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to correct all this were attempted in
the Committee on Rules but denied. So
I would say go and fix it or defeat it.

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

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume to
close.
Mr. Speaker, I urge Members to vote
no’’ on the previous question so we
can change this rule to include three
very important Democratic amend-
ments that were not allowed by the
Committee on Rules last night. In fact,
two of the amendments, one offered by
my colleagues, the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. BARROW) and the gentle-
woman from Wisconsin (Ms. MOORE),
related to the rights of minority busi-
ness owners. Another offered by the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
LINDA SANCHEZ) relating to expanding
the microloan program was denied not
only in the Committee on Rules but in
the Committee on Small Business as
well.

The third amendment denied by the
Committee on Rules, offered by the
gentlewoman from Illinois (Ms. BEAN),
would have put the House on record in
support of the 7(a) loan program.

Mr. Speaker, this should not be about
partisan politics. It is about fairness. It
is bad enough that most Democratic
amendments are blocked from floor
considerations around here; now the
Republican leadership does not even
want them considered in the commit-
tees of original jurisdiction. I am very
disturbed by the pattern of abuse that
seems to be spreading in this House,
first on the House floor and now in the
committee process as well. This must
stop.

Vote ‘“‘no” on the previous question
so we can include these three thought-
ful amendments. I want to make it
very clear, that a ‘‘no” vote will not
stop us from considering this legisla-
tion; however, a ‘‘yes” vote will block
these amendments from any type of
congressional action in the House.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of the amend-
ments immediately prior to the vote on
the previous question.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

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

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

This resolution outlines the areas
that the 109th Congress needs to high-
light for all small businesses.

In previous Congresses we have initi-
ated many areas of small business in
terms of trying to help them grow and
flourish where they are employing so
many Americans. They are the very en-
gine of our Nation’s economy and it is
time that we start acting on legisla-
tion to help them continue to do so.

I thank the gentleman from Florida
for bringing the measure to the floor. I
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urge a ‘‘yes’” vote on the rule and the

underlying resolution.

The material previously referred to
by Ms. MATSUI is as follows:

PREVIOUS QUESTION FOR H. RES. 235 H. RES.
22—EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF THE HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES THAT AMERICAN SMALL
BUSINESSES ARE ENTITLED TO A SMALL BUSI-
NESS BILL OF RIGHTS
Strike all after the resolved clause and in-

sert:

That upon the adoption of this resolution
it shall be in order without intervention of
any point of order to consider in the House
the resolution (H. Res. 22) expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that
American small businesses are entitled to a
Small Business Bill of Rights. The amend-
ments to the resolution and the preamble
recommended by the Committee on Small
Business now printed in the resolution are
considered as adopted. The previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the resolu-
tion and preamble, as amended, to final
adoption without intervening motion or de-
mand for division of the question except: (1)
one hour of debate equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Small Busi-
ness; (2) the amendments printed in section
2, if offered by the Member designated or a
designee, each of which shall be in order
without intervention of any point of order or
demand for division of the question, shall be
considered as read, and shall be separately
debatable for 20 minutes equally divided and
controlled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent; and (3) one motion to recommit, which
may not contain instructions.

SEC. 2. The amendments referred to the
first section of this resolution are as follows:

(1) Amendment by Representative Barrow
of Georgia or Representative Moore of Wis-
consin.

AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 22, AS REPORTED

OFFERED BY MR. BARROW OF GEORGIA AND
MsS. MOORE OF WISCONSIN

Page 6, after line 7, insert the following:

(8) Minority business owners have the right
to participate fully in the Federal market-
place and to receive the ‘“‘maximum prac-
ticable opportunity’ promised them under
section 8 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C.
637). To accomplish this, programs aimed at
minority business development must be
modernized, adequately funded, and sup-
ported by the Small Business Administra-
tion. This will ensure that the Nation’s mi-
nority entrepreneurs receive the support
they need and rightfully deserve, allowing
them to serve as an important catalyst to
the economy.

In the fourteenth whereas clause, strike
“and” at the end.

After the fourteenth whereas clause, insert
the following:

Whereas a business ownership divide exists
in this country. Despite the fact that people
of color represent 32 percent of the United
States population, these individuals own
only 15 percent of businesses. These same
barriers exist for minority-owned companies
attempting to access the Federal market-
place. Today, fewer than 5 percent of Govern-
ment contracts go to minority businesses.
This is due, in large part, to a lack of sup-
port by Federal officials for key minority
business development programs designed to
assist this segment of the business popu-
lation. Programs once embraced by agencies
and administrations have stagnated and been
allowed to deteriorate without legislative
improvements for nearly 20 years, leaving
minority business owners without the assist-
ance they need to reach their full potential;
and
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(2) Amendment by Representative Sanchez.
AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 22, AS REPORTED
OFFERED BY Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ OF
CALIFORNIA

In the fourteenth whereas clause, strike
“and’’ at the end.

After the fourteenth whereas clause, insert
the following:

Whereas traditional lenders do not make
loans to many of the Nation’s low-income
entrepreneurs, which creates a gap in the
capital markets; and

Page 6, after line 7, insert the following:

(8) The right to a strengthened and ex-
panded microloan program under section
T(m) of the Small business Act (15 U.S.C.
636(m)), which will ensure that low-income
small businesses can contribute to the eco-
nomic development of local communities.

(3) Amendment by Representative Bean of
Illinois.

AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 22, AS REPORTED

OFFERED BY MS. BEAN OF ILLINOIS

Page 6, line 3, insert before the period,
“which would be accomplished by restoring
funding for the loan program under section
7(a) of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C.
636(a))”’.

Mrs. CAPITO. 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. MATSUI. 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 motion will be post-
poned.

———

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1636

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to have my name removed as a cospon-
sor of H.R. 1636.

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

There was no objection.

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 748, CHILD INTERSTATE
ABORTION NOTIFICATION ACT

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 236 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 236

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 748) to amend
title 18, United States Code, to prevent the
transportation of minors in circumvention of
certain laws relating to abortion, and for
other purposes. The first reading of the bill
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shall be dispensed with. All points of order
against consideration of the bill are waived.
General debate shall be confined to the bill
and shall not exceed one hour equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on the Judiciary. After general debate the
bill shall be considered for amendment under
the five-minute rule. It shall be in order to
consider as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment under the five-minute rule the
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on the Judici-
ary now printed in the bill. The committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute
shall be considered as read. Notwithstanding
clause 11 of rule XVIII, no amendment to the
committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute shall be in order except those
printed in the report of the Committee on
Rules accompanying this resolution. Each
such amendment may be offered only in the
order printed in the report, may be offered
only by a Member designated in the report,
shall be considered as read, shall be debat-
able for the time specified in the report
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, shall not be subject
to amendment, and shall not be subject to a
demand for division of the question in the
House or in the Committee of the Whole. All
points of order against such amendments are
waived. At the conclusion of consideration of
the bill for amendment the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted.
Any Member may demand a separate vote in
the House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

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

Mr. GINGREY. 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, this is a structured rule
providing for consideration of H.R. 748,
the Child Interstate Abortion Notifica-
tion Act. The rule waives all points of
order against consideration of the bill,
it provides that the amendment in the
nature of a substitute recommended by
the Committee on the Judiciary now
printed in the bill, shall be considered
as an original bill for the purpose of an
amendment.

It makes in order only those amend-
ments printed in the Committee on
Rules report accompanying the resolu-
tion; it provides that the amendments
printed in the report may be offered
only in the order printed in the report;
may be offered only by a Member des-
ignated in the report; shall be consid-
ered as read; shall be debatable for the
time specified in the report equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent
and an opponent; it shall not be subject
to an amendment and shall not be sub-
ject to a demand for the division of the
question in the House or in the com-
mittee of the whole. It waives all
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points of order against the amend-
ments printed in the report, and it pro-
vides one motion to recommit with or
without instructions.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take
this opportunity to recognize and to
thank the gentlewoman from Florida
(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) for her dedication
and leadership, not only on this bill,
but also on all matters concerning the
well-being and defense of our children.
She truly has made this fight her own
and I would like to applaud her for her
hard work.

Mr. Speaker, I fear that the oppo-
nents of this bill will demagogue it as
an assault on a woman’s right to
choose, but this bill has absolutely
nothing, let me repeat, nothing to do
with a woman’s right to choose. Rath-
er, this bill ensures that no minor is
deprived of any protection according to
not only her but also her parents under
the laws of her State.

H.R. 748 is a commonsense bill that
will prohibit the transportation of a
minor across the State line to obtain
an abortion when the child’s home
State requires parental consent. This
bill makes an exception in those ex-
tremely rare cases in which the abor-
tion is medically necessary to save the
life of the minor. Also, this bill makes
another exception allowing for judicial
bypass.

This bill also affirms the responsi-
bility of a physician prior to per-
forming an abortion on a minor from
another State to make sure that they
are acting in accordance with the laws
of her State.

Having practiced as an OB-GYN for
nearly 30 years, I am uniquely qualified
to discuss the medical and legal obliga-
tions of a physician to his or her pa-
tient. And this law not only ensures
the protection of minors but it also
clarifies the responsibility of the phy-
sician to make sure that he or she is
not inappropriately performing an
abortion on a minor without the le-
gally mandated consent of her parents.

This bill also affirms the principles
of federalism and it prevents the cir-
cumvention and violation of laws
passed by State legislatures. Over 30
States have passed parental notifica-
tion laws, Mr. Speaker. In fact, in my
home State of Georgia, the legislature
just recently passed a new abortion no-
tification law in an overwhelming and
bipartisan fashion, and this Congress
has the responsibility to defend that
federalism and the integrity of State
laws in interstate matters.

Mr. Speaker, while I can address this
issue both as a Member of Congress and
as a medical physician who has deliv-
ered a lot of precious infants, I can also
talk about this issue as a father. My
wife and I had four children. Three of
them are now grown women and two of
them have children of their own. How-
ever, I knew that when they were still
young children, minors, I not only had
a moral obligation that I proudly still
bear to this day, but also a legal obli-
gation to defend them and their well-
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being against any and every potential
and imminent danger.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation recog-
nizes this fundamental bond between
parents and child and it recognizes the
obligation of a parent to be involved
and to assist in making important de-
cisions affecting both the life and the
health of a minor. Children cannot
even be given aspirin at school without
their parents’ permission, so I cannot
comprehend how anyone could possibly
justify that administering an abortion
is less traumatic or potentially dan-
gerous than taking an aspirin. Yet, Mr.
Speaker, that is exactly what the oppo-
nents of this bill are saying through
their opposition to H.R. 748.

O 1200

During this debate, I encourage my
colleagues to remain focused on the
matter at hand and remember that this
legislation seeks to uphold the legisla-
tively guaranteed rights of parents and
their minor children. Let us not allow
this debate to be bogged down with the
same tired rhetoric about a woman’s
right to choose.

I ask my colleagues to support the
rule and the underlying bill for final

passage.
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, after being brought to
task by the American people for med-
dling in the personal and private life
decisions of an American family during
the Schiavo tragedy, you would think
that the majority in this Congress
would have learned. You would think
that they would have learned that the
people of the country do not want the
government intruding into the lives of
American families; but they have not
learned, Mr. Speaker, because here we
go again.

This bill is another invasion into the
private lives of American families
making the decisions for themselves,
and it is an invasion into the legal
rights afforded all women in this coun-
try. I am talking about the legal right
for women to choose, which is pro-
tected by the Constitution of the
United States.

We have a duty in this body to con-
sider legislation which will maximize
our freedom and equality, values which
are the very fabric of our society. Our
job here is to protect the legal rights of
those we serve and not to take them
away, and I urge a ‘‘no’ vote on this
bill.

A report was just recently released
that shows that there are more Ameri-
cans incarcerated than in any other
country in the United States. This bill
will add Granny and Granddad and the
clergy and an occasional cab driver,
this is how far this bill goes; but I want
to talk for a minute about another
abuse which has occurred in this Cham-
ber, a personal affront to three of our
colleagues.
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The Committee on Rules discovered
yesterday that the Committee on the
Judiciary report on this very bill,
which was offered by the majority
staff, contained amendment summaries
which had been rewritten by the com-
mittee staff for the sole purpose of dis-
torting the intent of the authors.

This committee report took the lib-
erty to mischaracterize and to falsify
the intent of several amendments of-
fered in committee by Democrat Mem-
bers of this body.

At least five amendments of this bill
which were designed to protect the
rights of family members and innocent
bystanders from prosecution under the
bill were rewritten as amendments de-
signed instead to protect sexual preda-
tors from prosecution and were then
included in the committee report as if
that was the actual intent of the
amendment.

No Member of Congress on either side
of the aisle would do such a despicable
thing as attempt to protect sexual
predators, and these amendments were
no more about sexual predators than
they were about terrorists or arsonists
or any other criminal class in our soci-
ety. No one was attempting to protect
them.

Indeed, what they were trying to do
was produce amendments which appar-
ently the fact of writing an amendment
was offensive. The amendments were
about the rights of the grandmothers
and siblings and clergy and the cab
drivers, and I asked the chairman of
the committee about this deception
yesterday at the Committee on Rules
hearing.

Instead of decrying what I certainly
expected would be revealed as a mis-
take by an overzealous staffer, the
chairman stood by the authored
amendment descriptions, to my great
surprise. I have known the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER)
since I first arrived in Congress, and I
did not believe that he would allow
such a thing to happen and particu-
larly not in the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, but he made it very clear to us
that the alterations to the Members’
amendments were deliberate.

When pressed as to why his com-
mittee staff took such unprecedented
action, the chairman immediately of-
fered up his own anger over the manner
in which Democrats had chosen to de-
bate and oppose the unfortunate piece
of legislation we have before us today.
In fact, he said, “You don’t like what
we wrote about your amendments, and
we don’t like what you said about our
bill.”

To falsely rewrite the intent of an
amendment submitted by another
Member, to intentionally distort its de-
scription as being designed to protect
sexual predators is no different than
accusing a fellow Member of Congress
of being an apologist for sexual preda-
tors themselves.

That is, in effect, what the chairman
of the Committee on the Judiciary has
done here, and he has ensured that
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these amendment descriptions will be
encapsulated in the RECORD for all
time by including those unfair and in-
correct amendment summaries in the
committee report. He has
mischaracterized these Members for-
ever.

This is a new low for this Chamber,
Mr. Speaker. This is a clearly dis-
honest and unethical attack on the
credibility and character of other
Members; and sadly, it is just the lat-
est in a pattern of unethical and abu-
sive tactics employed by this majority.

How incredibly arrogant it is that
they believe they have the right to
tamper with official congressional doc-
uments for their own political pur-
poses. How unbelievably arrogant is
the leadership of this Congress that
they would force their own political in-
terpretation of another Member’s work
upon this body and upon American peo-
ple in perpetuity in an official com-
mittee report.

The majority’s actions are not only
an affront to the Members in the House
but an affront to the American people.

There is no question that we can de-
bate and disagree over the impact the
bill can have. We can argue over how
well it has been written or what lan-
guage it should include to be more ef-
fective; but regardless of the way the
debate turns out, the caption on the
top of that bill or amendment serves to
instruct the American people as to
what the original intent of the legisla-
tion was.

It serves as an unbiased reading on
what the amendment aims to accom-
plish. To falsify and rewrite that de-
scription as a political attack is not
only unprecedented; it is fundamen-
tally dishonest and an abuse of the
power given to the majority by the
American people and their votes.

I have no doubts, Mr. Speaker, no
doubts that unless this CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD is amended to reflect the true
captions of these amendments, we will
see these erroneous captions again in
the form of campaign attack mail
pieces. In fact, when pressed last night
in the Committee on Rules to have the
record amended to reflect the honest
and accurate captions that belong on
the amendments, we were defeated on a
party-line vote.

So now, these honorable and hard-
working Members of Congress will be
forever branded in the official record as
having offered amendments designed to
protect sexual predators when nothing,
nothing could be further from the
truth.

Mr. Speaker, I have often heard the
chairman of the Committee on Rules,
as well as other Members of the leader-
ship, talk about the loss of civility in
this Chamber. How can we be civil
under this attack? Is this a disguised
attack to say to the Democrat Mem-
bers of the House, if you have the ef-
frontery to offer an amendment on a
bill of ours, we will destroy you in the
committee report? Have they reached
that low?
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Perhaps they have; but if we are
going to regain lost civility, they do
not need to look any further than the
abusive, unethical, and arrogant ad-
ministration of this House of Rep-
resentatives and this bill.

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

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself as much time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to take a few
moments to address some of the con-
cerns articulated by my colleague on
the Committee on Rules. The other
side of the aisle has been concerned
about how some of the amendments
they offered during the Committee on
the Judiciary markup have been char-
acterized in the committee report.

Mr. Speaker, this is a question of in-
tent versus effect. During the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary markup, there
were several amendments offered that
would have exempted certain individ-
uals from prosecution under this bill.
My colleagues on the other side of the
aisle say that they did not intend for
sexual predators to be exempt from
prosecution. I believe them. I would
hope it will never be the intent of any-
one in this body to in any way inad-
vertently or otherwise assist in doing
harm to a child to offer protection to
those who would.

But, Mr. Speaker, this is where the
effect of the amendments come to bear.
The effect of the amendments would
have been to exempt individual classes
of people from prosecution. If a case
arose where the sexual predator quali-
fied under one of these classes of indi-
viduals, that person could not be pros-
ecuted under this bill. This effect is
simply unacceptable.

The minority side argues that their
intent, not the effect, should be the
language used in the report submitted
by the Committee on the Judiciary.
However, it is the responsibility, in
fact it is the charged duty, of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary chairman to
write and file the report. It is the pre-
rogative of the chairman to write the
report as he sees fit.

On the other side, the minority has
ample opportunity to take up any issue
they choose in the dissenting views of
the report. In this instance, the dis-
senting views of the minority are found
on pages 121 to 133 of House Report 109—
51.

If the minority wants their interpre-
tation of the intent or even effect of an
amendment to be in the report, it is
wholly appropriate for them to articu-
late those views in their dissenting
views. In fact, this is just exactly what
they did.

So on the one hand, we have the
chairman stating his understanding of
the effect of these amendments; and on
the other hand, we have the minority
stating their intent. Both the minority
and majority positions are stated
clearly in the committee report.

It seems to me that both the major-
ity and minority used the committee
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report to fairly and appropriately state
their views. No one was shut out from
the opportunity to voice an opinion in
this committee report.

Mr. Speaker, I believe both sides of
the aisle used the committee report to
discuss their efforts on this legislation,
and we should not cloud the merit of
this legislation because the other side
does not like how the effect of their
amendments was characterized.

Mr. Speaker, for further clarifica-
tion, I would like to yield for as much
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER), the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I would like to take issue with the
characterizations that the distin-
guished gentlewoman from New York
has made about the committee report
and about my actions in two respects.

First of all, every committee report
that is filed in the House of Represent-
atives does allow the people who dis-
agreed with the legislation to file dis-
senting views; and those who did sup-
port the legislation can file additional
views, all of which are printed in the
committee report.

The majority has the responsibility
in the committee report to articulate
the arguments in favor of the bill be-
cause the committee report represents
the views of those who voted in favor of
the legislation at the committee level.

The amendments that were offered
and which are the text, or the descrip-
tion, at issue here in this debate today
were all offered by members of the
Committee on the Judiciary who op-
pose the bill. They were all defeated by
a majority vote in the committee; and
my committee, perhaps in a minority
in the Congress, does print the entire
text of our committee markups in com-
mittee reports. The text of the debate
in the markup and the text of the
amendments are contained in pages 58
through 120 of House Report 109-51 in-
clusive.

Now, what the gentlewoman from
New York is complaining about is the
majority’s arguments in favor of the
bill and against the amendments which
were defeated. To attempt to have
those who voted against the bill re-
write the arguments that are in favor
of the bill contained in the committee
report is just as wrong as those who
voted in favor of the bill attempting to
rewrite the dissenting views which are
appended to the committee report and
represent the views of those who voted
against the bill.

Second point: it is against the rules
of the House of Representatives to im-
pugn the motives of another Member.
So the intent of the authors of the
amendments that were defeated in the
committee and which were described in
the committee report is out of bounds.
It cannot be done on the floor. It can-
not be done in committee reports. So
all that can be done in terms of the de-
bate is to look at what the effect of the
amendments was.
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Perhaps these amendments were not
properly drafted by the authors when
they were submitted in the committee
because they did not contain a specific
carve-out of the exemptions that were
proposed for the various classes of peo-
ple that were proposed to be exempted
in the amendment. This is not the fault
of the majority. That is the fault of the
people who drafted the amendments;
and because the amendments were not
tightly enough drafted, they did not
contain a carve-out of the exemptions
for sexual predators. That is what we
pointed out in the committee report.

It is not the fault of the majority of
the Committee on the Judiciary or me
as chairman in filing this report to
gloss over a defect that did allow ex-
emptions for sexual predators. The mi-
nority has the chance in their dis-
senting views to dispute the conclusion
that had been reached in describing
what the amendments were. They
chose not to do so.

So the committee report and the
headers on the amendments accurately
reflect the fact that those who au-
thored the amendment did not choose
to carve out an exemption for sexual
predators in the effect of the amend-
ment in the clear text of the amend-
ment that was submitted.

I rest my case.
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Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. NADLER), one of those
maligned.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, it is very
difficult to keep my temper when I lis-
ten to the sophistry of the distin-
guished, and I use that word advisedly
because of protocol only, Chairman.

First of all, it is not true that the
minority had a chance to see these
comments. The distinguished chairman
is very well aware that we do not see
the majority views of the committee
until after we hand in the minority
views of the committee, the dissenting
views, until in fact they are published.
The majority sees the dissenting views.
We never see the majority views. We
have no opportunity to reply, number
one.

Number two. The distinguished
chairman says, and the other gen-
tleman said that the question is intent
versus effect; that it may have been my
intent to deal with grandparents and
clergy members, but in fact it might
have led to a sexual predator being able
to take advantage of the amendment.
That would be fair comment in a de-
bate. That would be fair comment in
the body of the views, if they said in
the majority views we oppose this
amendment because under certain cir-
cumstances it might be used to the ad-
vantage of a sexual predator. And to
that we could reply and say, no, they
are wrong because, in the minority
views. But that is not what we are dis-
cussing. We are not discussing an ex-
change of views. We are discussing how
the amendment is reported in a one-
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sentence summary of the amendment
without any views.

The amendment, and here the report
simply lies about all five Democratic
amendments. In reporting the amend-
ment, the first amendment, which
reads in its entirety, the actual text of
the amendment offered by me was:
“The prohibition of subsection 8 does
not apply with respect to conduct by a
grandparent or adult sibling of the
minor.”

In the 107th Congress House Judici-
ary Report on the same amendment it
was reported as follows: ‘““An amend-
ment was offered by Mr. Nadler prohib-
iting H.R. 476 from applying with re-
spect to conduct by a grandparent or
adult sibling of the minor.” That is ex-
actly right. In fact, that is how the
amendment, which was made in order
for the floor, was reported by the Com-
mittee on Rules.

What does this dishonest committee
report say? ‘“‘Mr. Nadler offered an
amendment that would have exempted
sexual predators from prosecution
under the bill if they were grand-
parents or adult siblings of a minor.” 1
find it strange in the entire debate, and
I give the chairman credit for includ-
ing the transcript of the debate in the
committee report, but if you actually
turn to the debate and look at the
transcript, no one raised the question
of the application of this amendment
to sexual predators. No member of the
majority, no member of the minority.
It did not occur to anybody.

Now, maybe it should have occurred
to somebody. Maybe the views are
valid that this amendment could be
used that way. Maybe not. That is a
matter of opinion. But that is not what
this amendment says. What this
amendment says is that these prohibi-
tions shall not apply with respect to
conduct by a grandparent or an adult
sibling of the minor, period. That is the
only honest way to report this amend-
ment.

Second amendment. The second
amendment which I offered said that
where there is reason to believe that
the judicial bypass system in a State is
not real, that the local judges are by-
passed or whatever, the person can go
to Federal court and ask for a Federal
judicial bypass. Now, you can agree or
disagree with the implications of that
amendment, but the proper description
of that amendment is to provide a Fed-
eral judicial bypass where there is evi-
dence that the local judicial bypass is
not available.

It is described on page 45 of the com-
mittee report as: ‘““Mr. Nadler offered
an amendment that would have created
an additional layer of Federal court re-
view that could be used by sexual pred-
ators to escape conviction under the
bill.” Now, it is a judicial bypass of
getting an abortion. It has nothing to
do with conviction, number one. Num-
ber two, this does not even mention ju-
dicial bypass. It is entirely dishonest.
And, again, in the entire debate in the
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committee over this amendment, no-
body mentioned the word sexual preda-
tors. The first we hear of sexual preda-
tors in connection with these amend-
ments is when we are told, when we see
the committee report in print that I of-
fered an amendment to protect sexual
predators. How dishonest. How dis-
ingenuous of an argument that we hear
on this floor and in the Committee on
Rules last night that these are matters
of opinion; that the amendments might
be used.

You know, this bill, never mind the
amendment, this bill has a provision in
it that says that the parents of a minor
transported across State lines to get an
abortion can sue the person who trans-
ported them, can sue the doctor who
performs an abortion. Okay, you can
debate that provision on the merits,
pro and con. But did you stop to think
what if the father raped the daughter,
committing incest in doing so? Two
crimes, rape and incest, and caused the
pregnancy that she is now trying to
abort. Under this bill, he profits from
his wrongdoing. He now, because he
raped the daughter and caused the
pregnancy, he can now because of this
bill go and sue the doctor or the boy-
friend or the clergyman or the grand-
mother who transported her to get the
abortion.

Well, that is a defect in the bill. It
was not drafted properly. I doubt that
that was the intent. And maybe it was
the intent, maybe it was not. We can
debate that. Would it be fair for a news
report or an official report of this Con-
gress to call this entire bill the Rapists
and Sexual Predators Right to Sue
Act? That is what this bill is, it is the
Sexual Predators Right to Sue Act.
And if the Democrats were in the ma-
jority and the Committee on Rules re-
ported a rule saying we will now con-
sider the Sexual Predators Right to
Sue Act, I think the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) would
say that is a disgusting misuse of
power.

This was a disgusting misuse of
power. It is a rape of the rules of this
House and it must be corrected.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, it gives
me great pleasure to yield 3 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN), the author of the bill.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
want to thank my wonderful friend,
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
GINGREY) for yielding me this time and
for managing the bill and allowing us
to focus once again on the bill and the
rule.

I want to thank the distinguished,
the very distinguished gentleman who
is the chairman of the Committee on
the Judiciary, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER), as well as
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT),
who has been a champion of this bill,
and it was in his subcommittee where
it was first heard.

I am so proud to stand here in favor
of House Resolution 748, the Child
Interstate Abortion Notification Act.
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This bill will incorporate all of the pro-
visions previously contained in the pre-
vious legislation that we had filed, the
Child Custody Protection Act, making
it a Federal offense to transport a
minor across State lines to circumvent
that State’s abortion parental notifica-
tion laws.

In addition, this year’s bill will re-
quire that in a State without a paren-
tal notification requirement, abortion
providers are required to notify a par-
ent. It will protect minors from exploi-
tation from the abortion industry, it
will promote strong family ties, and it
will help foster respect for State laws.
Similar but not identical legislation
has had the support of the over-
whelming majority of the Members of
Congress who have voted in favor of it,
not only in 1998 and in 1999, but also in
2002.

I am extremely hopeful that this
commonsense pro-family legislation
will pass both the House, the Senate,
and will be signed into law by our
President. As the mother of two teen-
age daughters, I believe this bill would
protect my girls, and I encourage my
colleagues to vote in favor of the rule
and support this commonsense legisla-
tion on a concept that is supported by
the majority of Americans. I believe
that it is a bill that pro-choice advo-
cates can support.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
want to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT), who
was also maligned in the report.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentlewoman for yielding
me this time.

Mr. Speaker, let me speak briefly
about the distortion in the description
of my amendment in the committee re-
port. First, the suggestion, as the gen-
tleman from New York has indicated,
the suggestion that we had an oppor-
tunity to respond to the majority re-
port is just not accurate. Perhaps we
need to change the rules in light of this
distortion, but the dissenting views ex-
plain our opposition to the bill, and we
do not see the majority report prior to
the submission of the dissenting views.
Therefore, we had no way of knowing
that such distortions would be part of
the committee report.

Mr. Speaker, the underlying bill
makes it illegal to transport a minor
across State lines for the purpose of
getting an abortion. Let me read my
amendment. ‘“The prohibitions of this
section do not apply with respect to
conduct by taxicab drivers, bus drivers,
nurses, medical providers, or others in
the business of professional transport.”
It was described in the report as say-
ing: “Mr. Scott offered an amendment
that would have exempted sexual pred-
ators from prosecution if they are taxi-
cab drivers, bus drivers, or others in
the business of professional transport.”

Let me just say that if a person is
known to be a sexual predator, the last
thing a prosecutor would have done
would be to say, aha, we have him for
transporting a minor across State lines
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as a taxicab driver, and we can get him
for a misdemeanor; when, obviously, if
they can show that he is a sexual pred-
ator, they have many felonies they
could prosecute him for. But my view
on the description and the distortion of
this amendment is that it says more
about the character of the persons re-
sponsible for describing the amend-
ment that way, or for those trying to
defend the distortion, than it does
about the amendment.

I would point out that the Com-
mittee on Rules changed the descrip-
tion from the distortion in the com-
mittee report and described it as fol-
lows: “Amendment immunizes taxicab
drivers, bus drivers, and others in the
business of professional transport; doc-
tors and nurses and others, medical
providers or their staff, from the trans-
portation provision of the bill.”” A de-
scription of what the amendment says,
a clarification of the distortion, but
again, Mr. Speaker, it just says more
about the character of the people who
wrote that distortion than it does
about the amendment.

I would hope that we would adopt an
amendment to the rules that would re-
quire the Committee on Rules to elimi-
nate that distortion so that the public
will be accurately informed as to what
is in the bill and the amendments.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
The gentleman from New York had
said that the issue of sexual abuse
never came up in the committee hear-
ing. If you look at page 84.

Mr. NADLER. I never said that. I
said it did not come up with respect to
my amendments.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). The gentleman from Georgia
controls the time.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I stand
corrected in regard to his amendments,
but in regard to a number of these
other amendments, let me quote from
the committee report on page 84. This
is the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
CHABOT) speaking. “This amendment
would allow abusers potentially to get
off scot-free and doom the victims of
sexual abuse to even more abuse. If the
girl is afraid to tell her parents of the
abortion for fear of past or future sex-
ual abuse, she may utilize the judicial
bypass process which is available in her
State.”

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
PI1TTS).

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, a woman
from my district came to Washington
last month to tell Congress about how
her daughter was taken to New Jersey
for an abortion without her knowledge
and she said, ‘“‘On February 16th, I sent
my daughter to her bus stop with $2 of
lunch money. I thought she was safe at
school. She and her boyfriend had a
prenatal class scheduled after school.”

So the mom knew about the 14-year-
old daughter’s pregnancy. Her daughter
had chosen to keep the baby and was
attending prenatal classes.
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The mom continues, ‘“‘However, what
really happened was that boyfriend and
his family met with her down the road
from the bus stop, called a taxi, they
put the children on a train from Lan-
caster to Philadelphia. From there
they took two subways to New Jersey.
That is where his family met the chil-
dren and took them to the abortion
clinic. When my daughter started to
cry and have second thoughts, they
told her that they would leave her in
New Jersey. They planned, paid for, co-
erced, harassed and threatened her into
having the abortion. They left her
alone during the abortion and went to
eat lunch.”

From this incident let us be clear on
what the law allows. A 14-year-old girl
tells her mom she is pregnant. Mom
says she will support her in whatever
choice she makes. The daughter choos-
es to have the baby and begins to pre-
pare for delivery, even chooses the
names. Boyfriend’s family bullies the
girl into having an abortion and sends
her to New Jersey. All this time the
mother thinks she is sending her
daughter to school. Instead, the boy-
friend’s family dropped this young girl
in tears off at an abortion clinic and
then went to eat lunch. Her unborn
baby is killed and she is in counseling
to this day.

O 1230

Mr. Speaker, this bill would correct
this problem. It would protect our chil-
dren. No parent should be kept in the
dark when it comes to a medical issue
regarding their children. I urge support
for the rule and the bill.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3% minutes to the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE), a Mem-
ber maligned in the report.

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I am outraged by the incident
that the last speaker mentioned. I do
not know why there seems to be the ig-
noring of the obvious. The amendments
that Democrats offered in the com-
mittee had nothing to do with their
compassion and lack thereof. In fact, it
was to enhance and give a broader op-
portunity for a tragedy that occurred
like that, which is really people with
no feelings and no heart. Those are not
relatives of that young woman. That
was not her parent. That was almost a
criminal act. That has nothing to do
with the point that the Democrats
were trying to make, which is give the
opportunity for a greater latitude of
those who can counsel and comfort this
young woman.

I do not know where the parent was
in this instance, but maybe if a grand-
parent or a godparent was there or a
clergy was there, this terrible tragedy
that occurred with people who were not
her relatives might have been avoided.

So this distorted debate on the floor
of the House mischaracterizes many of
those who raise these very issues in the
Committee on the Judiciary.
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So I not only stand outraged for the
tragedy that was just articulated by
the previous speaker, a child forced to
get on abortion, on the floor by the
other side of the aisle, but I am equally
outraged at the misconstruing of the
amendment offered in the Judiciary
Committee suggesting that they ex-
empted child predators. The process
that the Committee on the Judiciary
Committee has used, and my friends on
the other side of the aisle have used de-
serve absolute disregard, and that is to
distort, misquote, ‘‘miswrite’’, abuse
and mischaracterize the amendments
that were offered by a number of mem-
bers of the Committee on the Judici-
ary. Mine happened to be one. We did
not offer amendments to protect child
predator rather our amendments of-
fered a safety net to that minor child.

I thank the gentlewoman from New
York (Ms. SLAUGHTER); I thank the
ranking member, not only for her pas-
sion but also her articulation of the
long-standing damage. We are Ameri-
cans, too, and we are also human
beings. The Republican staff well
knows that somebody somewhere, and
forget about an election, but people
who you go home to your district, to be
able to hold this document up and say
that SHEILA JACKSON-LEE deals with
child predators, how dare you do that.
It is an outrage. The only issue my
amendment dealt with was to give the
minor child more protection.

The only thing that I think is appro-
priate is for the chairman of the full
committee to exercise some sort of
comity and collegiality to remove this
abusive language.

First of all, the specifics of my
amendment says that I offered an
amendment that would have exempted
sexual predators from prosecution
under the bill. My amendment dealt
specifically with allowing clergy, god-
parents, aunts and uncles or first cous-
ins, minimally speaking; and then I of-
fered a GAO study. The description in
the report language also says I have a
GAO study dealing with clergy and
godparents. This is an abuse of power
and incorrect. And I know this is inside
the ballpark, but it also says if you
have the votes for this legislation, win
fair and square. Do not win by malign-
ing colleagues and defeating the pur-
pose of the rules of this House. Vote
this rule down.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition to the re-
strictive H. Res. 236, the rule governing the
debate over H.R. 748, the Child Interstate
Abortion Notification Act of 2005—Iegislation
that has come to the Congress before for con-
sideration but that did not pass because of its
overwhelming contentious nature. Today is no
different.

| thank my Democrat colleagues of the
Committee on Rules for their efforts to move
this House to bring decorum and profes-
sionalism to the committee process. The re-
port as to amendments offered by Mr. SCOTT,
Mr. NADLER, and me was materially inaccurate
to the point of being offensive.

My amendment, in particular, made no men-
tion of sexual predators. One can infer virtually
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anything about amendments until they are
taken into context. In fact, one can infer a
myriad of negative things from what is not in-
cluded in the base legislation. The report was,
frankly, ludicrous as to this matter. We must
take it upon ourselves to accurately interpret
our colleagues’ amendments; lest we turn our-
selves into a body of mud-slinging, vindictive
individuals.

As Chair of the Children’s Caucus, the re-
port has risen to an inflammatory inference
that must be corrected because justice re-
quires it. However, one thing about this debate
is different. The manner in which our com-
mittee colleagues have elected to report out
the amendments that were offered by Mr.
ScoTT, Mr. NADLER, and me has morphed
from the simple reiteration of the precise idea
of the amendment two years ago when we
last debated this to an abomination that in-
sinuates that our amendments would protect
sexual predators. As my colleague and partner
in offering the amendment | will present today
stated before the Committee on Rules, our
committee colleagues have behaved in an un-
fair manner and have made a clear partisan
attack when the lives of minor females are at
stake.

H. Res. 236, while ruling the amendments
of Mr. ScoTT and of Mr. NADLER and me in
order, unreasonably restricts the debate on
the highly controversial base bill. The Child
Interstate Abortion Notification Act (CIANA),
while good in its intention, was written with
several areas of vagueness, overly punitive
nature, and constitutional violations that very
much deserve debate in order to save lives
and to obviate the need for piles upon piles of
legal pleadings.

The mandatory parental-involvement laws
already create a draconian framework under
which a young woman loses many of her civil
rights. My state, Texas, is one of 23 states
(AL, AZ, AR, GA, IN, KS, KY, LA, MA, MI,
MN, MS, MO, NE, ND, PA, RI, SD, TN, UT,
TX, VA, WY) that follows old provisions of the
“Child Custody Protection Act” which make it
a federal crime for an adult to accompany a
minor across state lines for abortion services
if a woman comes from a state with a strict
parental-involvement mandate. There are 10
states (CO, DE, IA, ME, MD, NC, OH, SC, WI,
WV) that are “non-compliant,” or require some
parental notice but other adults may be noti-
fied, may give consent, or the requirement
may be waived by a health care provider in
lieu of the parental consent. Finally, there are
17 states (AK, CA, CT, DC, FL, ID, IL, MT,
NV, NH, NJ, NM, NY, OK, OR, VT, WA) that
have no law restricting a woman’s access to
abortion in this case. The base bill, if passed,
would take away the States’ rights to make
their own determination as to legislating the
abortion issue for minors with respect to pa-
rental notification.

My amendment to the Child Interstate Abor-
tion Notification Act, would change the prohibi-
tions to exempt grandparents of the minor or
clergy persons. This must be done because
some minors want the counsel of a respon-
sible adult, and are unable to turn to their par-
ents. In Idaho, a 13-year-old girl named Spring
Adams was shot to death by her father after
he learned that she planned to terminate a
pregnancy caused by his acts of incest. This
is an exact situation where the help of a
grandparent or clergy would have been more
helpful. Spring Adams may still be with us
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today if she could have found someone more
compassionate and caring to confide in.

H.R. 748, as drafted, will not improve family
communication or help young women facing
crisis pregnancies. We all hope that loving
parents will be involved when their daughter
faces a crisis pregnancy. Every parent hopes
that a child confronting a crisis will seek the
advice and counsel of those who care for her
most and know her best. In fact, even in the
absence of laws mandating parental involve-
ment, many young women do turn to their par-
ents when they are considering an abortion.
One study found that 61 percent of parents in
states without mandatory parental consent or
notice laws knew of their daughter's preg-
nancy.

Unfortunately, some young women cannot
involve their parents because they come from
homes where physical violence or emotional
abuse is prevalent or because their preg-
nancies are the result of incest. In these situa-
tions, the government cannot force healthy
family communication where it does not al-
ready exist—and attempts to do so can have
tragic consequences for some girls.

Major medical associations—including the
American Medical Association, the American
College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists,
the American College of Physicians, and the
American Public Health Association—all have
longstanding policies opposing mandatory pa-
rental-involvement laws because of the dan-
gers they pose to young women and the need
for confidential access to physicians. These
physicians see young ladies on a daily basis
and hear their stories. They would not protest
this law unless they felt there were severe
stakes.

CIANA criminalizes caring adults—including
grandparents of the minor, who attempt to as-
sist young women facing crisis pregnancies. In
one study, 93 percent of minors who did not
involve a parent in their decision to obtain an
abortion were still accompanied by someone
to the doctor’s office. If CIANA becomes law,
a person could be prosecuted for accom-
panying a minor to a neighboring state, even
if that person does not intend, or even know,
that the parental-involvement law of the state
of residence has not been followed. Although
legal abortion is very safe, it is typically advis-
able to accompany any patient undergoing
even minor surgery. Without the Jackson Lee-
Nadler Amendment, a grandmother could be
subject to criminal charges for accompanying
her granddaughter to an out-of-state facility—
even if the facility was the closest to the
young woman’s home and they were not at-
tempting to evade a parental involvement law.

In a statement given by Dr. Warren Seigel,
a member of the Physician for Reproductive
Choice and Health, to the House Judiciary
Subcommittee on the Constitution, he says, “I
recognize that parents ideally should be—and
usually are—involved in health decisions re-
garding their children. However, the Child
Interstate Abortion Notification Act does noth-
ing to promote such communication. Instead,
CIANA places incredible burdens on both
young women and physicians; infringes on the
rights of adolescents to health care that does
not violate their safety and health; makes car-
ing family, friends and doctors criminals; and
could be detrimental to the health and emo-
tional well-being of all patients.”

Although this legislation is supposedly
aimed at increasing parent-child communica-
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tion, the government cannot mandate healthy
families and, indeed, it is dangerous to at-
tempt to do so. Research has shown that the
overwhelming majority of adolescents already
tell their parents before receiving an abortion.
In fact, the younger the woman is, the more
likely she is to tell her parent. The American
Academy of Pediatrics, a national medical or-
ganization representing the 60,000 physician
leaders in pediatric medicine—of which | am a
member and leader—has adopted the fol-
lowing statement regarding mandatory paren-
tal notification:

Adolescents should be strongly encouraged
to involve their parents and other trusted
adults in decisions regarding pregnancy ter-
mination, and the majority of them volun-
tarily do so. Legislation mandating parental
involvement does not achieve the intended
benefit of promoting family communication,
but it does increase the risk of harm to the
adolescent by delaying access to appropriate
medical care.

It is important to consider why some young
women cannot inform their parents. The threat
of physical or emotional abuse upon disclo-
sure of the pregnancy to their parents or a
pregnancy that is the result of incest make it
impossible for these adolescents to inform
their parents. My amendment would allow
other trusted adults to be a part of this proc-
ess. Support the Jackson Lee-Nadler amend-
ment.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. BARRETT).

Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina.
Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of
H.R. 748 and the rule that we have in
front of us this afternoon. I commend
the sponsor of the legislation, the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN), for introducing this legisla-
tion, legislation of which I am a proud
COSpoNsor.

Mr. Speaker, I find it unacceptable
that under the current law any person
in this country can take a pregnant
minor to another State for the purpose
of having an abortion without parents’
knowledge and/or consent.

As the father of a teenage daughter
myself, it is a frightening scenario. I
am particularly happy to see that this
bill will require abortion providers to
inform a minor’s parent or legal guard-
ian within 24 hours before carrying out
an abortion procedure.

Parental notification is not a new
idea. I have three children, and my wife
and I have to sign a parental consent
form when our children go on a field
trip. But what we are talking about
today is the most serious of subjects,
and I strongly believe no parent should
find out after the fact that such a pro-
cedure has been performed on their
child.

When it comes to such a serious med-
ical procedure being performed on a
minor, we cannot leave that notifica-
tion up to a scared child. Every parent
or legal guardian has a right to know,
and this legislation ensures that right.
I urge my colleagues to support the
rule on H.R. 748 which ensures that
right.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Mrs. CAPPS).
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Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to this rule and to H.R. 748,
the Child Interstate Abortion Notifica-
tion Act. It would be more aptly called
the Teenage Abandonment Act because
that is what this bill does. It abandons
our teenage children.

When I was a school nurse, I was
privileged to administer a school-based
program for teen parents and pregnant
teenagers, helping them to stay in
school and support their children.
What I saw firsthand was that for these
young women, the discovery that they
were pregnant presented them with the
hardest choices they would ever face.
They needed the help of adults to sort
through the issues surrounding their
pregnancy, but this bill makes sure
that many pregnant teenagers will be
all alone as they face this problem.

Ideally, of course, a pregnant teen-
ager will turn to parents for advice and
support. Believe me, those who can and
are able, they do. But we do not live in
an ideal world. Sadly, not all parents
are good. Some parents are abusive;
other parents are not equipped to deal
with this. And in some awful situa-
tions, a parent is responsible for the
daughter’s pregnancy.

In these terrible conditions, it is crit-
ical that a young girl coping with se-
vere emotional distress be able to turn
to other loving adults for help and
guidance: perhaps a doctor, a teacher, a
clergy, or a grandparent. This bill dis-
courages that. Judicial bypass sounds
easy on paper, not in real life for a
teenager. This bill cuts off other sup-
port a young woman might have. It
abandons her at her time of most crit-
ical need.

Mr. Speaker, if we want to be com-
passionate toward young women, really
compassionate, we are going to defeat
this bill.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Penn-
sylvania (Ms. HART).

Ms. HART. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time on
this extremely important issue.

I decided it was important to speak
some words about it. As a State legis-
lator for a number of years, and a lot of
us here were, I understand the impor-
tance of State laws and the importance
of respecting families.

I am just shocked at some of the de-
bate I hear on the other side of the
aisle opposing this legislation. The
whole point here is to support the fam-
ily. The whole point here is to prevent
the person who may even be a sexual
predator or the person who is exploit-
ing this minor from transporting this
child across a State line to obtain an
abortion and basically get rid of his
problem.

It is outrageous that we would not
support this legislation. A minor needs
parental consent to engage in sports in
school, to get a tattoo or a body pierc-
ing; yet we are allowing people to take
a child across State lines for an abor-
tion.
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Mr. Speaker, it is important that we
pass this bill. It is important to pre-
serve families. I believe with all my
heart we are just nuts not to support
this bill.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-

tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN).
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, 1

strongly oppose this bill, and I know
some people strongly support the bill.
This clearly is an emotional issue. We
can debate both sides of this. But I rise
to express my deep regret over the re-
port from the Committee on the Judi-
ciary that accompanied this legisla-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, there is not a civility
left in this House, and what little civil-
ity is left I want to protect. Listening
to my colleagues on the other side talk
about, and the way they have
mischaracterized and misrepresented
and, yes, maligned Democratic Mem-
bers on this side, and I say maligned
because if you use those words that you
used to describe their amendments to
describe them on this House floor, your
words would be taken down.

One of the kinds of traditions or the
unwritten rules of this House is when
you describe the amendments offered
by Republicans or Democrats, it is
done so in a nonpartisan way. In the
Committee on Rules, we get more
amendments than any other committee
in this House, and they are all de-
scribed in a nonpartisan way. We would
never describe anybody’s amendment
in this kind of a political way. If we
did, there would be an outcry amongst
members on that committee.

I urge my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle to kind of take a step
back, to correct the report, to dem-
onstrate some civility and some ration-
ality on this issue. Nobody deserves to
have their amendments characterized
the way these Members did. This is
wrong, and I know deep down you know
it is wrong.

It is difficult for me to sit by and
watch my colleague from Georgia and
the chairman of the Committee on the
Judiciary, who I have great respect for,
try to rationalize this. We are better
than this. I would hope there could be
a bipartisan consensus when it comes
to descriptions of amendments in re-
ports, we could do this in a nonpartisan
way.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. KING).

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of the rule and the un-
derlying bill, the Child Interstate
Abortion Notification Act.

Mr. Speaker, eight in 10 Americans
favor parental notification laws, and 44
States have recognized the important
role of parents in a minor child’s deci-
sion to have an abortion by enacting a
parental involvement statute. Even so,
many of these laws are being cir-
cumvented by people who simply trans-
port girls across State lines to States
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without parental notification laws for
the purpose of getting an abortion.

All too often these other adults are
grown men who sexually preyed upon
the young girls, and they used the
abortions to cover up their crimes.
CIANA returns parental rights to par-
ents.

Despite the strong deference it gives
to abortion rights, even the U.S. Su-
preme Court recognizes that parents’
rights to control the care of their chil-
dren is among the most fundamental of
all liberty interests. The Supreme
Court has consistently recognized that
parents have a legal right to be in-
volved in their minor daughter’s deci-
sion to seek medical care, including
abortion.

The court has consistently affirmed a
State’s right to restrict the cir-
cumstances under which a minor may
obtain an abortion in ways that adult
women seeking abortion are not re-
stricted. The Supreme Court has also
observed that ‘‘the medical, emotion,
and psychological consequences of an
abortion are serious and can be last-
ing,” and that ‘it seems unlikely that
a minor will obtain adequate counsel
and support from an attending physi-
cian at an abortion clinic where abor-
tions for pregnant minors frequently
take place.”

The Supreme Court has also stated
that ‘“‘minors often lack the experience,
perspective, and judgment to recognize
and avoid choices that could be detri-
mental to them.”

No one has the child’s best interest
at heart more than her parents. Minors
have to have parental permission to be
given an aspirin by the school nurse.
Twenty-six States have laws requiring
parental consent before minors can get
body piercings or tattoos, and in fact
some States prohibit tattooing of
minor children even with parental con-
sent. Parents must be able to play a
role.

The public, State statutes, and Su-
preme Court precedent all support pa-
rental involvement in a minor’s life de-
cision. Please support the rule and the
underlying bill.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. WATERS).

(Ms. WATERS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to the bill and to the
proposed rule for this bill.

The two amendments made in order
under the proposed rule, the Scott
amendment and the Jackson-Lee/Nad-
ler amendment are very important
amendments. At the same time, it is
instructive to note that many of the
nine Democratic amendments that
were not made in order seek to protect
the people most directly affected by
the bill: the young girls who wish to
exercise their constitutional right to
end their pregnancy.

For example, I offered an amendment
before the Committee on Rules to cre-
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ate an exception to the criminal pen-
alties and a civil suit imposed on a per-
son transporting a young girl across
State lines in cases where the minor is
a victim of incest. Because the bill
lacks a judicial bypass procedure in
circumstances where the Federal noti-
fication requirements apply, under this
bill a young girl could be required to
notify a parent who impregnated her
before obtaining an abortion even
though it would be inappropriate, trau-
matic, and potentially dangerous to re-
quire her to do so.

Mr. Speaker, if a young girl is re-
quired to notify a parent who has mo-
lested her that she is pregnant before
traveling to another State to seek an
abortion, I fear that some girls may
seek to end their pregnancy without
help, whether they do so by traveling
alone to another State for the proce-
dure, or even worse, through a self-in-
duced or illegal back-alley abortion.
However, the Republican members on
the Committee on Rules refused to
make this amendment in order on a
party-line vote.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. NADLER) and I also of-
fered a commonsense amendment bar-
ring a parent who has molested his
daughter and caused her to be pregnant
from any relief under this bill.
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However, this too was rejected on a
party-line vote.

Mr. Speaker, this bill should be con-
sidered under an open rule that would
allow consideration of amendments to
protect the young girls who choose to
seek an abortion. In its current form,
the bill gives rights to a parent who
has victimized his daughter.

I urge my colleagues to reject the
rule.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. CHABOT), who is a member of the
Committee on the Judiciary and chair-
man of the Constitution Sub-
committee.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
748, the Child Interstate Abortion Noti-
fication Act of 2005, introduced by the
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN), and I want to thank her for
her leadership on this.

We have passed this bill a number of
times in a different form. There is one
addition in this particular bill. But it
is good legislation. I strongly encour-
age my colleagues to support it. CIANA
is critical to better protecting young
girls who fall prey to older men as well
as ensuring fundamental parental
rights, that parents have the right to
be involved in the decisions of their
daughters, particularly one that may
have the long-term consequences of
this particular decision.

CIANA builds on the Child Custody
Protection Act by requiring that abor-
tion providers provide 24 hours’ notice
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to one of the minor’s parents, or legal
guardians if necessary, prior to per-
forming an abortion, unless one of four
carefully crafted exceptions is met. As
I said, young girls are increasingly fall-
ing prey to older men who do not have
the minor’s best interests in mind. Par-
ents are being left out of decisions in
which they can provide critical infor-
mation about their child’s medical his-
tory and medical conditions as well as
provide appropriate follow-up care if
necessary. CIANA pushes back against
this trend by allowing parents to have
the chance to exercise their right to be
involved in what may be the most im-
portant decision of their daughter’s
life.

There has been, obviously, concern
raised and some umbrage taken about
the amendments in the committee re-
port. I do not think we should lose
track of this important legislation,
what it actually does; and I think that
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
GINGREY) made a very important point,
and that is that what was being point-
ed out was in regard to these amend-
ments what the effects would be and
how predators could take advantage of
these amendments, not the intent of
our colleagues on the other side of the
aisle.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. HARMAN).

(Ms. HARMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me this
time, and I commend her for her lead-
ership on this issue and many impor-
tant issues.

Mr. Speaker, what we are really talk-
ing about today is the need to prevent
teen pregnancy. Let us understand
that. We can disagree about this issue.
But I strongly feel, as a mother of four
children, two daughters and two sons,
that by providing them information I
am the one who can assure that they
behave responsibly. I do not need to
criminalize the behavior of others in
trying to do my best job as a mother.
So I oppose this bill.

I also oppose the rule because it did
not make in order something I thought
was totally obvious, and that is an
amendment that I offered with the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS)
to prevent teen pregnancy by funding
programs which accomplish that. The
Committee on Rules chose not to make
our amendment in order. All it would
have done was provide a series of cri-
teria by which to judge teen pregnancy
programs. Those that were effective in
preventing teen pregnancy would get
precious Federal dollars, and those
that were not would not.

I would call that, given my back-
ground on the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence, a slam-dunk
amendment, but it was not to the Com-
mittee on Rules. So I oppose this rule
because it shut out our opportunity to
offer our amendment. We will be intro-
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ducing it as a stand-alone bill and it is
also part of a comprehensive bill that
the gentlewoman from New York has
introduced. But I would hope that this
body later this year would do the right
thing, and that is to put our money
where our mouth is. And where our
mouth is, is to reduce unwanted teen
pregnancy. That is a much better an-
swer than the thrust of this legislation
we are considering here today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). The Chair would advise
Members that the gentlewoman from
New York has 3 minutes remaining and
the gentleman from Georgia has 3 min-
utes remaining and the right to close.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. NEUGEBAUER).

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today in support of H.R. 748, the
Child Interstate Abortion Notification
Act of 2005, and the rule. I want to
thank the gentlewoman from Florida
(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) for leading the
charge on this important piece of legis-
lation.

Let us talk about what this piece of
legislation does. It does three things:
one, it upholds the democratic process
that has taken place in 44 States; it re-
spects the rights of parents to be in-
volved in the medical decisions for
their children; and, most importantly,
it protects the health of young daugh-
ters.

When someone takes their child to
get their teeth cleaned, if they are un-
derage today, they have to have a par-
ent’s permission. We should have par-
ents involved in this very important
decision in a young woman’s life and
protect them from those who do not
have their best interests at heart.

I encourage the Members of this body
to do the right thing today. Let us pro-
tect these young women and make sure
that this important decision is with a
parent’s involvement and not with
someone who does not have their best
interests.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yvield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. NADLER).

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, to show
the egregious nature of the misconduct
engaged in by the committee report, I
have here the reports from the 107th
Congress, the 106th Congress, and sev-
eral other Congresses on these same
amendments.

In the 107th Congress, an amendment
was offered prohibiting H.R. 476 from
applying with respect to conduct by a
grandparent or adult sibling of a
minor; 106th Congress, to exempt
grandparents and adult siblings of the
minor from the provisions of the bill;
106th Congress, four amendments were
offered en bloc by the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) to ex-
empt ministers, rabbis, pastors,
priests, other religious leaders from
the provisions of the bill.

In no case in these prior Congresses
was the slander and libel about sexual
predators mentioned. That has changed
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for this Congress. It has changed be-
cause of a dishonest report.

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to insert into the
RECORD the reports.

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

There was no objection.

HEARINGS

The Committee’s Subcommittee on the
Constitution held a hearing on H.R. 476 on
September 6, 2001. Testimony was received
from the following witnesses: Ms. Eileen
Roberts, Mothers Against Minors’ Abortions,
Inc.; Professor John C. Harrison, Professor of
Law, University of Virginia School of Law;
Rev. Katherine Ragsdale, Vicar, St. David’s
Episcopal Church; and Ms. Teresa S. Collett,
Professor of Law, South Texas College of
Law. Additional material was submitted by
Honorable Ileana Ros-Lehtinen (R-FL); Mr.
Laurence H. Tribe, Tyler Professor of Con-
stitutional Law, Harvard University and Mr.
Peter J. Rubin, Associate Professor of Law,
Georgetown University; Bill and Karen Bell;
and the Center for Reproductive Law and
Policy.

COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION

On February 7, 2002, the Subcommittee on
the Constitution met in open session and or-
dered favorably reported the bill H.R. 476, by
a voice vote, a quorum being present. On
March 20, 2002, the Committee met in open
session and ordered favorably reported the
bill H.R. 476 without amendment by a re-
corded vote of 19 to 6, a quorum being
present.

VOTE OF THE COMMITTEE

1. An amendment was offered by Mrs. Wa-
ters to prohibit subsection (a) of the Act
from applying ‘‘if the pregnancy is the result
of sexual contact with a parent or any other
person who has permanent or temporary care
or custody or responsibility for supervision
of the minor, or by any household or family
member.”” The amendment was defeated by a
rollcall vote of 12 to 16.

COMMITTEE OVERSIGHT FINDINGS

In compliance with clause 3(c)(3) of rule
XIII of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the Committee reports that the find-
ings and recommendations of the Com-
mittee, based on oversight activities under
clause 2(b)(1) of rule X of the Rules of the
House of Representatives, are incorporated
in the descriptive portions of this report.

PERFORMANCE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

H.R. 476 does not authorize funding. There-
fore, clause 3(c) of rule XIII of the Rules of
the House is inapplicable.

NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY AND TAX
EXPENDITURES

Clause 3(c)(2) of House rule XIII is inappli-
cable because this legislation does not pro-
vide new budgetary authority or increased
tax expenditures.

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST
ESTIMATE

In compliance with clause 3(c)(3) of rule
XIII of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the Committee sets forth, with respect
to the bill, H.R. 476, the following estimate
and comparison prepared by the director of
the Congressional Budget Office under sec-
tion 402 of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974:

HEARINGS

The Committee’s Subcommittee on the
Constitution held a hearing on H.R. 1218, the
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‘“‘Child Custody Protection Act,” on May 27,
1999. Testimony was received from the fol-
lowing witnesses: Ms. Eileen Roberts, Moth-
ers Against Minors’ Abortions, Inc.; Ms. Bil-
lie Lominick of Newbury, South Carolina;
Professor Lino A. Graglia, A. Dalton Cross
Professor of Law, University of Texas School
of Law; Dr. Jonathon D. Klein, M.D., Amer-
ican Academy of Pediatrics; and Professor
John C. Harrison, Professor of Law, Univer-
sity of Virginia School of Law. Additional
material was submitted by Professor Ste-
phen B. Presser, Raoul Berger Professor of
Legal History, Northwestern TUniversity
School of Law; National Right to Life Com-
mittee, Inc.; Center for Reproductive Law
and Policy; National Abortion and Reproduc-
tive Rights League; and the American Civil
Liberties Union.
COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION

On June 8, 1999, the Subcommittee on the
Constitution met in open session and ordered
reported the bill H.R. 1218, without amend-
ment, by voice vote, a reporting quorum
being present. On June 23, 1999, the Com-
mittee met in open session and ordered re-
ported favorably the bill, H.R. 1218, without
amendment, by a recorded vote of 16 to 13, a
quorum being present.

VOTE OF THE COMMITTEE

1. An amendment was offered by Mr. Nad-
ler to exempt grandparents and adult sib-
lings of the minor from the provisions of the
bill. The amendment was defeated by a 13-17
roll call vote.

2. An amendment was offered by Mr. Nad-
ler to permit any adult who reasonably be-
lieved that compliance with state judicial
bypass procedures would either ‘‘compromise
the minor’s intent to maintain confiden-
tiality with respect to her choice to termi-
nate a pregnancy’ or would ‘‘be futile be-
cause the judicial bypass procedure of the
minor’s state of residence is unavailable or
ineffective,”” to obtain a waiver of the re-
quirements of the bill from a federal district
court. The amendment was defeated by a 14—
17 roll call vote.

3. Four amendments were offered en bloc
by Ms. Jackson Lee to exempt ministers,
rabbis, pastors, priests, other religious lead-
ers, aunts, uncles, godparents, and first cous-
ins from the provisions of the bill. The en
bloc amendment was defeated by a 14-16 roll
call vote.

4. An amendment was offered by Ms. Wa-
ters to prevent the application of the bill
“with respect to an abortion where the preg-
nancy resulted from incest.”” The amend-
ment was defeated by a roll call vote of 12—
15.

5. An amendment was offered by Mr. Watt
to require proof that the defendant acted
with the intent to evade the requirements of
a state parental involvement law in order to
be prosecuted under the bill. The amendment
was defeated by a voice vote.

6. An amendment was offered by Mr. Watt
to create an exception where the abortion
was necessary to prevent serious physical ill-
ness, injury, or disability. The amendment
was defeated by a 11-17 roll call vote.

7. An amendment was offered by Ms. Jack-
son Lee to require the General Accounting
Office to conduct a study of ‘‘the impact of
the number of unsafe and illegal abortions
performed on minors who would be affected
by this law, and report to Congress the re-
sults of that study within one year.” The
amendment was defeated by a 12-17 roll call
vote.

8. An amendment was offered by Mr. Scott
to exempt medical facilities, doctors, and
other medical professionals from prosecution
under the bill. The amendment was defeated
by a 12-16 roll call vote.

9. An amendment was offered by Mr. Scott
to exempt accessories after the fact, aiders
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and abetters, and other principals from pros-
ecution under the bill. The amendment was
defeated by a voice vote.

10. Final Passage. the motion to report the
bill, H.R. 1218, favorably without amendment
to the whole House. The motion was agreed
to by a roll call vote of 16-13.

COMMITTEE OVERSIGHT FINDINGS

In compliance with clause 2(1)(3)(A) of rule
XI of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the Committee reports that the find-
ings and recommendations of the Com-
mittee, based on oversight activities under
clause 2(b)(1) of rule X of the Rules of the
House of Representatives, are incorporated
in the descriptive portions of this report.

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM
FINDINGS

No findings or recommendations of the
Committee on Government Reform and Over-
sight were received as referred to in clause
2(1)(3)(D) of rule XI of the Rules of the House
of Representatives.

NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY AND TAX
EXPENDITURES

Clause 2(1)(3)(B) of House Rule XI is inap-
plicable because this legislation does not
provide new budgetary authority or in-
creased tax expenditures.

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST
ESTIMATE

In compliance with clause 2(1)(3)(B) of rule
XI of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the Committee acts forth, with respect
to the bill, H.R. 1218, the following estimate
and comparison prepared by the Director of
the Congressional Budget Office under sec-
tion 403 of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974:

HEARINGS

The Committee’s Subcommittee on the
Constitution held a hearing on H.R. 3682, the
‘‘Child Custody Protection Act’” on May 21,
1998. Testimony was received from the fol-
lowing witnesses: Representative Ileana Ros-
Lehtinen; Representative James L. Oberstar;
Representative Nita Lowey; Representative
Lincoln Diaz-Balart; Representative Sheila
Jackson-Lee; Representative Christopher H.
Smith; Ms. Joyce Farley of Dushore, Penn-
sylvania; Ms. Eileen Roberts, Mothers
Against Minors’ Abortion; Reverend Kath-
erine Hancock Ragsdale, Episcopalian
Priest; Professor Teresa Collett, Professor of
Law, South Texas College of Law; Professor
Stephen Presser, Raoul Berger Professor of
Legal History, Northwestern University
School of Law; and Mr. Robert Graci, Office
of the Attorney General of Pennsylvania.

COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION

On June 11, 1998, the Subcommittee on the
Constitution met in open session and ordered
reported the bill H.R. 3682, as amended, by a
vote of 7 to 2, a reporting quorum being
present. On June 17, and June 23, 1998, the
Committee met in open session and ordered
reported favorably the bill, H.R. 3682 with an
amendment in the nature of a substitute, by
a recorded vote of 17 to 10, a quorum being
present.

VOTE OF THE COMMITTEE

1. Mr. Canady offered an amendment to
clarify that neither the minor girl who is
being taken out of state for an abortion, nor
her parents, may be subject to prosecution
or civil action and to add an affirmative de-
fense where the defendant reasonably be-
lieved, based on information the defendant
obtained directly from a parent of the indi-
vidual or other compelling facts, that the
state parental involvement law where the
minor girl resides had been complied with.
The amendment was agreed to by a voice
vote.
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2. An amendment was offered by Mr. Nad-
ler to Mr. Canady’s amendment to delete the
word ‘‘affirmative’ from the affirmative de-
fense. The amendment was defeated by a 9-15
roll call vote.

3. An amendment was offered by Mr. Nad-
ler to Mr. Canady’s amendment to delete
from the affirmative defense the provision
that the defendant’s reasonable belief about
compliance with the state law where the
minor resides must be ‘‘based on information
the defendant obtained directly from a par-
ent of the individual or other compelling
facts.”” The amendment was defeated by a 8-
15 roll call vote.

4. An amendment was offered by Mr. Can-
ady to clarify that circumventing a state’s
parental involvement law is an abridgement
of a parent’s right and to ensure that either
parental notice or consent or a judicial by-
pass is obtained before the out-of-state abor-
tion, according to what would have been re-
quired by the first state’s law. The amend-
ment was agreed to by a voice vote.

5. An amendment was offered by Mr. Barr
to add the phrase ‘‘in fact’” to Mr. Canady’s
amendment to clarify that, under the new
language as amended, knowledge of violation
of the state law is not an element requiring
specific proof. The amendment was agreed to
by a voice vote.

6. An amendment was offered by Mr. Scott
to exempt the sibling of a minor from the
penalty provision of this Act. The amend-
ment was defeated by a 6-15 roll call vote.

7. An amendment was offered by Ms. Jack-
son-Lee that would exempt ministers, rabbis,
pastors, priests, or other religious leaders
from the penalty provisions of the Act. The
amendment was defeated by a 5-17 roll call
vote.

8. An amendment was offered by Ms. Jack-
son-Lee to require that one year after the
enactment of this bill, GAO submit a study
on the impact on the number of illegal and
unsafe abortions and increased parental
abuse, and report to Congress the results of
that study. The amendment was defeated by
a 8-4 roll call vote.

9. An amendment was offered by Mr. Con-
yers to create an exception to the prohibi-
tions of this bill to the extent such prohibi-
tions would increase ‘‘hazards’ to the minor
or place an undue burden on a minor seeking
an abortion. The amendment was defeated by
a 8-14 roll call vote.

10. An amendment was offered by Mr. Scott
to create an exception where a minor has
participated in a judicial bypass proceeding
in any state court. The amendment was de-
feated by a 9-16 roll call vote.

11. An amendment was offered by Mr. Watt
to create an exception where the abortion is
necessary to prevent serious physical illness
or a serious health condition. The amend-
ment was defeated by a 11-16 roll call vote.

12. An amendment was offered by Mr. Scott
to remove the ability of parents to file a
civil action for violation of their rights
under this bill. The amendment was defeated
by a voice vote.

13. An amendment was offered by Mr. Scott
to exempt from any criminal or civil liabil-
ity abortion clinics and providers. The
amendment was defeated by a voice vote.

14. An amendment was offered by Mr. Scott
to create a health exception. The amend-
ment was defeated by a voice vote.

15. An amendment was offered by Mr. Watt
to require proof of specific intent to evade a
state’s parental involvement law. The
amendment was defeated by a voice vote.

16. Two amendments were offered en bloc
by Mr. Scott to remove the applicability of
sections 2 and 3 of title 18 dealing with acces-
sory after the fact and aiding and abetting
principals under the bill. The en bloc amend-
ment was defeated by a voice vote.
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17. An amendment was offered by Mr.
Frank to insert a non-severability clause.
The amendment was defeated by a 5-15 roll
call vote.

18. An amendment was offered by Mr. Scott
to require a finding of significant federal in-
terest and insufficiency of state laws before
prosecution pursuant to this bill. The
amendment was defeated by a voice vote.

19. An amendment was offered by Ms.
Jackson-Lee to exclude grandparents from
the prohibitions of this bill. The amendment
was defeated by an 8-16 rollcall vote.

20. Two amendments were offered en bloc
by Ms. Jackson-Lee to exclude aunts, uncles,
and first cousins from the prohibitions of
this bill. The en bloc amendment was de-
feated by a 9-16 rollcall vote.

21. Final Passage. Mr. Hyde moved to re-
port the bill, H.R. 3682, favorably as amended
by the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute to the whole House. The motion was
agreed to by a rollcall vote of 17-10.

COMMITTEE OVERSIGHT FINDINGS

In compliance with clause 2(1)(3)(A) of rule
XTI of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the Committee reports that the find-
ings and recommendations of the Com-
mittee, based on oversight activities under
clause 2(b)(1) of rule X of the Rules of the
House of Representatives, are incorporated
in the descriptive portions of this report.

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND

OVERSIGHT FINDINGS

No findings or recommendations of the
Committee on Government Reform and Over-
sight were received as referred to in clause
2(1)(3)(D) of rule XI of the Rules of the House
of Representatives.

NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY AND TAX
EXPENDITURES

Clause (2)(1)(3)(B) of House Rule XI is inap-

plicable because this legislation does not

provide new budgetary authority or in-
creased tax expenditures.
Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1

yield myself the balance of my time.

First let me say that, once again, the
Congress of the United States is begin-
ning to meddle in the affairs of the
American public. They tried to tell us
in the Schiavo case that they did not
care for it, but undeterred by that,
Congress is coming back again to make
decisions for the American family.

In 19 years in the House of Represent-
atives, I have heard of no single case of
any problem that this bill would attach
to, and try as I might, I can find that
there is no great epidemic or any out-
break of this sort of thing, of coercing
young women against their will, or for
any other reason; and to occupy this
kind of time in Congress is appalling to
me.

But I urge Members to vote ‘‘no’” on
the previous question so that I can
modify the rule to require that the
Committee on the Judiciary file a sup-
plemental report to clarify the descrip-
tions of the five Democrat amendments
that were so grossly mischaracterized
in the original Committee on the Judi-
ciary report on H.R. 748. I attempted to
add this language in the Committee on
Rules last night, but it was defeated on
a party-line vote.

Mr. Speaker, when an amendment to
protect grandparents and adult siblings
from being called criminals simply for
helping a young granddaughter’s sister
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is twisted beyond the pale and labled
pro-sexual offender, something is ter-
ribly wrong. And when it is included in
an official committee report and his-
toric document, it is even worse. We
are offended by this kind of character
assassination.

I cannot stress enough the impor-
tance of a ‘‘no’” vote on the previous
question to correct this injustice. A
“no”” vote will not keep us from dis-
cussing the underlying bill but will
simply correct what is a gross mis-
carriage of justice that has never hap-
pened before.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the amendment,
along with the descriptions of the five
amendments, be printed in the RECORD
immediately prior to 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,
again I ask a ‘“‘no’’ vote on the previous
question, and I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
15 seconds to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. CHABOT).

Mr. CHABOT. Mr.
the gentleman for
time.

The gentlewoman said she has not
heard a single case in which this law
would have affected anything. I will
send her the transcript of a witness at
our hearing, Marcia Carroll, whose
daughter was taken. An abortion was
provided for that daughter. That
daughter said she would do anything to
undo what happened that day and that
this is something the family should
have some involvement in.

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

I would again emphasize the impor-
tance of this bill as a safeguard of pa-
rental rights and protection for mi-
nors.

As I listened to the opposition on the
other side, I cannot help but notice
how they remain unwilling to honestly
address and debate this bill. H.R. 748 is
a clear example of consensus legisla-
tion upon which most Americans agree.
According to a recent poll by the New
York Times, almost 80 percent of
Americans favor parental notification
law, and yet these laws are currently
circumvented and violated through the
interstate transportation of minors.
Allowing our children to be carted
across State lines by nonguardians to
get an abortion is absolutely immoral
and fundamentally wrong.

With over 30 States requiring some
type of parental notification, Congress
cannot turn a blind eye to those who
would violate the law and endanger our
children.

Mr. Speaker, this Congress has an ob-
ligation and absolute moral duty to
parents and their children alike to
make sure that these State laws are
upheld so that nonguardians do not

Speaker, I thank
yielding me this
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make medical decisions for our chil-
dren. Parents and children deserve bet-
ter, Mr. Speaker, and this bill will en-
sure that they get the care and consid-
eration that they need.

Again I would like to thank the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. RoOS-
LEHTINEN), the sponsor of the bill, and
all my colleagues who support this bill.
I encourage each and every Member to
think long and hard about this matter,
to put rhetoric aside and to listen to
their conscience.

Mr. Speaker, I further ask and en-
courage my colleagues to vote in favor
of this rule and the underlying bill.

The material previously referred to
by Ms. SLAUGHTER is as follows:
PREVIOUS QUESTION FOR H. RES. 236—RULE ON

H.R. 748 CHILD INTERSTATE ABORTION NOTI-

FICATION ACT

Text: At the end of the resolution add the
following new section:

“SEC. 2. The Chairman of the Committee
on the Judiciary shall file a supplemental re-
port to accompany H.R. 748 that provides for
an objective description of the amendments
offered during consideration.”

The following amendments were offered
and voted down by recorded votes in the Ju-
diciary Committee markup of H.R. 748—The
Child Interstate Abortion Notification Act
(CIANA):

The Judiciary Committee mischar-
acterized these amendments in their official
committee report on the bill.

No. 11-16. Objective Description: A Nadler
amendment allows an adult who could be
prosecuted under the bill to go to a Federal
district court and seek a waiver to the
state’s parental notice laws if this remedy is
not available in the state court.

Committee Report Description: Rollcall
No. 1. Mr. Nadler offered an amendment that
would have created an additional layer of
Federal court review that could be used by
sexual predators to escape conviction under
the bill. By a rollcall vote of 11 yeas to 16
nays, the amendment was defeated.

No. 12-19. Objective Description: A Nadler
amendment to exempt a grandparent or
adult sibling from the criminal and civil pro-
visions in the bill.

Committee Report Description: Rollcall
No. 2. Mr. Nadler offered an amendment that
would have exempted sexual predators from
prosecution under the bill if they were
grandparents or adult siblings of a minor. By
a rollcall vote of 12 yeas to 19 nays, the
amendment was defeated.

No. 13-17. Objective Description: A Scott
amendment to exempt cab drivers, bus driv-
ers and others in the business transportation
profession from the criminal provisions in
the bill.

Committee Report Description: Rollcall
No. 3. Mr. Scott offered an amendment that
would have exempted sexual predators from
prosecution if they are taxicab drivers, bus
drivers, or others in the business of profes-
sional transport. By a rollcall vote of 13 yeas
to 17 nays, the amendment was defeated.

No. 12-18. Objective Description: A Scott
amendment that would have limited crimi-
nal liability to the person committing the
offense in the first degree (No. 12-18).

Committee Report Description: Rollcall
No. 4. Mr. Scott offered an amendment that
would have exempted from prosecution
under the bill those who aid and abet crimi-
nals who could be prosecuted under the bill.
By a rollcall vote of 12 yeas to 18 nays, the
amendment was defeated.

No. 13-20. Objective Description: A Jack-
son-Lee amendment to exempt clergy, god-
parents, aunts, uncles or first cousins from
the penalties in the bill.
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Committee Report Description: Rollcall
No. 5. Ms. Jackson-Lee offered an amend-
ment that would have exempted sexual pred-
ators from prosecution under the bill if they
were clergy, godparents, aunts, uncles, or
first cousins of a minor, and would require a
study by the Government Accounting Office.
By a rollcall vote of 13 yeas to 20 nays, the
amendment was defeated.

Mr. GINGREY. 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, 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.

———

REPORT ON RESOLUTION DIS-
MISSING ELECTION CONTEST RE-
LATING TO OFFICE OF REP-
RESENTATIVE FROM TEN-
NESSEE’S SIXTH CONGRES-
SIONAL DISTRICT

Mr. NEY, from the Committee on
House Administration, submitted a
privileged report (Rept. No. 109-57) on
the resolution (H. Res. 239) dismissing
the election contest relating to the of-
fice of Representative from the Sixth
Congressional District of Tennessee,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

———
PROVIDING FOR EXPENSES OF
CERTAIN COMMITTEES OF

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES IN
ONE HUNDRED NINTH CONGRESS

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I move to sus-
pend the rules and agree to the resolu-
tion (H. Res. 224) providing for the ex-
penses of certain committees of the
House of Representatives in the One
Hundred Ninth Congress, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. RES. 224

Resolved,

SECTION 1. COMMITTEE EXPENSES FOR THE ONE
HUNDRED NINTH CONGRESS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—With respect to the One
Hundred Ninth Congress, there shall be paid
out of the applicable accounts of the House
of Representatives, in accordance with this
primary expense resolution, not more than
the amount specified in subsection (b) for the
expenses (including the expenses of all staff
salaries) of each committee named in such
subsection.

(b) COMMITTEES AND AMOUNTS.—The com-
mittees and amounts referred to in sub-
section (a) are: Committee on Agriculture,
$11,257,009; Committee on Armed Services,
$12,826,208; Committee on the Budget,
$12,026,478; Committee on Education and the
Workforce, $15,493,286; Committee on Energy
and Commerce, $19,925,687; Committee on Fi-
nancial Services, $15,203,100; Committee on
Government Reform, $20,497,085; Committee
on Homeland Security, $14,000,000; Com-
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mittee on House Administration, $9,5654,568;
Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence, $9,527,870; Committee on Inter-
national Relations, $16,299,018; Committee on
the Judiciary, $15,312,992; Committee on Re-
sources, $14,520,962; Committee on Rules,
$6,365,600; Committee on Science, $12,327,996;
Committee on Small Business, $5,586,973;
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct,
$4,290,636; Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure, $18,108,082; Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs, $6,474,418; and Committee
on Ways and Means, $17,819,494.

SEC. 2. FIRST SESSION LIMITATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the amount provided
for in section 1 for each committee named in
subsection (b), not more than the amount
specified in such subsection shall be avail-
able for expenses incurred during the period
beginning at noon on January 3, 2005, and
ending immediately before noon on January
3, 2006.

(b) COMMITTEES AND AMOUNTS.—The com-
mittees and amounts referred to in sub-
section (a) are: Committee on Agriculture,
$5,495,805; Committee on Armed Services,
$6,292,249; Committee on the Budget,
$6,013,239; Committee on Education and the
Workforce, $7,705,970; Committee on Energy
and Commerce, $9,812,619; Committee on Fi-
nancial Services, $7,427,648; Committee on
Government Reform, $10,121,443; Committee
on Homeland Security, $6,100,026; Committee
on House Administration, $4,648,683; Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence,
$4,500,6563; Committee on International Rela-
tions, $7,946,084; Committee on the Judiciary,
$7,461,565; Committee on Resources,
$7,178,224; Committee on Rules, $3,074,229;
Committee on Science, $6,101,648; Committee
on Small Business, $2,721,600; Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct, $1,891,890;
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, $8,856,869; Committee on Veterans’
Affairs, $3,075,732; and Committee on Ways
and Means, $8,674,514.

SEC. 3. SECOND SESSION LIMITATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the amount provided
for in section 1 for each committee named in
subsection (b), not more than the amount
specified in such subsection shall be avail-
able for expenses incurred during the period
beginning at noon on January 3, 2006, and
ending immediately before noon on January
3, 2007.

(b) COMMITTEES AND AMOUNTS.—The com-
mittees and amounts referred to in sub-
section (a) are: Committee on Agriculture,
$56,761,204; Committee on Armed Services,
$6,533,959; Committee on the Budget,
$6,013,239; Committee on Education and the
Workforce, $7,787,316; Committee on Energy
and Commerce, $10,113,068; Committee on Fi-
nancial Services, $7,775,452; Committee on
Government Reform, $10,375,642; Committee
on Homeland Security, $7,899,974; Committee
on House Administration, $4,905,885; Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence,
$5,027,217; Committee on International Rela-
tions, $8,352,934; Committee on the Judiciary,
$7,851,427; Committee on Resources,
$7,342,738; Committee on Rules, $3,291,371;
Committee on Science, $6,226,348; Committee
on Small Business, $2,865,373; Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct, $2,398,646;
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, $9,251,213; Committee on Veterans’
Affairs, $3,398,686; and Committee on Ways
and Means, $9,144,980.

SEC. 4. VOUCHERS.

Payments under this resolution shall be
made on vouchers authorized by the com-
mittee involved, signed by the chairman of
such committee, and approved in the manner
directed by the Committee on House Admin-
istration.
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SEC. 5. REQUIREMENTS FOR USE OF FUNDS FOR
MASS MAILINGS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—None of the amounts
made available under this resolution may be
used by a committee for the production of
material for a mass mailing unless—

(1) the mailing is of a press release to the
communications media, a notice of the
schedule of a hearing or markup of the com-
mittee (the content of which shall be limited
to date, time, location, topic, witness list,
and ADA services), a committee document
printed pursuant to the applicable provisions
of title 44, United States Code, or a request
for the views of the public or the views of
other authorities of government essential to
the conduct of the study, investigation, or
oversight of matters within the jurisdiction
and related functions assigned to the com-
mittee under rule X of the Rules of the
House of Representatives;

(2) prior to mailing, the chairman or rank-
ing minority member of the committee (as
the case may be) submits a sample of the
material to the House Commission on Con-
gressional Mailing Standards and the Com-
mission determines that—

(A) the mailing is ordinary and necessary
to the conduct of the normal and regular
business of the committee, and

(B) the mailing would be in compliance
with the requirements of subsections
(a)(3)(A), (@)(B)(C), (A)B)C), (a)B)N(G), (a)4),
and (a)(5) of section 3210 of title 39, United
States Code, if mailed by a Member of the
House of Representatives;

(3) the mailing would not be prohibited
under section 3210(a)(6)(A) of title 39, United
States Code, if mailed by a Member of the
House of Representatives; and

(4) the aggregate amount that will be spent
in franking costs by the committee for mass
mailings during the session involved, after
taking into account the franking costs of
such mass mailing, will not exceed $5,000.

(b) MASS MAILING DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘mass mailing’’ has the mean-
ing given such term in section 3210(a)(6)(E) of
title 39, United States Code.

SEC. 6. REGULATIONS.

Amounts made available under this resolu-
tion shall be expended in accordance with
regulations prescribed by the Committee on
House Administration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. NEY) and the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. MILLENDER-
McDONALD) each will control 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. NEY).

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

Mr. Speaker, we are here to consider
H. Res. 224, an omnibus funding resolu-
tion providing for the expenses of cer-
tain committees of the United States
House of Representatives in the 109th
Congress.

In February of this year, the chair-
man and ranking member of each com-
mittee presented a budget request to
the Committee on House Administra-
tion and introduced individual resolu-
tions, as is our process, to support
their funding request.

H. Res. 224, the Omnibus Primary Ex-
pense Resolution, combines all of the
individual resolutions into one bill, in-
cluding our new permanent committee,
the Committee on Homeland Security.

I am pleased to put before the House
a bipartisan resolution that can be sup-
ported by a majority of Members on
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