjustment—COLA—to VA’s 
disability compensation effective December 1, 
2006, as well as publication of the rates. 

The Congressional Budget Office currently 
projects the COLA will be 2.2 percent. How-
ever, it may be higher or lower depending on 
changes in the Consumer Price Index. The 
exact percentage will be calculated in the next 
few weeks and the COLA will go into effect on 
December 1, 2006. 

The cost of providing a COLA is assumed in 
the Administration’s budget baseline. Likewise, 
H.R. 5385, the Military Quality of Life and Vet-
erans Affairs, and Related Agencies Appro-
priations Bill, 2007, fully funds this year’s vet-
erans COLA. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank Ranking 
Member LANE EVANS for all his hard work and 
cooperation this Congress in his advocacy for 
veterans on this and other legislation. It has 
been truly a pleasure to work with him as 
Ranking Member this Congress. I do not think 
he ever forgot the core values shared by his 
family, and taught by his parents where he 
grew up. These same core values were pol-
ished by the United States Marine Corps. He 
embraced them and they were enduring and 
they helped guide him here in his service to 
country. Mr. EVANS will be missed on this 
Committee and in the House. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope all Members will sup-
port this bill and I ask unanimous consent to 
revise and extend my remarks and that all 
Members may have 5 legislative days in which 
to revise and extend their remarks, and in-
clude extraneous material on S. 2562, as 
amended. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of S. 2562, as amended, the 
Veterans’ Compensation Cost-of-Living Adjust-
ment Act of 2006. The House passed a similar 
measure, H.R. 4843, on July 26, 2006 by a 
vote of 408–0. 

Each year since 1976, Congress has pro-
vided a cost-of-living adjustment (COLA) to 
the benefits provided to our Nation’s disabled 
veterans and their survivors. 

The purpose of the annual COLA is to en-
sure that Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) 
cash benefits retain their purchasing power 
and are not eroded by inflation. 

The House and Senate Veterans’ Affairs 
Committees are following their longstanding 
practice of setting the COLA by reference to 
the yet-to-be-determined Social Security in-
crease. 

In February 2006, the Administration pro-
jected a 2.6 percent increase; as of May 2006, 
the Congressional Budget Office is projecting 
the COLA to be 2.2 percent. However, it may 
be higher or lower depending on changes in 
the Consumer Price Index. The exact percent-
age will be calculated in the next few weeks 
and the COLA will go into effect on December 
1, 2006. 

As Chairman BUYER indicated, this is one of 
the more important pieces of legislation the 
Veterans’ Committee brings to the floor each 
year, and I urge my colleagues to support the 
bill. 

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
thank Chairman BUYER, Ranking Member 
EVANS, and our Subcommittee Chairman MIL-
LER, as well as Senator CRAIG and Senator 
AKAKA on the Senate side, for moving forward 
on this bill. Passage of this legislation will as-
sure most of the men and women currently re-
ceiving benefits from the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs (VA) receive a well-deserved in-
crease in benefits as of January 1, 2007. 

We should never allow the compensation 
received by veterans, disabled in service to 
the Nation to erode in value as the cost of liv-
ing rises. S. 2562, the Veterans’ Compensa-
tion Cost-of-Living Adjustment Act of 2006, will 
help our service-disabled veterans and their 
survivors maintain the purchasing power of 
their benefits in 2007 by providing for an in-
crease in benefits. 

This bill will help most, but not all, VA bene-
ficiaries maintain the value of their benefits. 
Once again, I am disappointed that the bill 
does not include funding to allow our widows, 
widowers and their children to receive a cost- 
of-living adjustment for their supplemental 
transitional benefits as provided in the House 
passed bill. As a result, the value of the $250 
transitional benefit paid to surviving spouses 
with minor children for their first 2 years of eli-
gibility will erode in value in 2006. 

Mr. Speaker, if we can find millions to main-
tain the tax cuts provided to our wealthiest citi-
zens, surely we can find an additional five or 
ten dollars a month to maintain the transitional 
benefit paid to our surviving spouses with chil-
dren at its current purchasing power. Our Gold 
Star Wives, husbands whose wives have per-
ished in our current conflict and their children 
deserve better. 

No amount of money can adequately com-
pensate our veterans for the loss of their 
health, or families for the loss of a loved one. 
It is important that the benefits, which our Na-
tion provides to partially compensate for such 
losses, do not lose their value over time. 

In 2005, over 29,000 veterans in Nevada re-
ceived disability compensation or pension pay-
ments from VA and thousands of Nevada fam-
ily members and survivors receive VA cash 
benefits. 

The action we are taking here today will 
help the Nevada veterans and families who 
depend on these VA benefits. 

I understand the urgency of passing this 
COLA so that veterans and their dependents 
will receive a timely increase in VA benefits. I 
hope that before this Congress recesses for 
the year, the increase in DIC benefits and 
other provisions passed by the House and 
Senate can be enacted into law. Those who 
have served this Nation, deserve no less. 

S. 2562 will receive my full support and it 
deserves the support of all Members of this 
House. 

The Senate bill was ordered to be 
read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table. 

f 

NORTH KOREA 
NONPROLIFERATION ACT OF 2006 
Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-

imous consent to take from the Speak-
er’s table the Senate bill (S. 3728) to 
promote nuclear nonproliferation in 
North Korea, and ask for its immediate 
consideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

Mr. KUCINICH. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Speaker, this bill will 
not bring relief to the millions of 
North Koreans who are suffering every 
day. It is estimated that 2 million peo-
ple have died of starvation in North 
Korea. More than 13 million North Ko-
reans suffer from malnutrition, includ-
ing 60 percent of all children, the worst 
rate among 110 developing nations sur-
veyed by the World Health Organiza-
tion and UNICEF. North Korea had an 
infant mortality rate of 2 percent in 
2000. South Korea’s infant mortality 
rate for the same year by contrast was 
0.5 percent. There are chronic short-
ages of food and fuel already. Heavy 
military spending, estimated at be-
tween one-quarter and one-third of 
gross domestic product, has con-
strained and skewed economic develop-
ment. North Korea has a per capita 
GDP of $1,000. South Korea’s per capita 
GDP by contrast is $18,000. 

Despite significant inflows of inter-
national assistance over the past dec-
ade, harsh economic and political con-
ditions have caused tens of thousands 
of persons to flee the country. 

The better approach the U.S. should 
be supporting is the approach adhered 
to by the South Koreans. They have 
taken the approach of unification as a 
way to pull North Korea into the mod-
ern world. It worked for East Germany, 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 04:09 Nov 18, 2006 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00140 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORDCX\T37X$J0E\H29SE6.REC H29SE6cc
ol

em
an

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

71
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H8045 September 29, 2006 
and it can work for North Korea again. 
The downside of this approach is that 
missile defense advocates will have to 
create another false reason to spend in 
excess of $9 billion a year on the failed 
system. I am confident they can con-
jure up some new enemy and protect 
defense industry profits. 

Now, it is true, Mr. Speaker, that 
North Korea has declared that it pos-
sesses nuclear weapons, this according 
to a report by Dr. Hans Blix that was 
presented and remarked on in a con-
gressional subcommittee the other day. 
He said this report says it has not pro-
vided evidence of this claim. It has vio-
lated the NPT and twice declared its 
withdrawal from the treaty. 

It operates a nuclear fuel cycle con-
sisting of a 5-megawatt research reac-
tor, which uses natural uranium; a re-
processing facility which produces plu-
tonium; and various uranium proc-
essing and fuel fabrication facilities. 
The United States has claimed that the 
country also has an enrichment capa-
bility. 

In 2005 Pakistan’s President 
Musharaff stated that the A.Q. Khan 
network had provided centrifuge ma-
chines and designs to North Korea, al-
though the scale of its enrichment ca-
pability remains unknown. North 
Korea has not signed the Comprehen-
sive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. 

Now, under a section called ‘‘What 
Must be Done’’ in the report that Dr. 
Blix delivered, the Weapons of Mass 
Destruction Commission makes many 
specific and detailed recommendations. 
The most important of them are sum-
marized as, number one, to agree on 
general principles of action; number 
two, to reduce the danger of present ar-
senals, no use by states, no access by 
terrorists; number three, to prevent 
proliferation, no new weapons systems, 
no new possessors; number four, work 
towards outlawing all weapons of mass 
destruction once and for all, including 
preventing an arms race in space by 
prohibiting any stationing or use of 
weapons in outer space. I would rec-
ommend this to the reading by Mem-
bers of this Congress who are con-
cerned about nuclear proliferation. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I think that it 
is time that this Congress calls for the 
abolition of all nuclear weapons. That, 
in effect, is what the Nonproliferation 
Treaty is all about. It is true that the 
use of nuclear weapons threatens the 
future of mass public, cities, nations, 
civilization itself, and, indeed, all of 
life on Earth. Nuclear weapons in the 
arsenal of any country undermine the 
security of all countries, including the 
United States. Under the Treaty of 
Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, 
the NPT, all nuclear weapon states are 
committed to good-faith negotiations 
to achieve nuclear disarmament. 

On June 6, 2006, the Chair and Vice 
Chair of the National Commission on 
Terrorist Attacks Upon the United 
States, commonly known as the 9/11 
Commission, cited as their number one 
concern for the security of the United 

States the availability of nuclear 
weapons materials for attack upon the 
American people. The 2006 report of the 
Weapons of Mass Destruction Commis-
sion concludes: ‘‘So long as any state 
has nuclear weapons, others will want 
to use them. So long as any weapons 
remain, there is a risk that they will 
one day be used by design or accident. 
Any such use will be catastrophic. The 
model nuclear weapons convention cir-
culated by the United Nations dem-
onstrates the feasibility of achieving 
the global elimination of nuclear weap-
ons.’’ 

So, Mr. Speaker, I am once again 
asking this House to call for the aboli-
tion of all nuclear weapons and to ask 
that the House call upon the President 
to initiate multilateral negotiations 
for the abolition of nuclear weapons. 
We can start by opening up direct ne-
gotiations with North Korea for the 
purpose of getting their participation, 
and I think that is a much better ap-
proach than the legislation that we are 
about to send over to the President. 

And for that purpose, I withdraw my 
reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object, I would like to inquire 
of the chairman what his reasoning is 
in moving this bill when he was so sup-
portive of selling fissile materials to 
India, which, like North Korea, is not a 
signatory to the Comprehensive Nu-
clear Test Ban Treaty and, unlike 
North Korea, has a demonstrated nu-
clear capability. 

Now, I was only a kid then, but I re-
member when we sold F–15s to Iran so 
that Iran could offset Soviet power in 
South Asia. And because we sold F–15s 
and other things to Iran, we wound up 
selling chemical weapon precursor ma-
terials to Iraq to offset Iran in the Mid-
dle East. Now we are told that we 
should sell fissile materials to India, 
which would free up Indian nuclear re-
actors to produce many more nuclear 
weapons for the Indian nuclear weap-
ons program as an offset to Chinese 
power in Asia. 

Mr. Chairman, if we do this with 
India, what it would do is encourage 
the Chinese to increase their nuclear 
arsenal, and I submit to you that we 
are one of the potential targets of that 
enhanced Chinese nuclear arsenal. 

b 0045 

Even more worrisome is that this In-
dian nuclear build-up would accelerate 
further the Pakistani nuclear build-up, 
which my friend from Ohio referred to 
a moment ago. 

And while I have strong confidence in 
the stability of the Indian government, 
and in the stability of Indian democ-
racy, I have much less faith in the sta-
bility of the Pakistani government, 
and of Pakistani democracy, and of the 
Pakistani government’s ability to keep 
under control those nuclear weapons 
which it already has, and more of 

which it would be encouraged to build 
because of the sale of fissile material 
to India. 

And in a military coup, if there is a 
military coup in Pakistan, which there 
has been multiple times in the last 20 
years, we should be very, very con-
cerned about the stability of not only 
south Asia, but of the world. 

I think the chairman, as one of the 
subcommittee chairs of the Inter-
national Relations Committee would 
surely agree with me that rather than 
sanctioning nonsignatory States, ap-
proving of nonsignatory States to 
those nonproliferation treaties, the 
better course of action is to respect 
these international agreements and to 
immediately bring to the Senate a 
total ban on nuclear testing, and com-
prehensive treaties concerning nuclear 
proliferation. 

I would be happy to yield to the 
chairman for his response. 

Mr. ROYCE. Yes. Let me explain to 
the gentleman that, first, our efforts 
with respect to India is to bring India 
into the nonproliferation regime. 

Mr. WU. Reclaiming my time. Is not 
ultimately the big picture effect of per-
mitting India to go forward with this 
basically blowing out of the water the 
entire treaty system with which we 
have tried to restrain nuclear non-
proliferation in this world? I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Aliberti supports, 
and the United Nations Security Coun-
cil resolution supports actions by 
member States in response to North 
Korea pulling out of the nonprolifera-
tion agreement, to go forward and put 
these types of prohibitions on the 
transfer of technologies to North Korea 
that would allow it to develop these 
types of weapon systems. 

North Korea is a proliferator, India is 
not. 

Mr. WU. Reclaiming my time. Is the 
gentleman citing something from the 
United Nations? I yield to the the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. ROYCE. I am citing the United 
Nations Security Council resolution 
adopted on July 15, 2006. 

Mr. WU. Reclaiming my time. Is this 
the Congress of the United States or 
are we abdicating responsibility to the 
United Nations? 

Mr. ROYCE. I am pointing out that 
all member States, in response to the 
actions by North Korea to develop and 
to proliferate weapons of mass destruc-
tion such as long-range ballistic mis-
siles and atomic weapons, have at-
tempted to curtail the transfer of tech-
nologies to this State, since it has 
adopted a very aggressive posture and 
thus has become a direct threat to the 
United States and to our allies in 
northeast Asia. 

Mr. WU. Reclaiming my time. It is a 
very short question, amenable to a 
‘‘yes’’ or ‘‘no’’ answer. Is this not the 
United States Congress? Are we not ab-
dicating responsibility under your 
comment to the United Nations rather 
than taking responsibility ourselves? 
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Mr. ROYCE. We are taking responsi-

bility because North Korea is a direct 
threat to the United States. 

Mr. WU. I mean taking responsibility 
for Indian nuclear weapons, which will 
be produced as a result of our sale of 
fissile materials to India. 

Mr. ROYCE. Our attempt with re-
spect to India is to bring India into the 
MPT regime and lead it to peaceful 
purposes of nuclear energy and away 
from producing weapons outside of an 
MPT regime. 

Mr. WU. I thank the gentleman and 
yield to the question from Ohio. 

Mr. KUCINICH. I want to say that 
the gentleman from Oregon’s point is 
well taken. As someone who engaged in 
the debate over India, I am familiar 
with the concerns that he has raised. 
And there are concerns about the abil-
ity of the United States Congress, 
which is being asked to on one hand as-
cent to the proliferation of one group, 
and deny the proliferation of another, 
for this Congress to be in a position of 
trying to help this country have a con-
sistent program of nuclear non-
proliferation, which I know is exactly 
the point that the gentleman relates 
to. 

In addition to that, the Weapons of 
Mass Destruction Commission has said 
that North Korea ought to be given the 
same kinds of guarantees that is in the 
agreed framework of 1994 that they are 
not going to be attacked. This is the 
same thing that has been recommended 
that is done with Iran as well. So we do 
not need to get into these nuclear cri-
ses and say that people are threats if 
we engage them in talks that work to-
wards nonproliferation. 

This group made recommendations, 
Mr. WU, that I am sure you are famil-
iar with. They said that a negotiation 
with North Korea should aim at a 
verifiable agreement, including as a 
principle element, North Korea’s mani-
festation of its adherence to the MPT 
and accepting the 1997 additional pro-
tocol, as well as the revival and a legal 
confirmation of the commitments 
made in the 1992 joint declaration on 
the denuclearization of the Korean Pe-
ninsula. 

And notably saying that neither 
North nor South Korea shall have nu-
clear weapons nor nuclear reprocessing 
and uranium enrichment facilities, and 
fuel cycle services should be assured 
through international agreements. The 
agreements should also cover biologi-
cal and chemical weapons as well as 
the comprehensive nuclear test ban 
treaty, thus making the Korean Penin-
sula a zone free of weapons of mass de-
struction. 

So what Mr. WU is asking about, and 
which I certainly support, is some con-
sistency in policy. And it beings with 
Congress since we are being called 
upon, as Mr. WU stated, to either agree 
or disagree with these policies. 

I want to thank the gentleman for 
raising that, because this is the appro-
priate time to raise that. 

Mr. WU. Reclaiming my time. I 
thank the gentleman. I want to make 

clear that I am certainly not defending 
the North Korea regime. But, I am call-
ing into question the actions of this 
Congress and the strong advocacy of 
the chairman in favor of a proposed 
treaty with India which would have the 
result of starting a nuclear arms race 
or accelerating a nuclear arms race in 
south Asia and, just as importantly, 
which in the big picture blows out the 
whole treaty system for restraining the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons. 

I would be happy to yield to the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. ROYCE. With respect to the 
strategy to bring India into the MPT, 
in our considered judgment, and the 
judgment of the majority of the Mem-
bers of this House, it is a wiser policy 
to bring them into the tent, to get 
their cooperation and to focus on using 
nuclear energy to produce energy for 
peaceful purposes in India. 

Now, with respect to North Korea, it 
remains a very real threat with over a 
million troops, possibly several nuclear 
weapons, and most importantly, the 
propensity to export these types of 
weapons. This is not something we 
have seen from India in the past. 

But North Korea is an exporter of its 
missiles and of its technology. And for 
that very reason, the goal of this legis-
lation is to put a prohibition on the 
transfer to North Korea of the types of 
technologies that could be used by 
North Korea in order to further develop 
its weapons systems. It is that simple. 

It is the same with respect to Iran. It 
is the same with respect to Syria. Now, 
we are putting in place a provision 
stating that North Korea shall not 
have the ability to receive from the 
United States or any companies in the 
United States this type of technology. 
U.S. companies will not be able to be 
licensed to export this kind of tech-
nology. They will be sanctioned if they 
attempt it. 

Mr. WU. I share with the gentleman 
the concerns about the export of nu-
clear weapons from North Korea. The 
point of my earlier comments is not 
about export from India, but because of 
our actions with respect to India, that 
we would be encouraging and accel-
erating the Pakistani nuclear program 
from which there is a real risk of ex-
portation. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. KUCINICH. This is a discussion 
that should have been happening a long 
time ago in this Congress. Because no 
one really talked that deeply about the 
implication of our decision granting 
India the ability to gain access to 
fissile materials, in terms of the poten-
tial dialectic of conflict which develops 
between the proliferator, Pakistan, and 
India gaining the fissile materials. 

Mr. WU has raised the point that is 
really central to the discussion about 
how do we protect world peace. How do 
we stop some kind of a conflagration 
from breaking out on the subcontinent 
if we do not have a consistent policy? 

I mean, we know as was pointed out 
in the WMDC report here, that in Feb-

ruary of 1999, India and Pakistan 
signed a memorandum of under-
standing on a variety of nuclear con-
fidence building measures. 

Both countries, however, this report 
says: ‘‘Are continuing their efforts to 
develop and produce nuclear weapons 
and their delivery vehicles.’’ So, Mr. 
WU is right on in raising this. And this 
is the exact time this has to be raised, 
even though it is almost one in the 
morning on Saturday. I yield. 

Mr. WU. Reclaiming my time. I 
would be happy to yield to the chair-
man. 

Mr. ROYCE. Yes. In response, I do 
not think the opposition is to this bill. 
But I understand the concept, and the 
argument relating to the nonprolifera-
tion regime as you have laid it out. 

But I think we have an honest dis-
agreement about the approach to India 
and whether or not that will strength-
en the regime. And that is what is 
playing itself out in debate here. 

From my standpoint, the prolifera-
tion issues have been between Pakistan 
and North Korea, whereas India has 
shown itself resistant to proliferation, 
and has shown a willingness to look at 
a way to be brought into the fold of the 
MPT. So I saw that earlier initiative to 
bring India within the framework 
agreement and with the MPT as a posi-
tive step forward. 

And with respect to this legislation, 
basically what it does is to apply ex-
actly the same system of forced com-
pliance on companies that now exist 
with respect to Iran and Syria. 

That is to say, that in terms of get-
ting a licensing agreement or having 
the ability to ship technologies into 
North Korea that could be used for the 
purpose of eventually developing those 
weapon systems, that will be prohib-
ited. That is the intent of the legisla-
tion. And I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Mr. WU. Reclaiming my time. Unlike 
the gentleman from Ohio, the dialectic 
of proliferation is way beyond me. 

b 0100 
I do recognize a bad idea when I see 

one, and encouraging India by selling it 
nuclear fissile materials, which would 
ultimately result in the increase of 
Chinese nuclear weapons and Pakistani 
nuclear weapons, is surely that bad 
idea. 

There are times when we are all in 
the minority at one time or another. 
There was 68 of us who voted against 
approving the treaty to sell nuclear 
fissile materials to India. On that vote, 
I would have been happy to have been 
a minority of one because I do believe 
that it would add fuel to the fire of nu-
clear proliferation in south Asia in 
that it basically does blow out of the 
water any hope we have of treaty con-
straints on the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. 

I want to make it clear in this 
RECORD and for history that the ac-
tions of this administration in nuclear 
proliferation or trying to contain nu-
clear proliferation have been patently 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 04:09 Nov 18, 2006 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00142 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORDCX\T37X$J0E\H29SE6.REC H29SE6cc
ol

em
an

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

71
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H8047 September 29, 2006 
irresponsible. This administration has 
underfunded the Nunn-Lugar legisla-
tion which seeks to purchase fissile 
materials, which would be otherwise 
available to terrorists on the open mar-
ket. 

This administration has proposed a 
treaty with India that would sell India 
nuclear fissile materials that would re-
sult in a nuclear arms race between 
India and China and India and Paki-
stan, and Pakistan is not a stable 
country. There is great danger of the 
leakage of nuclear weapons from Paki-
stan. You heard earlier from another 
speaker about Pakistani aid to nuclear 
proliferation elsewhere in the world. 

Let the record show that if or when a 
mushroom cloud ever erupts over an 
American city, it will be traced back to 
this unwise vote in the United States 
Congress and to a bone-headed policy 
of this administration with respect to 
treaty rights, to Nunn-Lugar and this 
sale of nuclear materials to India. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, if I 
could make just one last comment in 
support of what the gentleman is say-
ing, I am sure many are familiar that 
in the Hindu religion Brahma, the Cre-
ator; and Vishnu, the Preserver; and 
Shiva, the Destroyer exist simulta-
neously and represent the multiplicity 
of God. 

We here are called upon to determine 
which of the principles, Creator, Pre-
server or Destroyer, shall work 
through each of us. As the gentleman 
from Oregon says, if we continue to 
pursue nuclear proliferation as em-
bodied in the nuclear agreement with 
India, we will be open to the principles 
of destruction. At this moment when 
world tensions are rising and violence 
is cycling higher, we need to take the 
direction of preserving the peace and 
creating a new opening through the 
abolition of all nuclear weapons. 

Again, I want to thank my friend 
from Oregon for raising this point at 
this propitious moment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would like to inquire as to 
whether or not the gentleman from Or-
egon is planning on withdrawing his 
reservation or not. 

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, I simply want-
ed to yield to the chairman for any fur-
ther comments he might have. 

Mr. ROYCE. I am going to yield 
back, and I appreciate the gentleman 
yielding. 

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
the chairman’s forbearance and the 
Speaker’s forbearance. 

Ms. BORDALLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in strong support of S. 3728, the North Korea 
Non-Proliferation Act of 2006. This legislation 
would amend the Iran and Syria Nonprolifera-
tion Act to extend the provisions of the Act to 
North Korea. Enactment of this legislation 
would impose sanctions on persons who 
transfer such weapons and related goods and 
technology to and from North Korea. This leg-
islation would authorize sanctions that are 
equivalent to those required under current law 

for persons who are found to transfer such 
items to and from Iran and Syria. S. 3728 also 
calls on the international community to act in 
accordance with the provisions of United Na-
tions Security Council Resolution 1695 
(UNSCR 1695), which prevents member 
states from conducting missile and related 
transfers to or from North Korea in reaction to 
the tests. This bill is timely and important. It 
deserves steadfast support from this body. 

North Korea’s nuclear ambitions are desta-
bilizing. Its recent missile tests on July 5, 
2006, were conducted against the urging of 
the international community. Ultimately, this 
recent missile test was a failure. But that act, 
taken together with its previous tests and 
North Korea’s intransigent behavior during 
international talks on this matter, is indicative 
of the recalcitrant nature of the North Korean 
regime. North Korea is in fact continuing to 
pursue its nuclear and ballistic missiles pro-
grams in spite of diplomatic efforts by the 
international community and in contradiction 
with North Korea’s previous commitments. 
North Korea’s pursuit of nuclear weapons and 
ballistic missiles technology and capabilities is 
an emerging danger to the national security of 
the United States. 

North Korea’s recent missile test also dis-
appointed the international community. On 
July 16, 2006, the United Nations Security 
Council adopted UNSCR 1695 in order to pre-
vent United Nations member states from con-
ducting missile and related technology trans-
fers to North Korea in reaction to the tests. 
UNSCR 1695 also requires North Korea to 
suspend all activities related to its ballistic mis-
sile program and return to the negotiating 
table. Enactment of S. 3728 would strengthen 
U.S. laws, authorizing the U.S. government to 
investigate, sanction, and prevent proliferation 
efforts made by or on behalf of the North Ko-
rean regime by government or private entities. 

But sanctions alone will not ultimately solve 
this problem. Robust and constant diplomatic 
pressure on the North Korean regime must 
continue to be applied by the United States in 
coordination with the United Nations and other 
countries. North Korea and its pursuit of nu-
clear weapons and delivery vehicles is not 
only the United States’ problem. I am encour-
aged by the fact that China, Japan, South 
Korea, and Russia remain desirous of a 
peaceful resolution to this problem. The Six 
Party Talks involving these countries and 
North Korea should continue. 

More progress should be made toward con-
straining North Korea’s ability to develop nu-
clear weapons and ballistic missile technology 
and capabilities while we continue diplomatic 
efforts to encourage that government to aban-
don its nuclear ambitions. S. 3728, the North 
Korea Non-Proliferation Act of 2006, will help 
to achieve those goals. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of S. 3728, the North Korea Non-Pro-
liferation Act of 2006. 

Mr. Speaker, Americans around the nation 
celebrated the Fourth of July this year by 
watching fireworks, hosting backyard bar-
becues, and spending time with their families. 
The North Koreans chose to observe Amer-
ica’s birthday in a far more threatening fash-
ion: they test launched a series of missiles, 
one of which was potentially capable of hitting 
American soil with a nuclear payload. 

Pyongyang’s destabilizing actions not only 
angered Washington, but set off alarm bells in 

Seoul, Tokyo, Beijing and Moscow, our part-
ners in the Six Party Talks. The UN Security 
Council quickly adopted a resolution requiring 
all Member States to prevent overseas sales 
of North Korea missiles, and to stop transfers 
of any financial resources to North Korea re-
lated to its missile or WMD programs. 

The legislation before the House today im-
plements this groundbreaking Security Council 
Resolution. By adding North Korea to the Iran 
and Syria Nonproliferation Act, the United 
States will take concrete actions against for-
eign firms that engage in missile- and WMD- 
related trade with North Korea. 

The Executive Branch will now be forced to 
review every six months all credible intel-
ligence regarding commercial transfers to 
North Korea of items applicable for the devel-
opment of weapons of mass destruction and 
ballistic missiles. 

On the basis of these reviews, the President 
must sanction foreign firms that engaged in 
such trade, or explain to Congress why he has 
not done so. 

This is Congressional direction at its best. 
We must remember that the Iran and Syria 
Nonproliferation Act, which this amends, 
forced the Executive Branch to take actions 
against firms engaging in illicit trade with both 
Iran and Syria, actions that the President 
would otherwise not have taken. Dozens of 
firms have been sanctioned for such Iran- and 
Syria-related trade in the years since, focusing 
global attention on their activities and on their 
governments. 

The regime of Kim Jong-Il poses as much of 
a threat to international security as Iran and 
Syria. Common sense requires us to under-
take the same review and sanctions for 
Pyongyang’s activities and their commercial 
co-conspirators as we do for Iran and Syria. 

Mr. Speaker, the North Korean leadership 
was hoping to gain the world’s attention with 
its July missile launches. Pyongyang suc-
ceeded. But rather than forcing the world to 
bring a new tray of goodies to North Korea, 
the tests unified the world in opposition to 
North Korea’s destabilizing actions, and 
brought about a new round of UN-approved 
sanctions. 

Mr. Speaker, with the right package of car-
rots and sticks, I remain optimistic that the 
U.S. and its Six Party allies can negotiate a 
comprehensive and verifiable deal with North 
Korea. I hope that by July 4th next year, we 
will have such an agreement in hand. Until 
then, we must bring our laws in line with the 
recent UN Security Council resolution, and act 
decisively to undermine North Korea’s missile 
and WMD programs. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support this legisla-
tion, and am gratified that it has passed this 
House. 

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my 
reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol-

lows: 
S. 3728 

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 ‘‘North Korea 
Nonproliferation Act of 2006’’. 
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SEC. 2. STATEMENT OF POLICY. 

(a) In view of — 
(1) North Korea’s manifest determination 

to produce missiles, nuclear weapons, and 
other weapons of mass destruction and to 
proliferate missiles, in violation of inter-
national norms and expectations; and 

(2) United Nations Security Council Reso-
lution 1695, adopted on July 15, 2006, which 
requires all Member States, in accordance 
with their national legal authorities and 
consistent with international law, to exer-
cise vigilance and prevent— 

(A) missile and missile-related items, ma-
terials, goods, and technology from being 
transferred to North Korea’s missile or weap-
ons of mass destruction programs; and 

(B) the procurement of missiles or missile- 
related items, materials, goods, and tech-
nology from North Korea, and the transfer of 
any financial resources in relation to North 
Korea’s missile or weapons of mass destruc-
tion programs, 

it should be the policy of the United States 
to impose sanctions on persons who transfer 
such weapons, and goods and technology re-
lated to such weapons, to and from North 
Korea in the same manner as persons who 
transfer such items to and from Iran and 
Syria currently are sanctioned under United 
States law. 
SEC. 3. AMENDMENTS TO IRAN AND SYRIA NON-

PROLIFERATION ACT. 
(a) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—Section 2 of 

the Iran and Syria Nonproliferation Act 
(Public Law 106–178; 50 U.S.C. 1701 note) is 
amended— 

(1) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘, NORTH 
KOREA,’’ after ‘‘IRAN’’; and 

(2) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘Iran, or’’ and inserting 

‘‘Iran,’’; and 
(ii) by inserting after ‘‘Syria’’ the fol-

lowing: ‘‘, or on or after January 1, 2006, 
transferred to or acquired from North 
Korea’’ after ‘‘Iran’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘, North 
Korea,’’ after ‘‘Iran’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Such Act is 
further amended— 

(1) in section 1, by inserting ‘‘, North 
Korea,’’ after ‘‘Iran’’; 

(2) in section 5(a), by inserting ‘‘, North 
Korea,’’ after ‘‘Iran’’ both places it appears; 
and 

(3) in section 6(b)— 
(A) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘, NORTH 

KOREA,’’ after ‘‘IRAN’’; and 
(B) by inserting ‘‘, North Korea,’’ after 

‘‘Iran’’ each place it appears. 
SEC. 4. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON INTERNATIONAL 

COOPERATION. 
Congress urges all governments to comply 

promptly with United Nations Security 
Council Resolution 1695 and to impose meas-
ures on persons involved in such prolifera-
tion that are similar to those imposed by the 
United States Government pursuant to the 
Iran, North Korea, and Syria Nonprolifera-
tion Act (Public Law 106–178; 50 U.S.C. 1701 
note), as amended by this Act. 

The Senate bill was ordered to be 
read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. FATTAH (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today until 3:30 p.m. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina (at the 
request of Mr. BOEHNER) for today from 

3:30 p.m. and for the balance of the day 
on account of personal reasons. 

Mr. WOLF (at the request of Mr. 
BOEHNER) for today until 1:00 p.m. on 
account of attending a funeral. 

f 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED 

Bills of the Senate of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker’s 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 1131. An act to authorize the exchange of 
certain Federal land within the State of 
Idaho, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Resources. 

S. 1288. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to enter into cooperative 
agreements to protect natural resources of 
units of the National Park System through 
collaborative efforts on land inside and out-
side of units of the National Park System; to 
the Committee on Resources. 

S. 1346. An act to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to conduct a study of maritime 
sites in the State of Michigan; to the Com-
mittee on Resources. 

S. 1829. An act to repeal certain sections of 
the Act of May 26, 1936, pertaining to the 
Virgin Islands; to the Committee on Re-
sources. 

S. 1913. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to lease a portion of the Doro-
thy Buell Memorial Visitor Center for use as 
a visitor center for the Indiana Dunes Na-
tional Lakeshore, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Resources. 

S. 4001. An Act to designate certain land in 
New England as wilderness for inclusion in 
the National Wilderness Preservation system 
and certain land as a National Recreation 
Area, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Resources in addition to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

f 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

Mrs. Haas, Clerk of the House, re-
ported and found truly enrolled a bill 
of the House of the following title, 
which was thereupon signed by the 
Speaker: 

H.R. 5631. An act making appropriations 
for the Department of Defense for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 2007, and for other 
purposes. 

Mrs. Haas, Clerk of the House, also 
reported and found truly enrolled bills 
of the House of the following titles, 
which were thereupon signed by the 
Speaker pro tempore, Mr. TOM DAVIS of 
Virginia: 

H.R. 318. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to study the suitability and 
feasibility of designating Castle Nugent 
Farms located on St. Croix, Virgin Islands, 
as a unit of the National Park System, and 
for other purposes. 

H.R. 326. An act to amend the Yuma Cross-
ing National Heritage Area, and for other 
purposes. 

H.R. 562. An act to authorize the Govern-
ment of Ukraine to establish a memorial on 
Federal land in the District of Columbia to 
honor the victims of the manmade famine 
that occurred in Ukraine in 1932–1933. 

H.R. 1728. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to study the suit-
ability and feasibility of designating por-

tions of Ste. Genevieve County in the State 
of Missouri as a unit of the National Park 
System, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 2107. An act to amend Public Law 104– 
329 to modify authorities for the use of the 
National Law Enforcement Officers Memo-
rial Maintenance Fund, and for other pur-
poses. 

H.R. 2720. An act to further the purposes of 
the Reclamation Projects Authorization and 
Adjustment Act of 1992 by directing the Sec-
retary of the Interior, acting through the 
Commissioner of Reclamation, to carry out 
an assessment and demonstration program 
to control salt cedar and Russian olive, and 
for other purposes. 

H.R. 3443. An act to direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to convey certain water dis-
tribution facilities to the Northern Colorado 
Water Conservancy District. 

H.R. 4841. An act to amend the Ojito Wil-
derness Act to make a technical correction. 
Examined and found truly enrolled Sep-
tember 29, 2006. 

f 

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of 
the following titles: 

S. 203. An act to reduce temporarily the 
royalty required to be paid for sodium pro-
duced, to establish certain National Heritage 
Areas, and for other purposes. 

S. 3187. An act to designate the Post Office 
located at 5755 Post Road, East Greenwich, 
Rhode Island, as the ‘‘Richard L. Cevoli Post 
Office’’. 

S. 3613. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
2951 New York Highway 43 in Averill Park, 
New York, as the ‘‘Major George Quamo Post 
Office Building’’. 

S. 3930. An act to authorize trial by mili-
tary commission or violations of the law of 
war, and for other purposes. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to House Concurrent Resolution 483, 
109th Congress, I move that the House 
do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Concurrent Resolution 
483, 109th Congress, the House stands 
adjourned until 2 p.m. on Thursday, 
November 9, 2006. 

Thereupon (at 1 o’clock and 5 min-
utes a.m.), pursuant to House Concur-
rent Resolution 483, the House ad-
journed until Thursday, November 9, 
2006, at 2 p.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

9716. A letter from the Regulatory Analyst, 
Department of Agriculture, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule—United States 
Standards for Soybeans (RIN: 0580–AA90) re-
ceived September 18, 2006, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture. 

9717. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, APHIS, Department of Ag-
riculture, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule—Low Pathogenic Avian Influenza; 
Voluntary Control Program and Payment of 
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Indemnity [Docket No. APHIS–2005–0109] 
(RIN: 0579–AB99) received September 27, 2006, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. 

9718. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, APHIS, Department of Ag-
riculture, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule—Pine Shoot Beetle Host Material 
From Canada [Docket No. 00–073–3] (RIN: 
0579–AB79) received September 29, 2006, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. 

9719. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Mgmt. Staff, Department of 
Health and Human Services, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Listing of Color 
Additives Exempt From Certification; Mica- 
Based Pearlescent Pigments; Confirmation 
of Effective Date [Docket No. 1995C–0790] re-
ceived September 29, 2006, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture. 

9720. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Bentazon, Carboxin, Dipropyl 
Isocinchomeronate, Oil of Lemongrass (Oil of 
Lemon) and Oil of Orange, Tolerance Actions 
[EPA–HQ–OPP–2006–0056; FRL–8093–5] re-
ceived September 26, 2006, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture. 

9721. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Flufenoxuron; Pesticide Tol-
erance [EPA–HQ–OPP–2005–0543; FRL–8092–3] 
received September 26, 2006, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture. 

9722. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Metconazole; Pesticide Tol-
erance [EPA–HQ–OPP–2005–0016; FRL–8085–2] 
received September 26, 2006, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture. 

9723. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—p-Chlorophenoxyacetic acid, 
Glyphosate, Difenzoquat, and Hexazinone; 
Tolerance Actions [EPA–HQ–OPP–2006–2006– 
0036; FRL–8089–6] received September 26, 2006, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. 

9724. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Pendimethalin; pesticide 
Tolerance [EPA–HQ–OPP–2006–0645; FRL– 
8092–6] received September 26, 2006, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

9725. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Quizalofop ethyl; Pesticide 
Tolerance [EPA–HQ–OPP–2006–0204; FRL– 
8094–5] received September 26, 2006, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

9726. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Flumetsulam; Pesticide Tol-
erance [EPA–HQ–OPP–2006–0670; FRL–8092–7] 
received September 29, 2006, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture. 

9727. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Soybean Oil; Ethoxylated; 
Tolerance Exemption [EPA–HQ–OPP–2006– 
0480; FRL–8092–4] received September 29, 2006, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. 

9728. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Acetic Acid Ethenyl Ester, 
Polymer with 1-Ethenyl-2-Pyrrolidinone; 
Tolerance Exemption [EPA–HQ–OPP–2006– 
0368; FRL–8092–5] received September 29, 2006, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 80l(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. 

9729. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Under Secretary, Personnel and Readiness, 
Department of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s report on the Critical Skills Re-
tention Bonus (CSRB) program, pursuant to 
37 U.S.C. 323(h) Public Law 106–398, section 
633 (a); to the Committee on Armed Services. 

9730. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Under Secretary for Personnel and Readi-
ness, Department of Defense, transmitting 
authorization of Rear Admiral (lower half) 
Wayne G. Shear to wear the insignia of the 
grade of rear admiral in accordance with 
title 10, United States Code, section 777; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

9731. A letter from the Under Secretary for 
Personnel and Readiness, Department of De-
fense, transmitting a letter on the approved 
retirement of Lieutenant General Garry R. 
Trexler, United States Air Force, and his ad-
vancement to the grade of lieutenant general 
on the retired list; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

9732. A letter from the Under Secretary for 
Acquisition and Technology, Department of 
Defense, transmitting the Department’s re-
port on the plan for screening military mail 
for chemical, biological, radiological, and ex-
plosive hazards, pursuant to Public Law 109– 
163, section 1071; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

9733. A letter from the Chief Counsel/ 
FEMA, Department of Homeland Security, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule— 
Suspension of Community Eligibility [Dock-
et No. FEMA–7943] received September 27, 
2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

9734. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Securities and Exchange Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—Mutual 
Fund Redemption Fees [Release No. IC–27504; 
File No. S7–06–06; File No. 04–512] (RIN:3235– 
AJ51) received September 28, 2006, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

9735. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Title I—Improving the 
Academic Achievement of the Disadvantaged 
(RIN: 1810–AA97) received September 27, 2006, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce. 

9736. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s report on the 
Community Food and Nutrition Program for 
Fiscal Year 2003; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce. 

9737. A letter from the Interim Director, 
Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation, 
transmitting the Corporation’s final rule— 
Benefits Payable in Terminated Single-Em-
ployer Plans; Allocation of Assets in Single- 
Employer Plans; Interest Assumptions for 
Valuing and Paying Benefits—received Sep-
tember 28, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce. 

9738. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Energy, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s report summarizing trends and short-
ages in the workforce of electric power and 
transmission engineers, in accordance with 
section 1101(b)(1) of the Energy Policy Act of 
2005; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. 

9739. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Service, trans-

mitting a copy of a draft bill entitled, 
‘‘United States Public Health Service Com-
missioned Corps Improvement Act of 2006’’; 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

9740. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions and Mgmt. Staff, Department of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Blood Vessels Recov-
ered With Organs and Intended for Use in 
Organ Transplantation; Withdrawal [Docket 
No. 2006N–0051] received September 29, 2006, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

9741. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule Approval and Promulgation of 
Air Quality Implementation Plans; West Vir-
ginia; Emission Reductions to Meet Phase II 
of the Nitrogen Oxides (NOX) SIP Call [EPA– 
R03–OAR–2006–0728; FRL–8225–1] received 
September 26, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801 
(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

9742. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule Approval and Promulgation of 
Air Quality Implementation Plans; Pennsyl-
vania; Additional NOX Emission Reductions 
to Support the Philadelphia-Trenton-Wil-
mington One-Hour Ozone Nonattainment 
Areas, and Remaining NOX SIP Call Require-
ments [EPA–R03–OAR–2005–0549; FRL–8224–9] 
received September 26, 2006, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

9743. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule Approval and Promulgation of 
Air Quality Implementation Plans; Texas; 
Revisions to Control Volatile Organic Com-
pound Emissions; Volatile Organic Com-
pound Control for El Paso, Gregg, Nueces, 
and Victoria Counties and the Ozone Stand-
ard Nonattainment Areas of Beaumont/Port 
Arthur, Dallas/Fort Worth, and Houston/Gal-
veston [EPA–R06–OAR–2005–TX–0015; FRL– 
8224–7] received September 26, 2006, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

9744. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards for particulate Matter [EPA–HQ– 
OAR–2001–0017; FRL–8225–3] (RIN: 2060–AI44) 
received September 26, 2006, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

9745. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule National Priorities List, Final 
Rule [EPA–HQ–SFUND–2006–0255, EPA–HQ– 
SFUND–2006–0252, EPA–HQ–SFUND–2006– 
0247, EPA–HQ–SFUND–2006–250, EPA–HQ– 
SFUND–2004–0012; FRL–8223–3] (RIN: 2050– 
AD75) received September 26, 2006, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

9746. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule Protection of Stratospheric 
Ozone; Listing of Substitutes for Ozone-De-
pleting Substances—Fire Supression and Ex-
plosion Protection [EPA–HQ–OAR–2005–0087; 
FRL–8223–4] (RIN: 2060–AM24) received Sep-
tember 26, 2006, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C.801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

9747. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule Protection of Stratospheric 
Ozone: Notice 21 for Significant New Alter-
natives Policy Program [EPA–HQ–OAR–2003– 
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0118; FRL–8223–9] (RIN: 2060–AG12) received 
September 26, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

9748. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule Withdrawal of Certain Chem-
ical Substances from Preliminary Assess-
ment Information Reporting and Health and 
Safety Data Reporting Rules [EPA–HQ– 
OPPT–2005–0014 and EPA–HQ–OPPT–2005– 
0055; FRL–8096–5] (RIN: 2070–AB08) received 
September 26, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

9749. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule Interim Revisions to CERLA 
Section 122(h) Past Cost Recovery and Pe-
ripheral Party Cashout Model Administra-
tive Agreements to Clarify Contribution 
Rights and Protection Under Section 113(f)— 
received September 29, 2006, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

9750. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting notification that effective Au-
gust 20, 2006 the 15% Danger Pay Allowance 
for East Timor was terminated based on im-
proved security conditions, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 5928; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. 

9751. A letter from the Chairman and Co- 
Chairman, Congressional-Executive Commis-
sion on China, transmitting the Commis-
sion’s annual report for 2006, pursuant to 
Public Law 106–286; to the Committee on 
International Relations. 

9752. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Cooperation, transmitting pursuant 
to the reporting requirements of Section 
36(b)(1) of the Arms Export Control Act, as 
amended, Transmittal No. 06–66, concerning 
the Department of the Army’s proposed Let-
ter(s) of Offer and Acceptance to Japan for 
defense articles and services; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations. 

9753. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Cooperation Agency, transmitting 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(b)(1) of the Arms Export Control 
Act, as amended, Transmittal No. 06–71, con-
cerning the Department of the Air Force’s 
proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Acceptance to 
Turkey for defense articles and services; to 
the Committee on International Relations. 

9754. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Defense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting pursuant to the reporting require-
ments of Section 36(b)(1) of the Arms Export 
Control Act, as amended, Transmittal No. 
06–60, concerning the Department of the Air 
Force’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Ac-
ceptance to Chile for defense articles and 
services; to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

9755. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Cooperation Agency, transmitting 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(b)(1) of the Arms Export Control 
Act, as amended, Transmittal No. 06–58, con-
cerning the Department of the Army’s pro-
posed Letter(s) of Offer and Acceptance to 
Jordan for defense articles and services; to 
the Committee on International Relations. 

9756. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Defense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting pursuant to the reporting require-
ments of Section 36(b)(1) of the Arms Export 
Control Act, as amended, Transmittal No. 
06–51, concerning the Department of the 
Army’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Ac-
ceptance to Jordan for defense articles and 
services; to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

9757. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Defense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting pursuant to the reporting require-
ments of Section 36(b)(1) of the Arms Export 
Control Act, as amended, Transmittal No. 
06–48, concerning the Department of the 
Army’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Ac-
ceptance to Korea for defense articles and 
services; to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

9758. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Defense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting pursuant to the reporting require-
ments of Section 36(b)(1) of the Arms Export 
Control Act, as amended, Transmittal No. 
06–54, concerning the Department of the 
Army’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Ac-
ceptance to Greece for defense articles and 
services; to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

9759. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Cooperation Agency, transmitting 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(b)(1) of the Arms Export Control 
Act, as amended, Transmittal No. 06–73, con-
cerning the Department of the Air Force’s 
proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Acceptance to 
Iraq for defense articles and services; to the 
Committee on International Relations. 

9760. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Cooperation Agency, transmitting 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(b)(1) of the Arms Export Control 
Act, as amended, Transmittal No. 06–72, con-
cerning the Department of the Air Force’s 
proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Acceptance to 
Iraq for defense articles and services; to the 
Committee on International Relations. 

9761. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Cooperation Agency, transmitting 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of 
Section 36(b)(1) of the Arms Export Control 
Act, as amended, Transmittal No. 06–64, con-
cerning the Department of the Army’s pro-
posed Letter(s) of Offer and Acceptance to 
Netherlands for defense articles and services; 
to the Committee on International Rela-
tions. 

9762. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Defense Security cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting pursuant to the reporting require-
ments of Section 36(b)(1) of the Arms Export 
Control Act, as amended, Transmittal No. 
06–52, concerning the Department of the 
Army’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Ac-
ceptance to Saudi Arabia for defense articles 
and services; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. 

9763. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Defense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting pursuant to the reporting require-
ments of Section 36(b)(1) of the Arms Export 
Control Act, as amended, Transmittal No. 
06–33, concerning the Department of the 
Navy’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Ac-
ceptance to Finland for defense articles and 
services; to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

9764. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Defense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting pursuant to the reporting require-
ments of Section 36(b)(1) of the Arms Export 
Control Act, as amended, Transmittal No. 
06–70, concerning the Department of the Air 
Force’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Ac-
ceptance to United Kingdom for defense arti-
cles and services; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. 

9765. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Defense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting pursuant to the reporting require-
ments of Section 36(b)(1) of the Arms Export 
Control Act, as amended, Transmittal No. 
06–67, concerning the Department of the 
Navy’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Ac-
ceptance to Brazil for defense articles and 
services; to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

9766. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Defense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting pursuant to the reporting require-
ments of Section 36(b)(1) of the Arms Export 
Control Act, as amended, Transmittal No. 
06–65, concerning the Department of the 
Army’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Ac-
ceptance to Colombia for defense articles 
and services; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. 

9767. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Defense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting pursuant to section 36(b)(5)(A) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, relating to en-
hancements and upgrades from the level of 
sensitivity of technology or capability de-
scribed in the Section 36(b)(1) AECA certifi-
cation 05–12 of 7 October 2004 and 5–29 of 8 
September 2005 (Transmittal No. OB–06); to 
the Committee on International Relations. 

9768. A letter from the Acting Director, De-
fense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting pursuant to Section 62(a) of the 
Arms Export Control Act (AECA), notifica-
tion concerning the Department of the Air 
Force’s proposed lease of defense articles to 
the Government of The Republic of South 
Korea (Transmittal No. 10–06); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations. 

9769. A letter from the Acting Director, De-
fense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting pursuant to Section 62(a) of the 
Arms Export Control Act (AECA), notifica-
tion concerning the Department of the 
Army’s proposed lease of defense articles to 
the Government of Denmark (Transmittal 
No. 06–06); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. 

9770. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Defense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting pursuant to the reporting require-
ments of Section 36(b)(1) of the Arms Export 
Control Act, as amended, Transmittal No. 
06–47, concerning the Department of the 
Army’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Ac-
ceptance to Greece for defense articles and 
services; to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

9771. A letter from the Acting Under Sec-
retary for Industry and Security, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting a report 
that the Department intends to amend for-
eign policy-based export controls on exports 
of certain items under the authority of Sec-
tion 6 of the Export Administration Act of 
1979, as amended, and continued by Execu-
tive Order 13222 of August 17, 2001, as ex-
tended by the Notice of August 7, 2003; to the 
Committee on International Relations. 

9772. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting pursuant to section 36(c) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, certification re-
garding the proposed license for the export of 
defense articles and services to the Govern-
ment of Israel (Transmittal No. DDTC 026– 
06); to the Committee on International Rela-
tions. 

9773. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting pursuant to section 3(d) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, certification re-
garding the proposed transfer of major de-
fense equipment from the Government of the 
United Kingdom (Transmittal No. RSAT–07– 
06); to the Committee on International Rela-
tions. 

9774. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting pursuant to section 3(d) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, certification re-
garding the proposed transfer of major de-
fense equipment from the Government of the 
Netherlands (Transmittal No. RSAT–06–06); 
to the Committee on International Rela-
tions. 

9775. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
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transmitting pursuant to section 3(d) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, certification re-
garding the proposed transfer of major de-
fense equipment from the Government of 
Germany (Transmittal No. RSAT–05–06); to 
the Committee on International Relations. 

9776. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting pursuant to section 36(d) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, certification re-
garding the proposed license for the manu-
facture of defense equipment from the Gov-
ernment of Sweden (Transmittal No. DDTC 
014–06); to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

9777. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting pursuant to section 36(c) and 
(d) of the Arms Export Control Act, certifi-
cation regarding the proposed transfer of 
major defense articles or defense services to 
the Government of Italy (Transmittal No. 
DDTC 046–06); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. 

9778. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting pursuant to section 36(c) and 
(d) of the Arms Export Control Act, certifi-
cation regarding the proposed transfer of 
major defense articles or defense services to 
the Government of Jordan (Transmittal No. 
DDTC 021–06); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. 

9779. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule— 
Amendment to the International Traffic in 
Arms Regulations: Partial Lifting of Arms 
Embargo Against Haiti—received September 
28, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on International Relations. 

9780. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the Department’s report on the 
administrative expenses of the institutes 
supported by the Research and Training Pro-
gram for Eastern Europe and the Inde-
pendent States of the Former Soviet Union 
for Fiscal Year 2005, pursuant to Public Law 
98–164, section 807; to the Committee on 
International Relations. 

9781. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting pursuant to section 36(c) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, certification re-
garding the proposed license for the export of 
defense articles and services to the Govern-
ment of Hong Kong (Transmittal No.DDTC 
047–06); to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

9782. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting pursuant to section 36(c) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, certification re-
garding the proposed license for the export of 
defense articles and services to the Govern-
ment of Korea (Transmittal No. DDTC 051– 
06); to the Committee on International Rela-
tions. 

9783. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting pursuant to section 36(c) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, certification re-
garding the proposed license for the export of 
defense articles to the Governments of Rus-
sia and Kazakhstan (Transmittal No.DDTC 
056-06); to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

9784. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting pursuant to section 36(c) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, certification re-
garding the proposed license for the export of 
defense articles and services to the Govern-
ments of Australia, Canada and the United 
Kingdom (Transmittal No. DDTC 045–06); to 
the Committee on International Relations. 

9785. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 

transmitting pursuant to section 36(c) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, certification re-
garding the proposed license for the export of 
defense articles and services to the Govern-
ment of Vietnam (Transmittal No. DDTC 
053–06); to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

9786. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting pursuant to section 36(d) of the 
Arms Control Act, certification regarding 
the proposed manufacturing license agree-
ment for the manufacture of significant 
military equipment in the Government of 
India (Transmittal No. DDTC 050–06); to the 
Committee on International Relations. 

9787. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting pursuant to section 36(c) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, certification re-
garding the proposed export defense articles 
or services to the Government of Canada 
(Transmittal No. DDTC 055–06); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations. 

9788. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a report for 2005 on the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) Ac-
tivities in countries described in Section 307 
(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act, pursuant 
to 22 U.S.C. 2227(a); to the Committee on 
International Relations. 

9789. A letter from the Assistant Secy for 
Administration & Management, Department 
of Labor, transmitting a report pursuant to 
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to 
the Committee on Government Reform. 

9790. A letter from the Assistant Secy for 
Administration & Management, Department 
of Labor, transmitting a report pursuant to 
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998i to 
the Committee on Government Reform. 

9791. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary, OFCCP, Department of Labor, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule— 
Affirmative Action and Nondiscrimination 
Obligations of Contractors and Subcontrac-
tors Equal Opportunity Survey (RIN: 1215– 
AB53) received September 29, 2006, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a) (1) (A); to the Committee 
on Government Reform. 

9792. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Labor, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s Strategic Plan for Fiscal Years 2006– 
2011i to the Committee on Government Re-
form. 

9793. A letter from the Assistant Secy for 
Administration & Management, Department 
of Labor, transmitting a report pursuant to 
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998i to 
the Committee on Government Reform. 

9794. A letter from the Assistant Secy for 
Administration & Management, Department 
of Labor, transmitting a report pursuant to 
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998i to 
the Committee on Government Reform. 

9795. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
a report pursuant to the Federal Vacancies 
Reform Act of 1998i to the Committee on 
Government Reform. 

9796. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 
Department of Transportation, transmitting 
a report pursuant to the Federal Vacancies 
Reform Act of 1998i to the Committee on 
Government Reform. 

9797. A letter from the Administrator, En-
vironmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s FY 2006–2011 Strategic 
Plan, as required by the Government Per-
formance and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA); to 
the Committee on Government Reform. 

9798. A letter from the Deputy Archivist, 
National Archives and Records Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule—Changes in NARA Research Room 
Hours [Docket No. NARA–06–0007] (RIN: 3095– 
AB52) received September 29, 2006, pursuant 

to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Government Reform. 

9799. A letter from the Office of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Auditor, transmitting a re-
port entitled ‘‘Audit of Advisory Neighbor-
hood Commission 8C for the Fiscal Years 2004 
through 2006, as of March 31, 2006’’; to the 
Committee on Government Reform. 

9800. A letter from the Office of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Auditor, transmitting a 
copy of the report entitled, ‘‘Audit of Advi-
sory Neighborhood Commission 6D for Fiscal 
Years 2004 through 2006, as of March 31, 2006’’; 
to the Committee on Government Reform. 

9801. A letter from the Director, Depart-
ment of the Interior, transmitting the De-
partment’s report on the Minerals Manage-
ment Service Royalty-in-Kind Operation, as 
required by Section 342 of the Energy policy 
Act of 2005; to the Committee on Resources. 

9802. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule—Migratory Bird 
Hunting; Migratory Bird Hunting Regula-
tions on Certain Federal Indian Reservation 
and Ceded Lands for the 2006–07 Early Season 
(RIN: 1018–AU42) received September 21, 2006, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources. 

9803. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule—Migratory Bird 
Hunting; Final Frameworks for Late-Season 
Migratory Bird Hunting Regulations (RIN: 
1018–AU42) received September 21, 2006, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources. 

9804. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Fish and wildlife and Parks, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule—Migratory Bird 
Hunting; Late Season and Bag and Posses-
sion Limits for Certain Migratory Game 
Birds (RIN: 1018–AU42) received September 
21, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Resources. 

9805. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary, Land and Minerals Management, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule—Alaska Native Vet-
eran Allotments [WO–350–1410–00–24 1A] (RIN: 
1004–AD60) received September 18, 2006, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources. 

9806. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Surface Mining, Department of the In-
terior, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule Pennsylvania Regulatory Program [PA– 
146–FOR] received September 13, 2006, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Resources. 

9807. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Surface Mining, Department of the In-
terior, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule— Colorado Abandoned Mine Land Rec-
lamation Plan [CO–031–FOR] received Sep-
tember 13, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources. 

9808. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Surface Mining, Department of the In-
terior, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule Kentucky Regulatory Program [KY–250– 
FOR] received September 13, 2006, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Resources. 

9809. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Surface Mining, NMFS, National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration, transmit-
ting the Administration’s final rule—Atlan-
tic Highly Migratory Species; Atlantic 
Bluefin Tuna Fisheries [I.D. 081006A] re-
ceived September 20, 2006, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources. 

9810. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
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rule—Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Pollock in Statistical Area 
620 of the Gulf of Alaska [Docket No. 
060216044; 6044–01; I.D. 090606B] received Sep-
tember 21, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources. 

9811. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule—Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Chiniak Gully Research 
Area for Vessels Using Trawl Gear [Docket 
No.060216044–6044–01; I.D. 090506C] received 
September 21, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources. 

9812. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule—Fisheries of the Economic Exclusive 
Zone Off Alaska; Shallow-Water Species 
Fishery by Vessels Using Trawl Gear in the 
Gulf of Alaska [Docket No. 060216044–6044–01; 
I.D. 090606C] received September 21, 2006, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources. 

9813. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule—Fisheries of the Economic Exclusive 
Zone Off Alaska; Deep-Water Species Fishery 
by Vessels Using Trawl Gear in the Gulf of 
Alaska [Docket No. 060216044–6044–01; I.D. 
090106A] received September 20, 2006, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Resources. 

9814. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator for Regulatory Programs, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule—Fisheries in the Western 
Pacific; Omnibus Amendment for the 
Bottomfish and Seamount Groundfish Fish-
eries, Crustacean Fisheries, and Precious 
Coral Fisheries [Docket No. 060606149–6234–02; 
I.D. 052506A] (RIN: 064S–AT95) received Sep-
tember 25, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources. 

9815. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule— 
Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Chiniak Gully Research Area for 
Vessels Using Trawl Gear [Docket No. 
060216044–6044–01; I.D. 090506C] received Sep-
tember 21, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources. 

9816. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule—Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Pollock in Statistical Area 
620 of the Gulf of Alaska [Docket No. 
060216044–6044–01; I.D. 082906C] received Sep-
tember 18, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources. 

9817. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator for Regulatory Programs, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule—Fisheries of the North-
eastern United States; Northeast Multispe-
cies Fishery; Great South Channel Scallop 
Dredge Exemption [Docket No. 060621176– 
6219–02; I.D. 052306A] (RIN: 0648–AU50) re-
ceived September 18, 2006, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources. 

9818. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule— 
Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Pacific Cod by Vessels Using 

Trawl Gear in Bering Sea and Aleutian Is-
lands Management Area [Docket No. 
060216045–6045–01; I.D. 083006D] received Sep-
tember 18, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources. 

9819. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule—Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Pollock in Statistical Area 
610 of the Gulf of Alaska [Docket No. 
060216044–6044–01; I.D. 082906D] received Sep-
tember 18, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources. 

9820. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule— 
Fisheries of the Northeastern United States; 
Atlantic Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish 
Fisheries; Closure of the Quarter III Fishery 
for Loligo Squid [Docket No. 051209329–6046– 
02; I.D. 082806A] received September 18, 2006, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources. 

9821. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule— 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act Provisions; Fisheries of the 
Northeastern United States; Atlantic Sea 
Scallop Fishery; Closure of the Closed Area 
II Scallop Access Area to Scallop Vessels 
[Docket No. 060314069–6069–01; I.D. 083106A] 
received September 20, 2006, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources. 

9822. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule—Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Rock Sole, Flathead Sole, 
and ‘‘Other Flatfish’’ by Vessels Using Trawl 
Gear in Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Management Area [Docket No. 060216045– 
6045–01; I.D. 080806B] received September 15, 
2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Resources. 

9823. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator for Regulatory Programs, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule—List of Fisheries for 2006 
[Docket No. 060330090–6212–02; I.D. 021506B] 
received September 8, 2006, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources. 

9824. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule—Fisheries of the Northeastern United 
States; Atlantic Bluefish Fishery; Quota 
Transfer [Docket No. 051128313–6029–02; 
I.D.081506B] received September 8, 2006, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources. 

9825. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule—Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Pollock in Statistical Area 
610 of the Gulf of Alaska [Docket No. 
060216044–6044–01; I.D. 082506A] received Sep-
tember 8, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources. 

9826. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule— 
Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone off 
Alaska; Pacific Cod by Non-American Fish-
eries Act Crab Vessels Catching Pacific Cod 
for Processing by the Inshore Component in 

the Central and Westerm Regulatory Areas 
of the Gulf of Alaska [Docket No. 060216044– 
6044–01; I.D. 081606A] received September 8, 
2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801 (a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Resources. 

9827. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule—Fisheries of the Economic Exclusive 
Zone Off Alaska; Shallow-Water Species 
Fishery by Vessels Using Trawl Gear in the 
Gulf of Alaska [Docket No. 060216044–01; I.D. 
082506D] received September 8, 2006, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Resources. 

9828. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule— 
Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Pollock in Statistical Area 620 of 
the Gulf of Alaska [Docket No. 060216044– 
6044–01; I.D. 082506C] received September 8, 
2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Resources. 

9829. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule—Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Atka Mackerel in the Ber-
ing Sea and Aleutian Islands Management 
Area [Docket No. 060216045–6045–01; I.D. 
081406C] received September 6, 2006, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Resources. 

9830. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule—Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Reallocation of Pollock in 
the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands [Docket 
No. 060216045–6045–01; I.D. 081506A] received 
September 6, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources. 

9831. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator for Regulatory Services, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule—Fisheries of the North-
eastern United States; Northeast (NE) Multi-
species Fishery; Framework Adjustment 43 
[Docket No. 060606151–628–01; I.D. 051906A] re-
ceived September 6, 2006, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources. 

9832. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule—Fisheries of the Northeastern United 
States; Summer Flounder Fishery; Commer-
cial Quota Harvested for Maine [Docket No. 
051104293–5344–02; I.D. 082406A] received Sep-
tember 14, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources. 

9833. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting the report on the Administration of the 
Foreign Agents Registration Act for the six 
months ending December 31, 2005, pursuant 
to 22 U.S.C. 621; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. 

9834. A letter from the Staff Director, Com-
mission on Civil Rights, transmitting notifi-
cation that the Commission recently ap-
pointed members to the Connecticut advi-
sory committee; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

9835. A letter from the General Counsel, 
OJP, Department of Justice, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—International 
Terrorism Victim Expense Reimbursement 
Program [Docket No.: OJP(OJP)–1368] (RIN: 
1121–AA63) received September 28, 2006, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 
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9836. A letter from the Attorney Advisor, 

USCG, Department of Homeland Security, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule— 
Deepwater Ports [USCG 1998–3884] (RIN: 1625– 
AA20) received September 29, 2006, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

9837. A letter from the Dreict, Regulations 
Mgt., Office of Regulation Policy & Mgt., De-
partment of Veterans Affairs, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule—Board of Vet-
erans’ Appeals: Clarification of a Notice of 
Disagreement (RIN: 2900–AL97) received Sep-
tember 27, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs. 

9838. A letter from the United States Trade 
Representative, Executive Office of the 
President, transmitting the reports of the 
Advisory Committee for Trade Policy and 
Negotiations, and the policy, sectoral and 
functional trade committees chartered under 
those Acts, on the United States-Colombia 
Trade Promotion Agreement, pursuant to 
Section 2104(e) of the Trade Act of 2002 and 
Section 135(e) of the Trade Act of 1974, as 
amended; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

9839. A letter from the Chairman, United 
States International Trade Commission, 
transmitting the twelfth annual report on 
the Andean Trade Preference Act (ATPA) en-
titled ‘‘Impact on U.S. Industries and Con-
sumers and on Drug Crop Eradication and 
Crop Substitution,’’ pursuant to 19 U.S.C. 
3204; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

9840. A letter from the Secretaries, Depart-
ment of Interior and the Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting a copy of draft legisla-
tion entitled, ‘‘the Healthy Forests Partner-
ship Act’’; jointly to the Committees on Ag-
riculture and Resources. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. HUNTER: Committee of Conference. 
Conference report on H.R. 5122. A bill to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 2007 for 
military activities of the Department of De-
fense, to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for fiscal year 2007, and for other 
purposes (Rept. 109–702). Ordered to be print-
ed. 

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma: Committee on 
Rules. House Resolution 1062. Resolution 
waiving points of order against the con-
ference report to accompany the bill (H.R. 
5122) to authorize appropriations for fiscal 
year 2007 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military construc-
tion, and for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes (Rept. 109–703). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. THOMAS: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H.R. 6134. A bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to expand health 
coverage through the use of high deductible 
health plans and to encourage the use of 
health savings accounts; with an amendment 
(Rept. 109–704). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas: Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. H.R. 5472. A bill to 
amend the Public Health Service Act to pro-
vide waivers relating to grants for preven-
tive health measures with respect to breast 
and cervical cancers; with an amendment 
(Rept 109–705). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. HYDE: Committee on International 
Relations. H.R. 6060. A bill to authorize cer-
tain activities by the Department of State, 
and for other purposes (Rept. 109–706). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. KING of New York: Committee on 
Homeland Security. H.R. 5695. A bill to 
amend the Homeland Security Act of 2002 to 
provide for the regulation of certain chem-
ical facilities, and for other purposes; with 
an amendment (Rept. 109–707 Pt. 1). Ordered 
to be printed. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas: Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. H.R. 1078. A bill to 
strengthen the authority of the Federal Gov-
ernment to protect individuals from certain 
acts and practices in the sale and purchase of 
Social Security numbers and Social Security 
account numbers, and for other purposes; 
with an amendment (Rept. 109–708 Pt. 1). Or-
dered to be printed. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. H.R. 4880. 
A bill to direct the Commandant of the Coast 
Guard to require that a security plan for a 
maritime facility be resubmitted for ap-
proval upon transfer of ownership or oper-
ation of such facility, and for other purposes; 
with an amendment (Rept. 109–709 Pt. 1). Or-
dered to be printed. 

Mr. GOODLATTE: Committee on Agri-
culture. House Concurrent Resolution 424. 
Resolution expressing the sense of Congress 
that it is the goal of the United States that, 
not later than January 1, 2025, the agricul-
tural, forestry, and working land of the 
United States should provide from renewable 
resources not less than 25 percent of the 
total energy consumed in the United States 
and continue to produce safe, abundant, and 
affordable food, feed, and fiber (Rept. 109–710 
Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. KING of New York: Committee of Con-
ference. Conference report on H.R. 4954. A 
bill to improve maritime and cargo security 
through enhanced layered defenses, and for 
other purposes (Rept. 109–711). Ordered to be 
printed. 

f 

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED 
BILL 

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XII the 
following action was taken by the 
Speaker: 

H.R. 921. Referral to the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce extended for a 
period ending not later than November 17, 
2006. 

H.R. 1078. Referral to the Committee on 
Ways and Means extended for a period ending 
not late than November 17, 2006. 

H.R. 1317. Referral to the Committee on 
Armed Services and Homeland Security ex-
tended for a period ending not later than No-
vember 17, 2006. 

H.R. 4880. Referral to the Committee on 
Homeland Security extended for a period 
ending not later than November 17, 2006. 

H.R. 5312. Referral to the Committees on 
Energy and Commerce and Ways and Means 
extended for a period ending not later than 
November 17, 2006. 

H.R. 5393. Referral to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure extended 
for a period ending not later than November 
17, 2006. 

H.R. 5695. Referral to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce extended for a period 
ending not later than November 17, 2006. 

House Concurrent Resolution 424. Referral 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce 
extended for a period ending not later than 
November 17, 2006. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred, as follows: 

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER: 
H.R. 6253. A bill to modernize, shorten, and 

simplify the Federal criminal code; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER: 
H.R. 6254. A bill to amend title 18, United 

States Code, to reaffirm the intent of Con-
gress in the Sentencing Reform Act of 1984, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois: 
H.R. 6255. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to expand eligibility for the 
basic educational assistance program of the 
Department of Veterans Affairs; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs, and in addition 
to the Committee on Armed Services, for a 
period to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. WALDEN of Oregon: 
H.R. 6256. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of the Interior to assist in the planning, de-
sign, and construction of the Tumalo Irriga-
tion District Water Conservation Project in 
Deschutes County, Oregon; to the Committee 
on Resources. 

By Mr. WAXMAN (for himself and Mr. 
BROWN of Ohio): 

H.R. 6257. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to provide for the licens-
ing of comparable biological products, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce, and in addition to the 
Committees on the Judiciary, and Ways and 
Means, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER (for him-
self, Mr. HOYER, and Mr. CONYERS): 

H.R. 6258. A bill to restore the intent of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 to 
more fully remove the barriers that confront 
disabled Americans; to the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce, and in addi-
tion to the Committees on the Judiciary, 
Transportation and Infrastructure, and En-
ergy and Commerce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. ABERCROMBIE (for himself, 
Mr. OXLEY, Mr. FRANK of Massachu-
setts, and Mr. CASE): 

H.R. 6259. A bill to reauthorize the pro-
grams of the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development for housing assistance 
for Native Hawaiians; to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

By Mr. BASS (for himself, Mr. 
LANGEVIN, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. FER-
GUSON, Mr. NUNES, Mr. ISSA, and Mr. 
JINDAL): 

H.R. 6260. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide for coverage 
under the Medicare Program of certain med-
ical mobility devices approved as class III 
medical devices; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce, and in addition to the 
Committee on Ways and Means, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. GUTKNECHT (for himself, Ms. 
BALDWIN, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, and 
Ms. WATSON): 

H.R. 6261. A bill to provide for the protec-
tion of public health and the environment 
from mercury contamination associated 
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with the shipment of elemental mercury or 
with mercury-bearing solid waste, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

By Mrs. KELLY: 
H.R. 6262. A bill to provide increased bene-

fits for public safety officers disabled in the 
line of duty, and for the spouses and children 
of public safety officers killed or disabled in 
the line of duty, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Mr. DENT (for himself, Mr. 
FITZPATRICK of Pennsylvania, and 
Mr. SHERWOOD): 

H.R. 6263. A bill to reauthorize the Dela-
ware and Lehigh National Heritage Corridor 
Act of 1988, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. THOMAS: 
H.R. 6264. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to make technical correc-
tions, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. STEARNS: 
H.R. 6265. A bill to create a commission to 

develop a plan for establishing a Museum of 
Ideas; to the Committee on Resources, and in 
addition to the Committee on House Admin-
istration, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas (for 
herself, Mr. BERMAN, Ms. SOLIS, Ms. 
WATSON, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, 
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. 
KENNEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. 
PALLONE, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD, Mr. SCOTT of Georgia, 
Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan, Mr. 
RANGEL, Ms. LEE, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. 
CUELLAR, Mr. REYES, Mrs. 
NAPOLITANO, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
LANGEVIN, Mr. LYNCH, Mr. THOMPSON 
of Mississippi, Mr. CLAY, Mr. 
RUPPERSBERGER, and Mr. DAVIS of Il-
linois): 

H.R. 6266. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Energy to make loan guarantees for cel-
lulosic ethanol production technology devel-
opment; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce, and in addition to the Committee 
on Science, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Mr. WELLER: 
H.R. 6267. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to permanently extend the 
credits for residential energy efficient prop-
erty and new energy efficient homes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FITZPATRICK of Pennsylvania 
(for himself and Mr. TAYLOR of Mis-
sissippi): 

H.R. 6268. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow a credit against 
tax for expenses related to the collection and 
storage of umbilical cord blood; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. BIGGERT: 
H.R. 6269. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to expand and extend the 
incentives for alternative fuel vehicles and 
refueling property and to repeal the oil and 
gas production incentives added by the En-
ergy Policy Act of 2005; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. BONO: 
H.R. 6270. A bill to designate certain Fed-

eral lands in Riverside County, California, as 

wilderness, to designate certain river seg-
ments in Riverside County as a wild, scenic, 
or recreational river, to adjust the boundary 
of the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Moun-
tains National Monument, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio (for himself 
and Mr. STRICKLAND): 

H.R. 6271. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to provide that, in the case of 
any member or former member of a reserve 
component of the Armed Forces who is de-
ployed to a combat theater due to an admin-
istrative error by the Department of De-
fense, the member shall be given nonregular 
service retirement credit equal to six times 
the length of the mistaken deployment; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL of California: 
H.R. 6272. A bill to provide additional 

emergency and enhanced enforcement au-
thority to the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission; to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

By Mr. CARDOZA: 
H.R. 6273. A bill to direct the Secretary of 

Veterans Affairs to provide for enhanced pro-
tections against identity theft related to the 
public filing of separation forms of members 
of the Armed Forces, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. CHOCOLA (for himself, Mr. SAM 
JOHNSON of Texas, and Mr. BRADY of 
Texas): 

H.R. 6274. A bill to amend the Federal Un-
employment Tax Act to provide for the es-
tablishment of a demonstration project pro-
gram to permit States to more properly and 
efficiently administer the State’s unemploy-
ment compensation law, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. CHRISTENSEN (for herself, 
Mr. DAVIS of Alabama, and Ms. NOR-
TON): 

H.R. 6275. A bill to improve the health of 
minority individuals; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce, and in addition to 
the Committees on Education and the Work-
force, the Judiciary, Ways and Means, and 
Resources, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Mr. CLAY (for himself, Mr. AKIN, 
Mr. BLUNT, Mr. CARNAHAN, Mrs. 
EMERSON, and Mr. HULSHOF): 

H.R. 6276. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to alleviate poverty by en-
couraging the employment of residents by 
empowerment zone businesses through the 
employment of residents in designated areas 
of pervasive poverty, unemployment, and 
general distress; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. CRENSHAW: 
H.R. 6277. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to provide for the estab-
lishment of disabled American financial se-
curity accounts for the care of family mem-
bers with disabilities; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DEFAZIO: 
H.R. 6278. A bill to amend the Bonneville 

Power Administration portions of the Fish-
eries Restoration and Irrigation Mitigation 
Act of 2000 to authorize appropriations for 
fiscal years 2006 through 2012, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Resources. 

By Ms. DELAURO (for herself and Ms. 
LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of California): 

H.R. 6279. A bill to improve the collection 
of labor data by Federal agencies to better 
measure and evaluate the outsourcing and 
off-shoring of public and private sector busi-
ness operations and services; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Ms. DEELAURO: 
H.R. 6280. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 

Social Security Act to provide for Medicare 

coverage of screening tests for human 
papillomavirus (HPV); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce, and in addition to 
the Committee on Ways and Means, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. DOGGETT (for himself, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. STARK, Mr. MCDERMOTT, 
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. NEAL of 
Massachusetts, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. 
BECERRA, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. 
LARSON of Connecticut, Mr. EMAN-
UEL, Mr. ALLEN, Mrs. CAPPS, Mrs. 
DAVIS of California, Ms. DELAURO, 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. AL 
GREEN of Texas, Mr. GENE GREEN of 
Texas, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. HINCHEY, 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Ms. EDDIE 
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. KAP-
TUR, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, 
Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan, Mr. 
LANGEVIN, Mrs. LOWEY, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Ms. MCCOLLUM of Min-
nesota, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. MEEHAN, 
Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin, Mr. MORAN 
of Virginia, Mr. NADLER, Mr. OBER-
STAR, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. REYES, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. 
WEINER, and Ms. WOOLSEY): 

H.R. 6281. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide comprehen-
sive improvements to the Medicare prescrip-
tion drug program, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
and in addition to the Committee on Ways 
and Means, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey: 
H.R. 6282. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to permit Medicare-eligible vet-
erans to receive an out-patient medication 
benefit, to provide that certain veterans who 
receive such benefit are not otherwise eligi-
ble for medical care and services from the 
Department of Veterans Affairs, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. GINGREY: 
H.R. 6283. A bill to amend the Immigration 

and Nationality Act to make changes related 
to family-sponsored immigrants and to re-
duce the number of such immigrants; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BECERRA: 
H.R. 6284. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow a loss for develop-
ment costs of certain creative property; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Ms. HARMAN: 
H.R. 6285. A bill to amend title 49, United 

States Code, to expand passenger facility fee 
eligibility for noise compatibility projects; 
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure. 

By Ms. HARRIS: 
H.R. 6286. A bill to require the Secretary of 

Homeland Security to complete and submit a 
master plan for a headquarters location in 
the District of Columbia or elsewhere, within 
360 days; to the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity. 

By Mr. HEFLEY (for himself and Mrs. 
JOHNSON of Connecticut): 

H.R. 6287. A bill to establish criteria for 
and to create a National Heritage Areas Sys-
tem in the United States; to the Committee 
on Resources. 

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas: 
H.R. 6288. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to improve the rules relat-
ing to income earned abroad; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 
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By Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island: 

H.R. 6289. A bill to establish a program to 
provide financial incentives for the estab-
lishment of interactive personal health 
records; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce, and in addition to the Committee 
on Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mrs. LOWEY: 
H.R. 6290. A bill to direct the Secretary of 

Health and Human Services, in consultation 
with the Secretary of Education, to develop 
a policy for managing the risk of food al-
lergy and anaphylaxis in schools, to estab-
lish school-based food allergy management 
grants, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, and in ad-
dition to the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mrs. LOWEY: 
H.R. 6291. A bill to extend the incentives 

for clean and renewable energy and its more 
efficient use; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means, and in addition to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. LYNCH: 
H.R. 6292. A bill to provide for competitive 

status for certain employees of the Internal 
Revenue Service; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform. 

By Mrs. MALONEY (for herself, Mr. 
LANTOS, and Ms. JACKSON-LEE of 
Texas): 

H.R. 6293. A bill to express United States 
foreign policy with respect to, and to 
strengthen United States advocacy on behalf 
of, individuals persecuted and denied their 
rights in foreign countries on account of gen-
der, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations, and in ad-
dition to the Committees on Financial Serv-
ices, and the Judiciary, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. MARCHANT: 
H.R. 6294. A bill to provide children born in 

the United States with the same citizenship 
and immigration status as their mothers; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. NUNES: 
H.R. 6295. A bill to amend the Agricultural 

Adjustment Act to add clementines to the 
list of fruits and vegetables subject to min-
imum quality import requirements issued by 
the Secretary of Agriculture; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, and in addition to the 
Committee on Ways and Means, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. OBERSTAR: 
H.R. 6296. A bill to amend the Medicare 

Prescription Drug, Improvement, and Mod-
ernization Act of 2003 to restore State au-
thority to waive the application of the 35- 
mile rule to permit the designation of a crit-
ical access hospital in Cass County, Min-
nesota; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. PAUL: 
H.R. 6297. A bill to sunset Federal laws and 

regulations which treat the American people 
like children by denying them the oppor-
tunity to make their own decision regarding 

control of their bank accounts and what type 
of information they wish to receive from 
their banks, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. PEARCE: 
H.R. 6298. A bill to clarify congressional in-

tent with respect to the nature of rights-of- 
way granted and accepted under former sec-
tion 2477 of the Revised Statutes, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Re-
sources. 

By Mr. PICKERING (for himself and 
Mr. BACHUS): 

H.R. 6299. A bill to prevent children from 
purchasing Internet-distributed age-re-
stricted products and services by regulating 
the funding thereof and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Financial Services. 

By Ms. PRYCE of Ohio (for herself, 
Mrs. MALONEY, and Mr. LEACH): 

H.R. 6300. A bill to require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to mint coins in commemora-
tion of the 75th Anniversary of the opening 
of the National Archives Building, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Finan-
cial Services. 

By Mr. RENZI: 
H.R. 6301. A bill to amend title VI of the 

Native American Housing and Self-Deter-
mination Act of 1996 to authorize Indian 
tribes to issue notes and other obligations to 
finance community and economic develop-
ment activities, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. RENZI: 
H.R. 6302. A bill to remove the frequency 

limitation on Medicare coverage for inter-
mittent catheterization; to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce, and in addition to 
the Committee on Ways and Means, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. SHAYS: 
H.R. 6303. A bill to amend the Federal 

Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to create a 
new three-tiered approval system for drugs, 
biological products, and devices that is re-
sponsive to the needs of seriously ill pa-
tients, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. SHAYS: 
H.R. 6304. A bill to amend title II of the So-

cial Security Act to provide that the eligi-
bility requirement for disability insurance 
benefits under which an individual must 
have 20 quarters of Social Security coverage 
in the 40 quarters preceding a disability shall 
not be applicable in the case of a disabled in-
dividual suffering from a covered terminal 
disease; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey: 
H.R. 6305. A bill to provide compensation 

for United States citizens taken hostage by 
terrorists or state sponsors of terrorism; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on International Re-
lations, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Mr. SPRATT: 
H.R. 6306. A bill to enhance the security of 

the borders of the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security, and in addi-
tion to the Committees on the Judiciary, 
Government Reform, Armed Services, and 
Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. TIERNEY (for himself, Mr. 
CAPUANO, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
DELAHUNT, Mr. FRANK of Massachu-

setts, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. HASTINGS of 
Florida, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, 
Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. MEEKS 
of New York, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDON-
ALD, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. NADLER, Mr. OLVER, Mr. 
OWENS, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. RANGEL, 
Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, 
Mr. SERRANO, Mr. STARK, Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. WEXLER, 
Ms. WOOLSEY, and Mr. YOUNG of Alas-
ka): 

H.R. 6307. A bill to require the Commis-
sioner of Labor Statistics to develop a meth-
odology for measuring the cost of living in 
each State, and to require the Comptroller 
General to determine how certain Federal 
benefits would be increased if the determina-
tion of those benefits were based on that 
methodology; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce, and in addition to 
the Committees on Ways and Means, Finan-
cial Services, and Agriculture, for a period to 
be subsequently determined by the Speaker, 
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. UDALL of New Mexico: 
H.R. 6308. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of the Interior to provide financial assist-
ance to the Eastern New Mexico Rural Water 
Authority for the planning, design, and con-
struction of the Eastern New Mexico Rural 
Water System, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Resources. 

By Ms. WATERS (for herself, Mrs. 
CHRISTENSEN, Ms. LEE, Ms. CARSON, 
and Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas): 

H.R. 6309. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act, the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974, the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986, and title 5, United 
States Code, to require individual and group 
health insurance coverage and group health 
plans and Federal employees health benefit 
plans to provide coverage for routine HIV/ 
AIDS screening; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce, and in addition to the Com-
mittees on Education and the Workforce, 
Ways and Means, and Government Reform, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. WELLER: 
H.R. 6310. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to provide a nonrefundable 
credit for the purchase of energy efficient 
tires; to the Committee on Ways and Means, 
and in addition to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. WHITFIELD: 
H.R. 6311. A bill to amend the USEC Pri-

vatization Act to provide an extension of the 
period during which individuals may bring a 
suit for certain violations of employee pro-
tection provisions under such Act; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce, and in 
addition to the Committee on the Judiciary, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico: 
H.R. 6312. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of the Interior to conduct feasibility studies 
to identify opportunities to increase the sur-
face flows of the Rio Grande, Canadian, and 
Pecos Rivers in the State of New Mexico, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Re-
sources. 

By Ms. MCCCOLLUM of Minnesota: 
H.J. Res. 99. A joint resolution proposing 

an amendment to the Constitution of the 
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United States regarding healthcare; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas (for 
herself, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. GRIJALVA, 
Mr. DOYLE, Mr. HONDA, Mr. MCNUL-
TY, Mr. OWENS, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. CON-
YERS, Mr. TOWNS, Ms. CORRINE BROWN 
of Florida, Mr. CROWLEY, Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. DAVIS of Il-
linois, Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. BISHOP of 
New York, Mrs. MCCARTHY, Ms. 
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Ms. SLAUGH-
TER, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. 
CUELLAR, Mr. STARK, Mr. ACKERMAN, 
Mr. NADLER, and Ms. BERKLEY): 

H. Con. Res. 489. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that the peo-
ple of the United States should grieve for the 
loss of life that defined the Third Reich and 
celebrate the continued education efforts for 
tolerance and justice, reaffirming the com-
mitment of the United States to the fight 
against intolerance and prejudice in any 
form, and honoring the legacy of transparent 
procedure, government accountability, the 
rule of law, the pursuit of justice, and the 
struggle for universal freedom and human 
rights; to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

By Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas (for 
herself, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 
of Texas, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. LEWIS of 
Georgia, Mr. WALSH, Mr. JEFFERSON, 
Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. GORDON, Mr. 
TOWNS, Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Flor-
ida, Mr. CROWLEY, Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. 
CLEAVER, Mrs. MCCARTHY, Mr. 
BISHOP of New York, Ms. SLAUGHTER, 
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Ms. LO-
RETTA SANCHEZ of California, Mr. 
ISRAEL, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. CUELLAR, 
Mr. STARK, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. NAD-
LER, and Ms. BERKLEY): 

H. Con. Res. 490. Concurrent resolution 
supporting the observance of World Stroke 
Awareness Day, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
and in addition to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska (for himself, 
Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. PETRI, and Mr. 
DEFAZIO): 

H. Con. Res. 491. Concurrent resolution 
providing for a correction to the enrollment 
of H.R. 6233; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. HINCHEY (for himself, Ms. LEE, 
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. FARR, Ms. WATERS, 
Ms. SOLIS, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, and Mr. STARK): 

H. Con. Res. 492. Concurrent resolution 
urging the Government of the United States 
to declare that it does not intend to estab-
lish a long-term or permanent military occu-
pation of Iraq, and to work with the United 
Nations to convene an international con-
ference on Iraq’s future; to the Committee 
on International Relations. 

By Mrs. MALONEY (for herself, Mr. 
BILIRAKIS, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. 
WEINER, Mr. MCCOTTER, Ms. WATSON, 
Mrs. DRAKE, and Mr. PAYNE): 

H. Con. Res. 493. Concurrent resolution 
urging the Republic of Turkey to comply 
with all European Union standards and cri-
teria prior to its accession to the European 
Union; to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

By Mr. WEXLER (for himself, Mr. 
LATOURETTE, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. LEWIS 
of Georgia, Ms. MCCOLLUM of Min-
nesota, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. VAN 
HOLLEN, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. ENGEL, 

Mr. SERRANO, Mr. HASTINGS of Flor-
ida, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. 
PALLONE, Ms. LEE, and Mrs. LOWEY): 

H. Con. Res. 494. Concurrent resolution 
supporting the goals and ideals of a world 
day of remembrance for road crash victims; 
to the Committee on Government Reform. 

By Mr. CONAWAY (for himself, Mr. 
AKIN, Mr. CANTOR, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. 
FEENEY, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. FORTUÑO, 
Ms. FOXX, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, 
Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. GUTKNECHT, Mr. 
ISSA, Mr. JINDAL, Mr. MCHENRY, Mr. 
PENCE, Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin, Mr. 
SHADEGG, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. WILSON 
of South Carolina, Mr. CAMPBELL of 
California, Mrs. MUSGRAVE, Mr. 
NEUGEBAUER, and Mr. CUELLAR): 

H. Res. 1060. A resolution amending the 
Rules of the House of Representatives to re-
quire the reduction of section 302(b) sub-
allocations to reflect floor amendments to 
general appropriation bills; to the Com-
mittee on Rules. 

By Mr. FOSSELLA (for himself and 
Mrs. MALONEY): 

H. Res. 1061. A resolution requesting the 
Department of Health and Human Services 
to outline the Federal Government’s respon-
sibilities, taking into account the respon-
sibilities and actions of the State and local 
governments, to support a program for medi-
cally monitoring and treating all individuals 
who were exposed to the toxins of Ground 
Zero on 9/11; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

By Mr. MCGOVERN (for himself, Mr. 
LANTOS, Mr. CANNON, Mr. CANTOR, 
Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. 
OLVER, Mr. LYNCH, Mr. DELAHUNT, 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. 
NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. TIERNEY, 
Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. 
CAPUANO, Mr. LANGEVIN, and Mr. 
KENNEDY of Rhode Island): 

H. Res. 1063. A resolution paying tribute to 
the Reverend Waitstill Sharp and Martha 
Sharp for their recognition by the Yad 
Vashem Holocaust Martyrs’ and Heroes’ Re-
membrance Authority as Righteous Among 
the Nations for their heroic efforts to save 
Jews during the Holocaust; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations. 

By Mr. SESSIONS: 
H. Res. 1064. A resolution waiving points of 

order against the conference report to ac-
company the bill (H.R. 4954) to improve mar-
itime and cargo security through enhanced 
layered defenses, and for other purposes; con-
sidered and agreed to. 

By Ms. PELOSI: 
H. Res. 1065. A resolution raising a ques-

tion of the privileges of the House; to the 
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct. 

By Mr. KUCINICH (for himself, Mr. 
PAUL, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Ms. LEE, Ms. 
WOOLSEY, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. HINCHEY, 
Mr. STARK, Mr. FILNER, Mr. DAVIS of 
Illinois, Ms. WATSON, Mr. HASTINGS of 
Florida, Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin, Mr. 
UDALL of New Mexico, Mr. FARR, and 
Mr. GRIJALVA): 

H. Res. 1066. A resolution requesting the 
President to provide to the House of Rep-
resentatives certain documents in his posses-
sion relating to United States policy toward 
Iran; to the Committee on Armed Services, 
and in addition to the Committees on Inter-
national Relations, and Intelligence (Perma-
nent Select), for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Mr. EHLERS (for himself and Mr. 
HONDA): 

H. Res. 1067. A resolution recognizing Law-
rence Berkeley National Laboratory as one 

of the world’s premier science and research 
institutions; to the Committee on Science. 

By Mr. GONZALEZ (for himself, Mr. 
ORTIZ, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. BER-
MAN, Mr. FORTUÑO, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. 
GRIJALVA, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of 
California, Mr. OWENS, Mr. BACA, Mr. 
GUTIERREZ, Mr. REYES, Mr. PASTOR, 
Mr. BECERRA, Ms. SOLIS, Mrs. DAVIS 
of California, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, 
Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of California, 
Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California, 
Mrs. NAPOLITANO, and Mr. SERRANO): 

H. Res. 1068. A resolution recognizing the 
Hispanic Association of Colleges and Univer-
sities for 20 years of service to Hispanic- 
Serving Institutions and Hispanic higher 
education; to the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce. 

By Mr. HONDA (for himself, Mr. 
RADANOVICH, and Mr. LANTOS): 

H. Res. 1069. A resolution honoring Edward 
Day Cohota, Joseph L. Pierce, and other vet-
erans of Asian descent who fought in the 
Civil War; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, and in addition to the Committee on 
the Judiciary, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. HUNTER: 
H. Res. 1070. A resolution expressing the 

sense of the House of Representatives that 
Members of the House should actively en-
gage with employers and the American pub-
lic at large to encourage the hiring of mem-
bers and former members of the Armed 
Forces who were wounded in service and are 
facing a transition to civilian life; to the 
Committee on Armed Services, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Ms. LEE (for herself, Mr. RANGEL, 
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. MEEKS of New 
York, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. CUMMINGS, 
Mr. PAYNE, and Ms. CARSON): 

H. Res. 1071. A resolution recognizing the 
25th anniversary of the independence of 
Belize and extending best wishes to Belize 
for peace and further progress, development, 
and prosperity; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. 

By Ms. MCKINNEY (for herself, Mr. 
OWENS, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. 
KUCINICH, Mr. MCGOVERN, and Ms. 
KAPTUR): 

H. Res. 1072. A resolution urging the Gov-
ernment of Nigeria to conduct a thorough ju-
dicial review of the Ken Saro-Wiwa case; to 
the Committee on International Relations. 

By Mr. MEEKS of New York (for him-
self, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, and Mr. 
CUMMINGS): 

H. Res. 1073. A resolution recognizing that 
the occurrence of prostate cancer in African 
American men has reached epidemic propor-
tions and urging Federal agencies to address 
that health crisis by designating funds for 
education, awareness outreach, and research 
specifically focused on how that disease af-
fects African American men; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. POE (for himself, Mr. 
HOSTETTLER, Mr. AKIN, Mrs. MYRICK, 
Mr. MCHENRY, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. 
BURTON of Indiana, Mr. WAMP, Mr. 
GUTKNECHT, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. 
MARCHANT, Mr. JONES of North Caro-
lina, Mr. MCCOTTER, Mr. TANCREDO, 
Mr. FEENEY, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr. BISHOP 
of Georgia, Mr. GOODE, Mr. GORDON, 
Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey, and Mr. 
HUNTER): 

H. Res. 1074. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives that 
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State and local governments should be sup-
ported for taking actions to discourage ille-
gal immigration and that legislation should 
be enacted to ease the burden on State and 
local governments for taking such actions; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary, and in 
addition to the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. PORTER (for himself, Mr. GIB-
BONS, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. MOORE of 
Kansas, Mr. MACK, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. 
WILSON of South Carolina, Mr. 
HOLDEN, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. JONES of 
North Carolina, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of 
Texas, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Ms. 
CORRINE BROWN of Florida, Mr. 
BEAUPREZ, Mr. CAMPBELL of Cali-
fornia, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. 
BOUSTANY, Mr. CARTER, Mr. BARRETT 
of South Carolina, Mr. GERLACH, Mr. 
LATHAM, Mr. HERGER, Mr. CHOCOLA, 
Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr. HINCHEY, 
Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. ISSA, Mr. BISHOP of 
Utah, Mr. PEARCE, Mr. ALEXANDER, 
Mr. CASTLE, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. 
COBLE, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. FOSSELLA, 
Mr. SHAW, and Mr. KIRK): 

H. Res. 1075. A resolution congratulating 
Andre Agassi on his esteemed professional 
tennis career, thanking him for his ongoing 
contributions to the community of Las 
Vegas, Nevada, and wishing him much luck 
in his future endeavors; to the Committee on 
Government Reform. 

By Mr. PORTER: 
H. Res. 1076. A resolution supporting the 

goals and ideas of a ‘‘National Plan Your Va-
cation Day‘‘; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform. 

By Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN: 
H. Res. 1077. A resolution expressing deep 

concern over the use of civilians as ‘‘human 
shields‘‘ in violation of international human-
itarian law and the law of war during armed 
conflict, including Hezbollah’s tactic of em-
bedding its forces among civilians to use 
them as human shields during the recent 
conflict between Hezbollah and the State of 
Israel; to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

f 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 3 of rule XII: 
1447. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 

of the Legislature of the State of Michigan, 
relative to House Concurrent Resolution No. 
30 memorializing the Congress of the United 
States to eliminate the Medicare caps on ac-
credited graduate medical education posi-
tions for the state of Michigan that were im-
posed as part of the Balanced Budget Amend-
ment of 1997; jointly to the Committees on 
Energy and Commerce and Ways and Means. 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows: 

H.R. 65: Ms. DEGETTE. 
H.R. 303: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. 
H.R. 475: Mr. INSLEE. 
H.R. 517: Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. RANGEL, and Mr. 

WYNN. 
H.R. 575: Mr. KUCINICH. 
H.R. 602: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania and 

Mr. REICHERT. 
H.R. 635: Mr. RAMSTAD. 
H.R. 699: Mr. HOLT, Mr. MATHESON, and Ms. 

MCCOLLUM of Minnesota. 
H.R. 772: Mr. GUTIERREZ. 

H.R. 791: Mr. ALLEN. 
H.R. 817: Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. 
H.R. 1020: Mr. BRADLEY of New Hampshire. 
H.R. 1177: Mr. CRAMER. 
H.R. 1222: Mr. HOLT. 
H.R. 1227: Mr. RUSH, Mr. WU, Mr. BOUCHER, 

Ms. HOOLEY, and Ms. SOLIS. 
H.R. 1262: Mr. SIMMONS. 
H.R. 1298: Ms. HOOLEY. 
H.R. 1306: Mr. SKELTON. 
H.R. 1313: Mrs. BIGGERT. 
H.R. 1333: Mr. REICHERT. 
H.R. 1356: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
H.R. 1357: Mr. LIPINSKI. 
H.R. 1376: Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. OWENS, Mr. 

LARSON of Connecticut, Mr. COSTELLO, Mrs. 
TAUSCHER, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, and 
Mr. OLVER. 

H.R. 1471: Mr. EHLERS. 
H.R. 1548: Mr. KILDEE. 
H.R. 1549: Mr. LEWIS of California and Mr. 

LATOURETTE. 
H.R. 1554: Mrs. LOWEY. 
H.R. 1558: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. 
H.R. 1615: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. 

RUSH, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. WAX-
MAN, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. WEXLER, and 
Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida. 

H.R. 1619: Mr. MEEHAN. 
H.R. 1621: Mr. GILLMOR and Mrs. JO ANN 

DAVIS of Virginia. 
H.R. 1634: Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina, 

Mr. CANNON, Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, 
and Mr. OSBORNE. 

H.R. 1671: Mr. LUCAS, Mr. GREEN of Wis-
consin, and Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. 

H.R. 1687: Mr. OBEY and Mr. WYNN. 
H.R. 1704: Mr. UPTON. 
H.R. 1951: Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois. 
H.R. 2039: Mr. CANNON. 
H.R. 2047: Ms. MCCOLLUM of Minnesota. 
H.R. 2051: Mr. KILDEE. 
H.R. 2239: Mr. SOUDER, Mr. MOORE of Kan-

sas, and Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. 
H.R. 2369: Mr. SMITH of Texas. 
H.R. 2386: Mr. CARNAHAN. 
H.R. 2421: Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. BARTLETT of 

Maryland, Mr. THOMPSON of California, Mr. 
CASE, Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, Ms. HAR-
MAN, Mr. BASS, Mr. ISRAEL, Ms. DELAURO, 
Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California, Mrs. 
DRAKE, Mr. BOYD, Mr. DAVIS of Florida, Mr. 
HAYWORTH, Mr. DENT, and Mr. ABERCROMBIE. 

H.R. 2526: Mr. WU. 
H.R. 2558: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. 
H.R. 2592: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr. 

MCGOVERN, and Mr. CUMMINGS. 
H.R. 2662: Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. 
H.R. 2671: Mr. HOLT and Mr. MILLER of 

North Carolina. 
H.R. 2694: Mr. CRAMER. 
H.R. 2719: Mr. PASCRELL. 
H.R. 2828: Mr. SHAYS. 
H.R. 2869: Mr. KILDEE. 
H.R. 2945: Mr. MCINTYRE. 
H.R. 3248: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Ms. 

HOOLEY, and Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. 
H.R. 3326: Mr. BLUMENAUER. 
H.R. 3361: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island and 

Mr. RENZI. 
H.R. 3478: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. 
H.R. 3547: Mr. WYNN. 
H.R. 3559: Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. 
H.R. 3616: Ms. SLAUGHTER. 
H.R. 3617: Mr. DUNCAN. 
H.R. 3715: Mr. ALLEN. 
H.R. 3854: Mr. HOLT and Ms. McCOLLUM of 

Minnesota. 
H.R. 3954: Mr. DeFAZIO. 
H.R. 4030: Mrs. McCARTHY and Mr. 

McGOVERN. 
H.R. 4033: Ms. BEAN, Mr. PORTER, Ms. 

HOOLEY, and Mr. WATT. 
H.R. 4045: Mr. ENGEL. 
H.R. 4052: Mr. NADLER. 
H.R. 4098: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. 
H.R. 4124: Mr. WYNN. 
H.R. 4197: Ms. HERSETH. 

H.R. 4331: Mr. INSLEE. 
H.R. 4341: Mr. LARSEN of Washington. 
H.R. 4381: Mrs. BIGGERT. 
H.R. 4403: Mr. GINGREY. 
H.R. 4421: Mr. AKIN. 
H.R. 4560: Ms. WOOLSEY. 
H.R. 4574: Mr. EMANUEL, Ms. WOOLSEY, and 

Mr. LANTOS. 
H.R. 4597: Mr. LYNCH, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. 

CLEAVER, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, and Mr. SNYDER. 
H.R. 4727: Mr. BERMAN, Ms. HARMAN, Ms. 

LEE, and Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. 
H.R. 4740: Ms. DELAURO. 
H.R. 4747: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. 
H.R. 4751: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas and Mr. FITZPATRICK of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 4769: Mrs. MCCARTHY. 
H.R. 4770: Mr. LEACH, Mr. WATT, Ms. MAT-

SUI, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. RYAN of 
Ohio, and Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida. 

H.R. 4808: Mr. CONYERS, Mr. GILLMOR, and 
Mr. SOUDER. 

H.R. 4824: Mr. KILDEE and Mr. GINGREY. 
H.R. 4834: Mr. MILLER of Florida. 
H.R. 4870: Mr. SAXTON. 
H.R. 4903: Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-

fornia. 
H.R. 4904: Mr. BERMAN. 
H.R. 4910: Mr. SOUDER. 
H.R. 4924: Mr. ROSS and Mr. NUNES. 
H.R. 4930: Mrs. KELLY. 
H.R. 4980: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. 
H.R. 4993: Mr. BERMAN. 
H.R. 5022: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut and 

Mr. CLYBURN. 
H.R. 5053: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland and 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. 
H.R. 5055: Mr. SHAYS. 
H.R. 5058: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER and Mr. 

KIND. 
H.R. 5088: Mr. KUCINICH and Mrs. CAPPS. 
H.R. 5099: Mr. STRICKLAND and Mr. MCNUL-

TY. 
H.R. 5100: Mr. SIMMONS. 
H.R. 5131: Ms. SOLIS. 
H.R. 5134: Mr. KILDEE. 
H.R. 5139: Mr. MOORE of Kansas. 
H.R. 5147: Mr. LYNCH, Mr. HOLT, and Mr. 

RUPPERSBERGER. 
H.R. 5150: Mr. SALAZAR. 
H.R. 5151: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. JACKSON of 

Illinois, Mr. STARK, Mr. CROWLEY, Ms. MOORE 
of Wisconsin, and Mr. ANDREWS. 

H.R. 5159: Mr. STRICKLAND. 
H.R. 5161: Mr. CONYERS. 
H.R. 5167: Mr. MOORE of Kansas, Mr. ALLEN, 

and Mr. TIBERI. 
H.R. 5201: Ms. CARSON. 
H.R. 5206: Mrs. BIGGERT. 
H.R. 5225: Mr. HOYER. 
H.R. 5242: Mr. MILLER of Florida. 
H.R. 5269: Mr. ANDREWS. 
H.R. 5280: Mr. ALLEN. 
H.R. 5288: Mr. BERRY, Mr. DELAHUNT, Ms. 

SOLIS, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Ms. DELAURO, 
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. SCOTT of Geor-
gia, Mr. SANDERS, and Mr. CLAY. 

H.R. 5289: Mrs. BIGGERT. 
H.R. 5309: Mr. POMEROY. 
H.R. 5312: Mr. MCKEON. 
H.R. 5316: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. 
H.R. 5348: Ms. HOOLEY. 
H.R. 5362: Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. 
H.R. 5372: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. 
H.R. 5388: Ms. BALDWIN. 
H.R. 5390: Mr. BRADLEY of New Hampshire. 
H.R. 5399: Mr. DUNCAN. 
H.R. 5400: Mrs. CUBIN. 
H.R. 5452: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
H.R. 5487: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. 
H.R. 5502: Mr. MCCAUL of Texas. 
H.R. 5514: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. 

JEFFERSON, and Ms. BORDALLO. 
H.R. 5529: Mr. TIAHRT. 
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H.R. 5552: Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. 
H.R. 5555: Mr. RUSH and Mr. JEFFERSON. 
H.R. 5558: Mrs. CUBIN. 
H.R. 5562: Mrs. DRAKE. 
H.R. 5613: Mr. JINDAL. 
H.R. 5624: Mr. CARDIN. 
H.R. 5635: Mr. CONYERS, Mr. CARDIN, Ms. 

KILPATRICK of Michigan, Mr. GORDON, Mr. 
OBEY, Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee, Mr. KILDEE, 
Mr. LEVIN, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. CHAN-
DLER, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, 
Mr. DINGELL, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Mr. STUPAK. 

H.R. 5642: Ms. CARSON, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. 
THOMPSON of California, Ms. HARMAN, Mr. 
SHAYS, Mr. SIMMONS, and Mrs. JOHNSON of 
Connecticut. 

H.R. 5671: Mr. PASCRELL, and Mrs. MCCAR-
THY. 

H.R. 5698: Ms. DEGETTE. 
H.R. 5702: Mr. MILLER of Florida. 
H.R. 5704: Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-

ida, Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. 
MORAN of Virginia, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. 
TERRY, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, and Mr. 
GARRETT of New Jersey. 

H.R. 5709: Mr. BONNER, and Mr. PLATTS. 
H.R. 5727: Mr. DINGELL, Ms. DELAURO, and 

Ms. ESHOO. 
H.R. 5729: Mr. DINGELL, Ms. DELAURO, and 

Ms. ESHOO. 
H.R. 5738: Mr. FERGUSON, and Mr. ENGEL. 
H.R. 5743: Mr. SOUDER. 
H.R. 5746: Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr. 

TIERNEY, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. 
OSBORNE, Mr. OBERSTAR, and Mr. NUSSLE. 

H.R. 5770: Mr. CLYBURN. 

H.R. 5771: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, 
Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. GENE GREEN of 
Texas, Ms. DEGETTE, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, 
Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. LIPINSKI, Ms. MILLENDER- 
MCDONALD, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
CAPUANO, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. AL 
GREEN of Texas, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. GORDON, 
Mr. LYNCH, Mrs. DAVIS of California, Mr. WU, 
Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. UDALL of 
Colorado, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. DICKS, Mr. DIN-
GELL, Mr. RUSH, Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. PASTOR, 
Mr. LANTOS, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. FARR, Mr. 
GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr. ACKERMAN, 
Mr. BAIRD, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. CARNAHAN, 
Mr. CLAY, Mr. DAVIS of Alabama, Mr. DAVIS 
of Illinois, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. 
JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. MEEK of Florida, Mr. 
MEEKs of New York, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. SCOTT 
of Virginia, Mr. VISCLOSKY, and Mr. WATT. 

H.R. 5784: Ms. BORDALLO. 

H.R. 5790: Mr. RANGEL and Mrs. MCCARTHY. 

H.R. 5791: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. 

H.R. 5795: Mr. CAPUANO. 

H.R. 5829: Mr. FORD. 

H.R. 5834: Ms. HOOLEY. 

H.R. 5848: Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota, Mr. 
ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. EHLERS, Mrs. 
MCMORRIS RODGERS, Mr. SWEENEY, Mr. KUHL 
of New York, and Mr. WALSH. 

H.R. 5850: Mr. CLYBURN. 
H.R. 5858: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. 
H.R. 5864: Mr. PALLONE, Mr. STARK, Mr. 

FITZPATRICK of Pennsylvania, Ms. DEGETTE, 
Mr. WU, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. 
LANGEVIN, and Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. 

H.R. 5866: Mr. SMITH of Texas. 
H.R. 5881: Mr. EDWARDS, Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS 

of Virginia, and Mr. FILNER. 
H.R. 5888: Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr. GAR-

RETT of New Jersey, and Mrs. BIGGERT. 
H.R. 5894: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. 
H.R. 5897: Mr. PAYNE, Mr. OLVER, Ms. JACK-

SON-LEE of Texas, Ms. Velázquez, Mr. ENGEL, 

Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. THOMP-
SON of California, Ms. MATSUI, Mr. INSLEE, 
Mr. DOGGETT, Ms. BERKLEY, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. 
LIPINSKI, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mrs. MCCARTHY, 
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. STARK, Mrs. CAPPS, 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. SABO, Ms. WATSON, Mr. 
FILNER, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. 
MILLER of North Carolina, Mr. BAIRD, Mr. 
SCHIFF, Mr. HOLT, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. GORDON, 
Mr. MOORE of Kansas, Mr. BOSWELL, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. WU, and Mr. 
KENNEDY of Rhode Island. 

H.R. 5900: Mr. MORAN of Kansas. 
H.R. 5906: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. 
H.R. 5908: Mr. WESTMORELAND. 
H.R. 5918: Mrs. DAVIS of California. 
H.R. 5940: Mr. HOLT and Mrs. BIGGERT. 
H.R. 5957: Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, and Mr. 

SNYDER. 
H.R. 5960: Mr. REYES. 
H.R. 5965: Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. SCOTT of Vir-

ginia, Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee, Mr. THOMPSON 
of Mississippi, Mr. RUSH, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. 
CLYBURN, Mr. ALLEN, and Mr. PASCRELL. 

H.R. 5967: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland and 
Mr. SOUDER. 

H.R. 5968: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. 
H.R. 5986: Mr. MILLER of Florida. 
H.R. 6008: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois and Mr. 

CONYERS. 
H.R. 6011: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. 
H.R. 6028: Ms. NORTON, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. 

BOUCHER, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. RUSH, Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. BISHOP of Geor-
gia, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Ms. MILLENDER- 
MCDONALD, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. 
WEINER, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, 
and Mr. HONDA. 

H.R. 6029: Mr. HERGER, Ms. BERKLEY, and 
Mr. FRANKs of Arizona. 

H.R. 6038: Ms. CARSON, Mr. CONYERS, and 
Mr. CLAY. 

H.R. 6040: Mr. WICKER. 
H.R. 6041: Mr. LEACH, and Mr. LATHAM. 
H.R. 6053: Mr. KUHL of New York. 
H.R. 6057: Mr. HERGER, Mr. MILLER of Flor-

ida, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mrs. CUBIN, Mrs. 
MCMORRIS RODGERS, Mr. GILLMOR, and Mr. 
PETRI. 

H.R. 6064: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mrs. JOHN-
SON of Connecticut, and Mr. SIMMONS. 

H.R. 6066: Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. BOREN, Mr. 
ALLEN, Mr. CLAY, Mr. REYES, Mr. LANTOS, 
Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, 
Mr. EMANUEL, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mrs. 
MCCARTHY, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. MACK, 
and Mr. MCNULTY. 

H.R. 6067: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island and 
Mr. KUCINICH. 

H.R. 6093: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 6098: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island and 

Mr. LANGEVIN. 
H.R. 6104: Mr. BLUMENAUER. 
H.R. 6117: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 6118: Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 6119: Mr. SMITH of Washington, Mr. 

MCDERMOTT, Mr. BAIRD, Mr. REICHERT, Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. INSLEE, and 
Mr. LARSEN of Washington. 

H.R. 6122: Mr. DAVIS of Florida. 
H.R. 6124: Mr. BISHOP of New York, Mr. 

ACKERMAN, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. 
MCNULTY, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. 
OWENS, and Mr. MEEKS of New York. 

H.R. 6130: Mr. KIND. 
H.R. 6132: Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. UPTON, Mrs. 

CAPPS, Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. 
ALLEN, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. WALDEN of Oregon, Mr. 
PEARCE, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. MARSHALL, Mr. 
MILLER of North Carolina, and Mr. CAPUANO. 

H.R. 6134: Mr. PAUL. 
H.R. 6135: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
H.R. 6136: Mr. SALAZAR, Mrs. JOHNSON of 

Connecticut, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. MORAN of 

Kansas, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. 
KOLBE, and Mr. LATHAM. 

H.R. 6140: Mr. MILLER of North Carolina, 
Mr. FILNER, and Mr. FRANK of Massachu-
setts. 

H.R. 6147: Mr. JEFFERSON and Mr. FILNER. 
H.R. 6157: Mr. SOUDER, Mr. MILLER of Flor-

ida, Mr. PITTS, and Mr. LINDER. 
H.R. 6172: Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, and 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. 
H.R. 6175: Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. 

RAMSTAD, Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. 
RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Mr. OBER-
STAR. 

H.R. 6178: Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. GRIJALVA, 
and Mr. LEACH. 

H.R. 6180: Mr. SMITH of Washington, Mr. 
BISHOP of Georgia, and Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey. 

H.R. 6184: Mr. ALLEN. 
H.R. 6187: Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. 

RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. PRICE of North Caro-
lina, Ms. MCKINNEY, Ms. ESHOO, Ms. BALD-
WIN, Ms. KAPTUR, and Mr. TIERNEY. 

H.R. 6188: Mr. POMEROY and Mr. BOUCHER. 
H.R. 6191: Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida. 
H.R. 6193: Mrs. CAPPS. 
H.R. 6196: Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. 

JENKINS, Mr. PEARCE, Mr. PETERSON of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. 
CAMP of Michigan, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. BISHOP of 
New York, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr. 
SIMMONS, Ms. DELAURO, and Mr. TAYLOR of 
North Carolina. 

H.R. 6203: Mr. SHAYS, Mr. MURPHY, and Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE of Texas. 

H.R. 6206: Mr. CARNAHAN. 
H.R. 6212: Mrs. MCCARTHY and Mr. 

HINOJOSA. 
H.R. 6227: Mr. MACK and Mr. JEFFERSON. 
H.R. 6228: Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr. 

PAUL, and Mr. ORTIZ. 
H.R. 6234: Mr. PEARCE. 
H.R. 6235: Mrs. MALONEY. 
H.R. 6237: Mr. MARKEY. 
H.R. 6242: Mr. BEAUPREZ. 
H.R. 6248: Mr. EHLERS. 
H.R. 6250: Mr. EVANS. 
H. Con. Res. 340: Mr. SHAYS and Ms. 

HOOLEY. 
H. Con. Res. 348: Mr. DEFAZIO. 
H. Con. Res. 397: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, 

Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of California, Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. WYNN, Mr. 
FORTENBERRY, Ms. WATSON, Mr. HONDA, and 
Mr. WATT. 

H. Con. Res. 404: Ms. HOOLEY. 
H. Con. Res. 424: Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. 

TIAHRT, Mr. FILNER, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON of Texas, and Mr. STRICKLAND. 

H. Con. Res. 453: Mr. CLAY, Ms. KAPTUR, 
and Mr. CLEAVER. 

H. Con. Res. 457: Mr. GOODE. 
H. Con. Res. 465: Mr. KILDEE and Mr. CLAY. 
H. Con. Res. 470: Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 

MCDERMOTT, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. HONDA, Mr. 
MEEHAN, and Mr. MARKEY. 

H. Con. Res. 476: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. 
TOM DAVIS of Virginia, and Mr. SESSIONS. 

H. Con. Res. 482: Mr. SAXTON. 
H. Con. Res. 484: Mr. WALSH. 
H. Res. 466: Mr. MILLER of North Carolina. 
H. Res. 518: Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of 

Florida, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, 
Mr. ORTIZ, Ms. HOOLEY, and Mr. 
BLUMENAUER. 

H. Res. 787: Mr. FILNER. 
H. Res. 863: Mr. BOSWELL. 
H. Res. 888: Mr. FILNER. 
H. Res. 960: Mr. MCCOTTER. 
H. Res. 961: Mr. RAHALL. 
H. Res. 962: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. 
H. Res. 975: Mr. CAMPBELL OF CALIFORNIA. 
H. Res. 977: Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. HONDA, and Mr. 

INSLEE. 
H. Res. 1005: Mr. CARNAHAN. 
H. Res. 1028: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 04:09 Nov 18, 2006 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00154 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORDCX\T37X$J0E\H29SE6.REC H29SE6cc
ol

em
an

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

71
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H8059 September 29, 2006 
H. Res. 1033: Mr. STEARNS. 
H. Res. 1043: Mr. MICHAUD. 
H. Res. 1050: Mrs. JONES of Ohio. 
H. Res. 1055: Ms. LEE. 
H. Res. 1056: Ms. MATSUI and Mr. EDWARDS. 
H. Res. 1059: Mr. NADLER. 

f 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows: 

H.R. 3938: Mr. WELDON of Florida. 

f 

DISCHARGE PETITIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XV, the fol-
lowing discharge petitions were filed: 

Petition 16, September 25, 2006, by Mr. 
JOHN BARROW on House Resolution 998, 
was signed by he following Members: John 
Barrow, Grace F. Napolitano, Lincoln Davis, 
Michael H. Michaud, Leonard L. Boswell, 
Brian Higgins, Diane E. Watson, Nydia M. 
Velazquez, Doris O. Matsui, Michael R. 
McNulty, Bob Etheridge, Eddie Bernice 
Johnson, David Scott, Lois Capps, Hilda L. 
Solis, Ron Kind, Shelley Berkley, Peter A. 
DeFazio, Adam B. Schiff, Earl Pomeroy, Sam 
Farr, Collin C. Peterson, Janice D. 
Schakowsky, Ben Chandler, Charlie 
Melancon, Mike Ross, Henry Cuellar, Tim 
Ryan, Sanford D. Bishop, Jr., G.K. 
Butterfield, Stephanie Herseth, Marion 
Berry, Jesse L. Jackson, Jr., Lynn C. Wool-
sey, Mike McIntyre, John Lewis, Marcy Kap-
tur, Sheila Jackson-Lee, Russ Carnahan, 
Robert C. Scott, Barney Frank, Major R. 
Owens, Thomas H. Allen, Alcee L. Hastings, 
Joe Baca, Louise McIntosh Slaughter, Caro-
lyn McCarthy, Charles B. Rangel, John Con-
yers, Jr., Ellen O. Tauscher, Tammy Bald-
win, David E. Price, Zoe Lofgren, Steny H. 
Hoyer, Joseph Crowley, John W. Olver, Lo-
retta Sanchez, Lucille Roybal-Allard, Rick 
Larsen, Dennis Moore, Bart Stupak, Carolyn 
B. Maloney, James R. Langevin, Mark Udall, 
Gary L. Ackerman, Tom Udall, Debbie 
Wasserman Schultz, Tim Holden, Jim Costa, 
Brad Miller, Steven R. Rothman, John S. 
Tanner, Danny K. Davis, Artur Davis, 
Allyson Y. Schwartz, Michael M. Honda, 
Charles A. Gonzalez, John D. Dingell, 
Fortney Pete Stark, James P. Moran, Henry 
A. Waxman, Anna G. Eshoo, Bernard Sand-
ers, Edolphus Towns, David R. Obey, Julia 
Carson, Betty McCollum, William D. 
Delahunt, Rosa L. DeLauro, Jay Inslee, Mau-
rice D. Hinchey, John B. Larson, Ike Skel-
ton, Emanuel Cleaver, James L. Oberstar, 
Xavier Becerra, James E. Clyburn, Bennie G. 
Thompson, Jerrold Nadler, Bob Filner, Eliot 
L. Engel, George Miller, Robert E. Andrews, 
Chet Edwards, Carolyn C. Kilpatrick, Dennis 
A. Cardoza, Sander M. Levin, Neil Aber-
crombie, Barney Frank, C.A. Dutch 
Ruppersberger, Dennis J. Kucinich, Howard 
L. Berman, Ruben Hinojosa, Solomon P. 
Ortiz, Mike Thompson, Donald M. Payne, Ed 
Case, Susan A. Davis, Stephen F. Lynch, 
Jane Harman, Patrick J. Kennedy, David 
Wu, Sherrod Brown, Frank Pallone, Jr., Rob-
ert A. Brady, Chaka Fattah, Dan Boren, 
Gregory W. Meeks, Tom Lantos, Timothy H. 
Bishop, Bart Gordon, Jim McDermott, Nita 
M. Lowey, Al Green, Robert E. (Bud) Cramer, 
Jr., Vic Snyder, Diana DeGette, Gene Green, 
Marilyn N. Musgrave, Jerry F. Costello, Mar-
tin Olav Sabo, Barbara Lee, James P. 
McGovern, John T. Salazar, Jim Marshall, 
Lane Evans, Silvestre Reyes, Nick J. Rahall 
II, William J. Jefferson, Nick J. Rahall II, 
William J. Jefferson, Dale E. Kildee, Nancy 
Pelosi, Stephanie Tubbs Jones, Jim Cooper, 

Bobby L. Rush, Lloyd Doggett, Chris Van 
Hollen, Benjamin L. Cardin, Rush D. Holt, 
Michael E. Capuano, John F. Tierney, Me-
lissa L. Bean, Ed Pastor, Jim Davis, Corrine 
Brown, Raul M. Grijalva, Daniel Lipinski, 
Brian Baird, Allen Boyd, Wm. Lacy Clay, 
Bill Pascrell, Jr., Norman D. Dicks, Brad 
Sherman, Juanita Millender-McDonald, 
Rahm Emanuel, Albert Russell Wynn, José 
E. Serrano, Steve Israel, Jim Matheson, Dar-
lene Hooley, Maxine Waters, Linda T. 
Sánchez, Anthony D. Weiner, Michael F. 
Doyle, Kendrick B. Meek, John M. Spratt, 
Jr., Luis V. Gutierrez, Robert Wexler, Gene 
Taylor, Gwen Moore, Elijah E. Cummings, 
Richard E. Neal, Melvin L. Watt, Adam 
Smith, Alan B. Mollohan, Harold E. Ford, 
Jr., Cynthia McKinney, Edward J. Markey, 
and Ralph M. Hall. 

Petition 17, Wednesday, September 27, 2006, 
by Mrs. NITA M. LOWEY on House Resolution 
1007, was signed by the following Members: 
Nita M. Lowey, JOe Baca, Artur Davis, Lois 
Capps, Gene Green, Charles B. Rangel, Rob-
ert A. Brady, Eddie Bernice Johnson, Leon-
ard L. Boswell, Michael H. Michaud, Carolyn 
C. Kilpatrick, Maurice D. Hinchey, Jerry F. 
Costello, Tom Udall, Michael R. McNulty, 
Adam B. Schiff, Barbara Lee, James P. 
McGovern, Sanford D. Bishop, Jr., Lane 
Evans, Silvestre Reyes, Russ Carnahan, Bob 
Filner, John Barrow, Zoe Lofgren, Charlie 
Melancon, John W. Olver, William J. Jeffer-
son, Donald M. Payne, Ben Chandler, Mike 
Ross, Dale E. Kildee, Elijah E. Cummings, 
Nancy Pelosi, Stephanie Tubbs Jones, Caro-
lyn B. Maloney, Sheila Jackson-Lee, Steph-
anie Herseth, James R. Langevin, James E. 
Clyburn, David Scott, Robert Wexler, Lucille 
Roybal-Allard, Susan A. Davis, Sam Farr, 
Benjamin L. Cardin, Rush D. Holt, Timothy 
H. Bishop, John D. Dingell, Ed Pastor, Ste-
ven R. Rothman, Major R. Owens, Corrine 
Brown, Rick Larsen, Betty McCollum, 
Fortney Pete Stark, Michael M. Honda, 
Ellen O. Tauscher, Raul M. Grijalva, Janice 
D. Schakowsky, Peter A. DeFazio, Hilda L. 
Solis, Alcee L. Hastings, Brian Baird, Ruben 
Hinojosa, Doris O. Matsui, Wm. Lacy Clay, 
Bob Etheridge, Gary L. Ackerman, Juanita 
Millender-McDonald, Sherrod Brown, C.A. 
Dutch Ruppersberger, Maxine Waters, Wil-
liam D. Delahunt, Stephen F. Lynch, James 
P. Moran, Brian Higgins, Robert C. Scott, 
Anthony D. Weiner, Nydia M. Velazquez, 
Tammy Baldwin, Charles A. Gonzalez, 
Debbie Wasserman Schultz, David R. Obey, 
Henry Cuellar, Darlene Hooley, David Wu, 
Albert Russell Wynn, Rosa L. DeLauro, Mar-
ion Berry, Julia Carson, Shelley Berkley, 
Jim Davis, Howard L. Berman, Henry A. 
Waxman, Bart Stupak, Chet Edwards, Ed-
ward J. Markey, Frank Pallone, Jr., and 
Jerrold Nadler. 

Petition 18. Thursday, September 28, 2006, 
by Mr. PATRICK J. KENNEDY on H.R. 1402, 
was signed by the following Members: Pat-
rick J. Kennedy, Jim F. Ramstad, Betty 
McCollum, Fortney Pete Stark, Bob Filner, 
Michael M. Honda, Ellen O. Tauscher, Raul 
M. Grijalva, Janice D. Schakowsky, Anna G. 
Eshoo, Christopher Shays, Artur Davis, 
Peter A. DeFazio, James R. Langevin, Hilda 
L. Solis, Mike Thompson, James A. Leach, 
Jim McDermott, Gene Green, Alcee L. 
Hastings, Brian Baird, Marcy Kaptur, Lucille 
Roybal-Allard, Ruben Hinojosa, Collin C. Pe-
terson, Michael R. McNulty, Sam Farr, Xa-
vier Becerra, Wm. Lacy Clay, George Miller, 
Bill Pascrell, Jr., John Sullivan, Dennis 
Moore, Steny H. Hoyer, Robert Wexler, Jua-
nita Millender-McDonald, Carolyn McCar-
thy, Gary L. Ackerman, Rahm Emanuel, 
Lloyd Doggett, Thomas H. Allen, Jo Ann 
Emerson, Sherrod Brown, John F. Tierney, 
William D. Delahunt, David R. Obey, Rush D. 
Holt, Lois Capps, Stephen F. Lynch, Jerry F. 
Costello, Henry Cuellar, Bobby L. Rush, 

James P. Moran, Tom Udall, Sheila Jackson- 
Lee, Joseph Crowley, Brian Higgins, James 
E. Clyburn, Sanford D. Bishop, Jr., Michael 
H. Michaud, Anthony D. Weiner, Steven R. 
Rothman, Carolyn B. Maloney, Robert E. 
Andrews, Benjamin L. Cardin, Danny K. 
Davis, Diane E. Watson, Emanuel Cleaver, 
Ed Case, Russ Carnahan, Steve Israel, John 
W. Olver, John M. Spratt, Jr., Neil Aber-
crombie, Doris O. Matsui, Nydia M. Velaz-
quez, Jim Costa, Dan Boren, Jim Davis, Ron 
Kind, Henry A. Waxman, Charles A. Gon-
zalez, Lynn C. Woolsey, Grace F. Napolitano, 
Nita M. Lowey, Brad Sherman, Adam B. 
Schiff, Maurice D. Hinchey, Susan A. Davis, 
Dennis A. Cardoza, Dennis J. Kucinich, Eli-
jah E. Cummings, John B. Larson, Debbie 
Wasserman Schultz, Joe Baca, Sander M. 
Levin, Martin Olav Sabo, Earl Blumenauer, 
Barney Frank, David E. Price, James P. 
McGovern, Chris Van Hollen, Rosa L. 
DeLauro, Bart Gordon, Michael E. Capuano, 
David Wu, Melvin L. Watt, Alan B. Mol-
lohan, Richard E. Neal, Gwen Moore, Julia 
Carson, Vic Snyder, Shelley Berkley, C.A. 
Dutch Ruppersberger, Dale E. Kildee, Harold 
E. Ford, Jr., Cynthia McKinney, Howard L. 
Berman, John Conyers, Jr., Bart Stupak, 
Edolphus Towns, Daniel Lipinski, William J. 
Jefferson, David Scott, Louise McIntosh 
Slaughter, Gregory W. Meeks, Silvestre 
Reyes, Ed Pastor, Norman D. Dicks, Jay Ins-
lee, Tom Lantos, Corrine Brown, John Bar-
row, G.K. Butterfield, Albert Russell Wynn, 
Chaka Fattah, Nancy Pelosi, Frank Pallone, 
Jr., Stephanie Herseth, Robert A. Brady, 
Tim Holden, Melissa L. Bean, Timothy H. 
Bishop, Tammy Baldwin, Edward J. Markey, 
Leonard L. Boswell, Jane Harman, Michael 
F. Doyle, Donald M. Payne, Ike Skelton, 
Diana DeGette, Jim Cooper, Bob Etheridge, 
Brad Miller, Robert C. Scott, Tim Ryan, 
Charlie Melancon, Jim Matheson, Nick J. 
Rahall II, Loretta Sanchez, Marion Berry, 
Jose E. Serrano, Tom Udall, Darlene Hooley, 
and Jerrold Nadler. 

f 

DISCHARGE PETITIONS— 
ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS 

The following Members added their 
names to the following discharge peti-
tion: 

Petition 5 by Mr. WAXMAN on House Res-
olution 537: Rosa L. DeLauro. 

Petition 8 by Mr. WAXMAN on House Res-
olution 570: Rosa L. DeLauro. 

Petition 10 by Ms. HERSETH on House 
Resolution 585: Kendrick B. Meek. 

Petition 12 by Mr. MARKEY on House bill 
H.R. 4263: Henry A. Waxman, Marcy Kaptur, 
John B. Larson, Joe Baca, Michael R. 
McNulty, Stephanie Tubbs Jones, Maxine 
Waters, Stephen F. Lynch, Rosa L. DeLauro, 
and Cynthia McKinney. 

Petition 14 by Mr. FILNER on House Reso-
lution 917: Grace F. Napolitano, Lois Capps, 
Peter A. DeFazio, Jane Harman, Carolyn 
McCarthy, Charles B. Rangel, John Conyers, 
Jr., Ellen O. Tauscher, Allen Boyd, Dennis 
Moore, Shelley Berkley, Bart Stupak, Jim 
Costa, Brad Miller, Steven R. Rothman, 
John S. Tanner, Danny K. Davis, Artur 
Davis, Allyson Y. Schwartz, Michael M. 
Honda, Charles A. Gonzalez, Hilda L. Solis, 
Russ Carnahan, Fortney Pete Stark, James 
P. Moran, Henry A. Waxman, Bernard Sand-
ers, Edolphus Towns, William D. Delahunt, 
Rosa L. DeLauro, Marcy Kaptur, Jay Inslee, 
Maurice D. Hinchey, John B. Larson, Jerrold 
Nadler, Eliot L. Engel, George Miller, Diane 
E. Watson, Alcee L. Hastings, Robert E. An-
drews, Bennie G. Thompson, Chet Edwards, 
Carolyn C. Kilpatrick, Dennis A. Cardoza, 
Mike Ross, Neil Abercrombie, C. A. Dutch 
Ruppersberger, Dennis J. Kucinich, Howard 
L. Berman, Gary L. Ackerman, James R. 
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Langevin, Rubén Hinojosa, Solomon P. Ortiz, 
Mike Thompson, Donald M. Payne, Ed Case, 
Tom Lantos, Lloyd Doggett, David Scott, 
Patrick J. Kennedy, Sherrod Brown, Janice 
D. Schakowsky, Frank Pallone, Jr., Steph-
anie Herseth, Robert A. Brady, Chaka 
Fattah, Nydia M. Velázquez, Bill Pascrell, 
Jr., Jim McDermott, Nita M. Lowey, Al 
Green, Charlie Melancon, Robert E. (Bud) 
Cramer, Jr., Joe Baca, Vic Snyder, Louise 
McIntosh Slaughter, Diana DeGette, Loretta 
Sánchez, Leonard L. Boswell, Jerry F. 
Costello, Tom Udall, Martin Olav Sabo, Mi-
chael R. McNulty, Adam B. Schiff, James P. 
McGovern, Sanford D. Bishop, Jr., Lane 
Evans, Silvestre Reyes, John W. Olver, Nick 
J. Rahall II, Gregory W. Meeks, William J. 
Jefferson, Ben Chandler, Paul E. Kanjorski, 
Robert C. Scott, Henry Cuellar, Dale E. Kil-
dee, G. K. Butterfield, Elijah E. Cummings, 
Steny H. Hoyer, Stephanie Tubbs Jones, 
Carolyn B. Maloney, Jim Cooper, Bobby L. 
Rush, James E. Clyburn, Lucille Roybal-Al-
lard, Benjamin L. Cardin, Rush D. Holt, 
Chris Van Hollen, Michael E. Capuano, Adam 
Smith, Timothy H. Bishop, Debbie 
Wasserman Schultz, Lincoln Davis, Albert 
Russell Wynn, Ed Pastor, Collin C. Peterson, 
Major R. Owens, Richard E. Neal, Jim Davis, 
Corrine Brown, Rick Larsen, Daniel Lipin-

ski, Luis V. Gutierrez, Gene Green, Brian 
Baird, James L. Oberstar, Tim Holden, Wm. 
Lacy Clay, Bob Etheridge, Raul M. Grijalva, 
Norman D. Dicks, Brad Sherman, Juanita 
Millender-McDonald, Kendrick B. Meek, 
Thomas H. Allen, Xavier Becerra, Steve 
Israel, Maxine Waters, Brian Higgins, Tim 
Ryan, Joseph Crowley, Linda T. Sánchez, 
Anthony D. Weiner, John T. Salazar, Ron 
Kind, John M. Spratt, Jr., Tammy Baldwin, 
Mike McIntyre, Darlene Hooley, Melvin L. 
Watt, Harold E. Ford, Jr., Cynthia McKin-
ney, Jim Matheson, Rahm Emanuel, Nancy 
Pelosi, and Edward J. Markey. 

Petition 15 by Mr. DOGGETT on House 
Resolution 987: Grace F. Napolitano, Lois 
Capps, Shelley Berkley, Peter A. DeFazio, 
James P. McGovern, Janice D. Schakowsky, 
Tim Ryan, Sanford D. Bishop, Jr., G. K. 
Butterfield, Barney Frank, Albert Russell 
Wynn, Thomas H. Allen, Carolyn McCarthy, 
Charles B. Rangel, Doris O. Matsui, Tammy 
Baldwin, David E. Price, Mike Thompson, 
Lynn C. Woolsey, Linda T. Sánchez, Loretta 
Sanchez, Rick Larsen, Michael E. Capuano, 
Dennis Moore, Robert Wexler, Gary L. Ack-
erman, Tom Udall, Tim Holden, Adam B. 
Schiff, Steven R. Rothman, Michael M. 
Honda, Charles A. Gonzalez, Hilda L. Solis, 
Russ Carnahan, Fortney Pete Stark, James 

P. Moran, Henry A. Waxman, Anna G. Eshoo, 
William D. Delahunt, Rosa L. DeLauro, 
Marcy Kaptur, Maurice D. Hinchey, John B. 
Larson, Xavier Becerra, Jerrold Nadler, Bob 
Filner, Eliot L. Engel, George Miller, Robert 
E. Andrews, Chet Edwards, David Wu, 
Sherrod Brown, Frank Pallone, Jr., Robert 
A. Brady, Chaka Fattah, Nita M. Lowey, 
Charlie Melancon, Joe Baca, John Conyers, 
Jr., Michael R. McNulty, Patrick J. Ken-
nedy, Lane Evans, Dan Boren, Elijah E. 
Cummings, Stephanie Tubbs Jones, Carolyn 
B. Maloney, Lucille Roybal-Allard, John W. 
Olver, Rush D. Holt, Chris Van Hollen, Me-
lissa L. Bean, Luis V. Gutierrez, Alcee L. 
Hastings, Juanita Millender-McDonald, 
Kendrick B. Meek, Maxine Waters, Brian 
Higgins, Anthony D. Weiner, Jim Davis, 
Jerry F. Costello, Cynthia McKinney, Daniel 
Lipinski, Rahm Emanuel, Christopher 
Shays, Edward J. Markey, and Ralph M. 
Hall. 

The following Member’s name was 
withdrawn from the following dis-
charge petition: 

Petition 16 by Mr. JOHN BARROW on 
House Resolution 998: Barney Frank. 
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