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This is what the law demands and this is 

the right thing to do. 
I urge my fellow members to support the 

Simmons-LoBiondo amendment. 
Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

strong support of the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Connecticut. 

As my colleague explained, this amendment 
will restore the Coast Guard’s research and 
development funding to the Service’s budget. 
The removal of this funding from the Coast 
Guard’s direct control will constrict the Serv-
ice’s ability to direct funding to research pro-
grams to support both the Coast Guard’s tradi-
tional and homeland security missions. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the second year that 
the Administration has proposed to transfer 
this funding to the Department of Homeland 
Security’s Science and Technology Direc-
torate. The Administration has reasoned that 
the consolidation of research programs within 
the Department will reduce redundancies and 
maximize resources available for the entire 
Department. However, this reasoning does not 
take into account the strong focus of the 
Coast Guard’s research program to improve 
the Service’s capabilities to carry out its tradi-
tional missions of search and rescue, pro-
viding aids to navigation, oil spill response and 
prevention, and illegal drug and migrant inter-
diction. 

Last year, the Coast Guard identified sev-
eral key areas of concentration for its research 
and development programs that focused on 
enhancement to the Coast Guard’s maritime 
safety, maritime mobility, marine environ-
mental protection, and maritime domain 
awareness programs. I cannot help but be 
very skeptical that the Coast Guard’s research 
and development program will continue to 
support such a broad scope of investigations 
under a DHS program that is wholly devoted 
to improving homeland security. 

The Coast Guard has always been and has 
continued to be a unique, multi-mission Serv-
ice within the Federal government. As such, 
Congress required the Coast Guard to remain 
an independent entity within the Department of 
Homeland Security with complete control over 
all of the Service’s functions, authorities, and 
assets. Any changes to the Coast Guard’s re-
search and development program will restrict 
the Service’s ability to improve methods to 
protect the safety and security of lives and 
vessels in U.S. waters and on the high seas. 

I urge my colleagues to support this amend-
ment and to maintain the integrity of the Coast 
Guard by restoring funding for the Service’s 
research and development program. I thank 
the gentleman from Connecticut again for 
bringing forth this amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I applaud the great 
work the chairman and the ranking 
member are doing on this bill, but also 
wish to express my deep concerns and 
ask for a colloquy with the chairman. 

We are not paying enough attention 
to the northern border of the United 
States. Unless they represent the bor-
der States like Minnesota, some Mem-
bers may not realize that the U.S.-Can-
ada border is over 4,000 miles long and 
consists of over 430 official and unoffi-
cial ports of entry. However, even with 
recent staffing moves, moves that I 

commend, the Customs and Border Pa-
trol has only 1,000 agents along the 
northern border. That compares to 
over 10,000 agents on the border which 
is half the length of the U.S.-Canada 
border. 

This staffing shortage along the 
northern border poses a real security 
threat. In fact, due to the shortage, the 
Department of Homeland Security has 
looked for new ways to monitor the Ca-
nadian border, such as a new proposed 
requirement for passports to get back 
and forth across the border. Unfortu-
nately, anyone who has spent time up 
north knows this will not accomplish 
much to deter or prevent illegal activi-
ties or to secure the border. 

Simply put, the Canadian border is 
just too vast for such an approach to 
work with many unmanned check 
points in remote areas. I know from 
personal stories that at some of these 
unmanned crossings, people have to 
wait an hour or more before a border 
patrol agent can come to lift up the 
gate so they can cross. 

Mr. Chairman, we do not expect al 
Qaeda and narcotics traffickers to wait 
an hour for the border patrol to show 
up at the check point. We have already 
recognized in numerous laws that high- 
tech border surveillance must be inte-
grated into the manpower and re-
sources we have up there to get real 
control over our borders. 

In the prior year’s Defense Author-
ization Act, in the prior year’s Home-
land Security Appropriations Act, and 
in this year’s Intelligence Reform Act, 
Congress recognized the need to de-
velop high-tech border surveillance. 
However, what little progress the De-
partment of Homeland Security has 
made on this front has been entirely 
confined to the southern border even 
with the $10 million appropriated in 
this bill last year. Mr. Chairman, this 
is unacceptable. We simply are not 
paying enough attention to the north-
ern border. 

Some think the southern border is 
more dangerous, but I remind my col-
leagues that terrorists will attack us 
through the path of least resistance. I 
believe it is critical that the funds al-
located to the Customs and Border Pa-
trol accounts used to pay much-needed 
research and survey technology, in-
cluding unmanned aerial vehicles, be 
not solely devoted to the southern bor-
der but also to the northern border to 
stretch the resources our Custom and 
Border Patrol manpower has. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the gen-
tleman from Kentucky work with me 
to ensure that there is sufficient re-
sources in the bill and in the con-
ference report to address these issues 
and that it be applied not just to the 
southern border but to the northern 
border as well. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. I yield 
to the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for bring-

ing up this important subject. The gen-
tleman makes an extremely important 
point, and that is we have two borders, 
the southwest and the Canadian bor-
der. 

Over the years, I have to agree, we 
have neglected the northern border. So 
I join the gentleman in his sentiments 
that we find the monies, or be sure 
that the monies we have appropriated 
are spent on both borders. I thank the 
gentleman for bringing up that very 
important point. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
that commitment and look forward to 
working with him on this through the 
conference report. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. I yield 
to the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, in the sup-
plemental bill that we just passed, 
there was $36 million that had been ap-
propriated for the northern border 
which the Department was not spend-
ing, and with the cooperation of the 
chairman, we inserted specific lan-
guage telling the Department to spend 
the $36 million on the northern border. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the ranking member 
for his commitment on this issue and 
look forward to working on this supple-
mental and other issues to ensure that 
the northern border remains secure. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will 
rise informally. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KING of Iowa) assumed the Chair. 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi-

dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Ms. Wanda 
Evans, one of his secretaries. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Committee will resume its sitting. 

f 

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SE-
CURITY APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2006 
The Committee resumed its sitting. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
Chief Financial Officer, as authorized by sec-
tion 103 of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 
(6 U.S.C. 113), $18,505,000. 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER 
For necessary expenses of the Office of the 

Chief Information Officer, as authorized by 
section 103 of the Homeland Security Act of 
2002 (6 U.S.C. 113), and Department-wide 
technology investments, $303,700,000; of 
which $75,756,000 shall be available for sala-
ries and expenses; and of which $227,944,000 
shall be available for development and acqui-
sition of information technology equipment, 
software, services, and related activities for 
the Department of Homeland Security, and 
for the costs of conversion to narrowband 
communications, including the cost for oper-
ation of the land mobile radio legacy sys-
tems, to remain available until expended: 
Provided, That none of the funds appro-
priated shall be used to support or supple-
ment the appropriations provided for the 
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United States Visitor and Immigrant Status 
Indicator Technology project or the Auto-
mated Commercial Environment: Provided 
further, That the Department shall report 
within 180 days of enactment of this Act on 
its enterprise architecture and other stra-
tegic planning activities in accordance with 
the terms and conditions specified in the 
House report accompanying this Act. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 
For necessary expenses of the Office of In-

spector General in carrying out the provi-
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978 (5 
U.S.C. App.), $83,017,000, of which not to ex-
ceed $100,000 may be used for certain con-
fidential operational expenses, including the 
payment of informants, to be expended at 
the direction of the Inspector General. 

TITLE II—SECURITY, ENFORCEMENT, 
AND INVESTIGATIONS 

BORDER AND TRANSPORTATION 
SECURITY 

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR BORDER 
AND TRANSPORTATION SECURITY 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses of the Office of the 

Under Secretary for Border and Transpor-
tation Security, as authorized by subtitle A 
of title IV of the Homeland Security Act of 
2002 (6 U.S.C. 201 et seq.), $10,617,000: Provided, 
That not to exceed $3,000 shall be for official 
reception and representation expenses. 

AUTOMATION MODERNIZATION 
For necessary expenses of the United State 

Visitor and Immigrant Status Indicator 
Technology project, as authorized by section 
110 of the Illegal Immigration Reform and 
Immigration Responsibility Act of 1996 (8 
U.S.C. 1221 note) and for the development, 
deployment, and use of Free and Secure 
Trade (FAST), NEXUS, and Secure Elec-
tronic Network for Traveler’s Rapid Inspec-
tion (SENTRI), $411,232,000, to remain avail-
able until expended, which shall be allocated 
as follows: 

(1) $7,000,000 for FAST. 
(2) $14,000,000 for NEXUS/SENTRI. 
(3) $390,232,000 for the United States Visitor 

and Immigrant Status Indicator Technology 
project: Provided, That of the funds provided 
for this project, $254,000,000 may not be obli-
gated until the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives receive and approve a plan for 
expenditure prepared by the Secretary of 
Homeland Security that— 

(A) meets the capital planning and invest-
ment control review requirements estab-
lished by the Office of Management and 
Budget, including Circular A–11, part 7; 

(B) complies with the Department of 
Homeland Security enterprise information 
systems architecture; 

(C) complies with the acquisition rules, re-
quirements, guidelines, and systems acquisi-
tion management practices of the Federal 
Government; 

(D) is reviewed and approved by the De-
partment of Homeland Security Investment 
Review Board, the Secretary of Homeland 
Security, and the Office of Management and 
Budget; and 

(E) is reviewed by the Government Ac-
countability Office. 

CUSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses for enforcement of 
laws relating to border security, immigra-
tion, customs, and agricultural inspections 
and regulatory activities related to plant 
and animal imports; acquisition, lease, 
maintenance and operation of aircraft; pur-
chase and lease of up to 4,500 (3,935 for re-
placement only) police-type vehicles; and 
contracting with individuals for personal 

services abroad; $4,885,544,000; of which 
$3,000,000 shall be derived from the Harbor 
Maintenance Trust Fund for administrative 
expenses related to the collection of the Har-
bor Maintenance Fee pursuant to section 
9505(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 and notwithstanding section 1511(e)(1) of 
the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 
551(e)(1)); of which not to exceed $35,000 shall 
be for official reception and representation 
expenses; of which not less than $141,060,000 
shall be for Air and Marine Operations; of 
which not to exceed $174,800,000 shall remain 
available until September 30, 2007, for inspec-
tion and surveillance technology, unmanned 
aerial vehicles, and replacement aircraft; of 
which such sums as become available in the 
Customs User Fee Account, except sums sub-
ject to section 13031(f)(3) of the Consolidated 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1985 
(19 U.S.C. 58c(f)(3)), shall be derived from 
that account; of which not to exceed $150,000 
shall be available for payment for rental 
space in connection with preclearance oper-
ations; of which not to exceed $1,000,000 shall 
be for awards of compensation to informants, 
to be accounted for solely under the certifi-
cate of the Under Secretary for Border and 
Transportation Security; and of which not to 
exceed $5,000,000 shall be available for pay-
ments or advances arising out of contractual 
or reimbursable agreements with State and 
local law enforcement agencies while en-
gaged in cooperative activities related to im-
migration: Provided, That for fiscal year 2006, 
the overtime limitation prescribed in section 
5(c)(1) of the Act of February 13, 1911 (19 
U.S.C. 267(c)(1)) shall be $35,000; and notwith-
standing any other provision of law, none of 
the funds appropriated in this Act may be 
available to compensate any employee of the 
Bureau of Customs and Border Protection for 
overtime, from whatever source, in an 
amount that exceeds such limitation, except 
in individual cases determined by the Under 
Secretary for Border and Transportation Se-
curity, or a designee, to be necessary for na-
tional security purposes, to prevent exces-
sive costs, or in cases of immigration emer-
gencies: Provided further, That of the total 
amount provided, $10,000,000 may not be obli-
gated until the Secretary submits to the 
Committee on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives all required reports re-
lated to air and marine operations: Provided 
further, That of the total amount provided, 
$2,000,000 may not be obligated until the Sec-
retary submits to the Committee on Appro-
priations of the House of Representatives a 
report on the performance of the Immigra-
tion Advisory Program as directed in House 
Report 108–541: Provided further, That of the 
total amount provided, $70,000,000 may not be 
obligated until the Secretary submits to the 
Committee on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives part two of the report on 
the performance of the Container Security 
Initiative progam, as directed in House Re-
port 180–541: Provided further, That no funds 
shall be available for the site acquisition, de-
sign, or construction of any Border Patrol 
checkpoint in the Tucson sector: Provided 
further, That the Border Patrol shall relocate 
its checkpoints in the Tucson sector at least 
once every seven days in a manner designed 
to prevent persons subject to inspection from 
predicting the location of any such check-
point. 

AUTOMATION MODERNIZATION 
For expenses for customs and border pro-

tection automated systems, $458,009,000, to 
remain available until expended, of which 
not less than $321,690,000 shall be for the de-
velopment of the Automated Commercial 
Environment: Provided, That none of the 
funds appropriated under this heading may 
be obligated for the Automated Commercial 

Environment until the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives receive and approve a plan 
for expenditure prepared by the Under Sec-
retary for Border and Transportation Secu-
rity that— 

(1) meets the capital planning and invest-
ment control review requirements estab-
lished by the Office of Management and 
Budget, including Circular A–11, part 7; 

(2) complies with the Department of Home-
land Security’s enterprise information sys-
tems architecture; 

(3) complies with the acquisition rules, re-
quirements, guidelines, and systems acquisi-
tion management practices of the Federal 
Government; 

(4) is reviewed and approved by the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security Investment Re-
view Board, the Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity, and the Office of Management and 
Budget; and 

(5) is reviewed by the Government Ac-
countability Office. 

AIR AND MARINE INTERDICTION, OPERATIONS, 
MAINTENANCE, AND PROCUREMENT 

For necessary expenses for the operations, 
maintenance, and procurement of marine 
vessels, aircraft, and other related equip-
ment of the air and marine program, includ-
ing operational training and mission-related 
travel, and rental payments for facilities oc-
cupied by the air or marine interdiction and 
demand reduction programs, the operations 
of which include the following: the interdic-
tion of narcotics and other goods; the provi-
sion of support to Federal, State, and local 
agencies in the enforcement or administra-
tion of laws enforced by the Department of 
Homeland Security; and at the discretion of 
the Under Secretary for Border and Trans-
portation Security, the provision of assist-
ance to Federal, State, and local agencies in 
other law enforcement and emergency hu-
manitarian efforts, $347,780,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That no 
aircraft or other related equipment, with the 
exception of aircraft that are one of a kind 
and have been identified as excess to Bureau 
of Customs and Border Protection require-
ments and aircraft that have been damaged 
beyond repair, shall be transferred to any 
other Federal agency, department, or office 
outside of the Department of Homeland Se-
curity during fiscal year 2006 without the 
prior approval of the Committees on Appro-
priations of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives. 

CONSTRUCTION 
For necessary expenses to plan, construct, 

renovate, equip, and maintain buildings and 
facilities necessary for the administration 
and enforcement of the laws relating to cus-
toms and immigration, $93,418,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses for enforcement of 
immigration and customs laws, detention 
and removals, and investigations; and pur-
chase and lease of up to 2,300 (2,000 for re-
placement only) police-type vehicles, 
$3,064,081,000, of which not to exceed 
$10,000,000 shall be available until expended 
for conducting special operations pursuant 
to section 3131 of the Customs Enforcement 
Act of 1986 (19 U.S.C. 2081); of which not to 
exceed $15,000 shall be for official reception 
and representation expenses; of which not to 
exceed $1,000,000 shall be for awards of com-
pensation to informants, to be accounted for 
solely under the certificate of the Under Sec-
retary for Border and Transportation Secu-
rity; of which not less than $102,000 shall be 
for promotion of public awareness of the 
child pornography tipline; of which not less 
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than $203,000 shall be for Project Alert; of 
which not less than $5,000,000 shall be for 
costs to implement section 287(g) of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act, as amended; 
and of which not to exceed $11,216,000 shall be 
available to fund or reimburse other Federal 
agencies for the costs associated with the 
care, maintenance, and repatriation of smug-
gled illegal aliens: Provided, That none of the 
funds appropriated shall be available to com-
pensate any employee for overtime in an an-
nual amount in excess of $35,000, except that 
the Under Secretary for Border and Trans-
portation Security may waive that amount 
as necessary for national security purposes 
and in cases of immigration emergencies: 
Provided further, That of the total amount 
provided, $3,045,000 shall be for activities to 
enforce laws against forced child labor in fis-
cal year 2006, of which not to exceed 
$2,000,000 shall remain available until ex-
pended: Provided further, That of the 
amounts appropriated, $50,000,000 shall not 
be available for obligation until the Assist-
ant Secretary of Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement submits to the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives a national detention management plan 
including the use of regional detention con-
tracts and alternatives to detention: Pro-
vided further, That the Assistant Secretary of 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement, 
with concurrence of the Secretary of Home-
land Security, shall submit, by December 1, 
2005, to the Committee on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives a plan for the 
expanded use of Immigration Enforcement 
Agents to enforce administrative violations 
of United States immigration laws. 

b 1500 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KING OF IOWA 
Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KING of Iowa: 
Page 12, line 20, after the first dollar 

amount insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by 
$5,000,000)(increased by $5,000,000)’’. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve a point of order on the 
gentleman’s amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman re-
serves a point of order. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I 
am offering this amendment to estab-
lish how $5 million is spent with regard 
to the homeland security. 

I rise today to offer this amendment 
to promote participation of employers 
in the Basic Pilot Employment Eligi-
bility Verification System, a program I 
like to call Instant Check. This pro-
gram takes the guesswork out of hiring 
legal employees. This basic pilot pro-
gram checks the Social Security Ad-
ministration and Department of 
Human Services databases using an 
automated system so that employers 
can verify the employment authoriza-
tion of all of their new hires. This pro-
gram is voluntary and is free to par-
ticipating employers. All an employer 
needs is a computer with an Internet 
connection, which most everyone has. 

My amendment would make it easier 
for employers to hire legal workers. By 
using this program, employers no 
longer have to worry about whether 
the identification documents used to 
fill out the required I–9 form are real or 
forgeries. I have personally used this 
program and found it easy to use. It 

was Web-based and gave me an answer 
quickly. The longest wait for Instant 
Check that I could devise was 6 sec-
onds. 

My amendment would also improve 
the accuracy of wage and tax report-
ing. Employees would know after the 
check whether their information is 
properly recorded at the Social Secu-
rity Administration and with the im-
migration services. If there were any 
mistakes, they could be corrected so 
that employees would get proper credit 
for their Social Security contributions. 

This amendment also protects jobs 
for authorized United States workers. 
By using this instant check 
verification program, employers can be 
sure that they are hiring either U.S. 
citizens or aliens who are authorized to 
work in the United States. 

The program began in November 1997 
with five States in a pilot program, 
added a sixth State in 1999, and as of 
December 1, 2004, this basic pilot pro-
gram has been available to employers 
in all 50 States. I hope that more em-
ployers will take advantage of this and 
verify their employees. Given that Im-
migration and Customs Enforcement 
has the authority to sanction employ-
ers for hiring illegal workers, it only 
makes sense that they should also en-
courage employers to use the free in-
stant check verification program so 
that employers can avoid breaking the 
law. 

We need to reduce and weaken the 
jobs magnet. This is something that 
does that, the Basic Pilot Employment 
Eligibility Verification System. I call 
it Instant Check. The Web page is 
www.vis-dhs.com/employerregistration. 

This amendment simply inserts $5 
million and withdraws $5 million in a 
pro forma effort to direct that funding 
in a fashion that will promote the In-
stant Check program. That would be 
the most effective way of utilizing it. 
It seems to be somewhat of a trade se-
cret that employers can now verify the 
employability of their employees. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Kentucky insist upon his point of 
order? 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I withdraw the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
withdraws the point of order. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. KING). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

FEDERAL AIR MARSHALS 

For necessary expenses of the Federal Air 
Marshals, $698,860,000, of which not to exceed 
$5,000,000 shall remain available until ex-
pended. 

FEDERAL PROTECTIVE SERVICE 

The revenues and collections of security 
fees credited to this account, not to exceed 
$487,000,000, shall be available until expended 
for necessary expenses related to the protec-
tion of federally-owned and leased buildings 
and for the operations of the Federal Protec-
tive Service. 

AUTOMATION MODERNIZATION 
For expenses of immigration and customs 

enforcement automated systems, $40,150,000, 
to remain available until expended: Provided, 
That none of the funds appropriated under 
this heading may be obligated until the Com-
mittees on Appropriations of the Senate and 
the House of Representatives receive and ap-
prove a plan for expenditure prepared by the 
Under Secretary for Border and Transpor-
tation Security that— 

(1) meets the capital planning and invest-
ment control review requirements estab-
lished by the Office of Management and 
Budget, including Circular A–11, part 7; 

(2) complies with the Department of Home-
land Security enterprise information sys-
tems architecture; 

(3) complies with the acquisition rules, re-
quirements, guidelines, and systems acquisi-
tion management practices of the Federal 
Government; 

(4) is reviewed and approved by the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security Investment Re-
view Board, the Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity, and the Office of Management and 
Budget; and 

(5) is reviewed by the Government Ac-
countability Office. 

CONSTRUCTION 
For necessary expenses to plan, construct, 

renovate, equip, and maintain buildings and 
facilities necessary for the administration 
and enforcement of the laws relating to cus-
toms and immigration, $26,546,000, to remain 
available until expended. 
TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 

AVIATION SECURITY 
For necessary expenses of the Transpor-

tation Security Administration related to 
providing aviation security, $4,591,612,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 2007, of 
which not to exceed $3,000 shall be available 
for official reception and representation ex-
penses: Provided, That of the total amount 
provided under this heading, not to exceed 
$3,608,599,000 shall be for screening oper-
ations, of which $170,000,000 shall be available 
only for procurement of checked baggage ex-
plosive detection systems and $75,000,000 
shall be available only for installation of 
checked baggage explosive detection sys-
tems; and not to exceed $983,013,000 shall be 
for aviation security direction and enforce-
ment presence: Provided further, That secu-
rity service fees authorized under section 
44940 of title 49, United States Code, shall be 
credited to this appropriation as offsetting 
collections: Provided further, That the sum 
herein appropriated from the General Fund 
shall be reduced on a dollar-for-dollar basis 
as such offsetting collections are received 
during fiscal year 2006, so as to result in a 
final fiscal year appropriation from the Gen-
eral Fund estimated at not more than 
$2,601,612,000: Provided further, That any secu-
rity service fees collected in excess of the 
amount appropriated under this heading 
shall become available during fiscal year 
2007: Provided further, That notwithstanding 
section 44923 of title 49, United States Code, 
the Government’s share of the cost of a 
project under any letter of intent shall be 75 
percent for any medium or large hub airport 
and 90 percent for any other airport, and all 
funding provided by subsection (h) of such 
section, or from appropriations authorized 
by subsection (i)(1) of such section, may be 
distributed in any manner deemed necessary 
to ensure aviation security and to fulfill the 
Government’s planned cost share under ex-
isting letters of intent: Provided further, That 
none of the funds in this Act shall be used to 
recruit or hire personnel into the Transpor-
tation Security Administration which would 
cause the agency to exceed a staffing level of 
45,000 full-time equivalent screeners. 
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POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
raise a point of order against the para-
graph. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his point of order. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
raise a point of order against page 17 
beginning with the colon on line 2 
through ‘‘intent’’ on line 11. 

This proviso violates clause 2 of rule 
XXI. It changes existing law and there-
fore constitutes legislating on an ap-
propriation bill in violation of House 
rules. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does anyone else 
wish to be heard on the point of order? 

The Chair is prepared to rule. 
The Chair finds that this provision 

explicitly supersedes existing law. The 
provision, therefore, constitutes legis-
lation in violation of clause 2, rule 
XXI. 

The point of order is sustained, and 
the provision is stricken from the bill. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all, I commend 
the chairman and ranking member on a 
very difficult task. I regret that on this 
particular language, as you may know, 
the Subcommittee on Aviation of the 
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure want to fund even more 
than the 75 percent that was proposed 
in this particular provision of in-line 
systems. 

Again, it was necessary to raise a 
point of order here. I just want to com-
ment briefly, though, about what we 
are doing here and what we are not 
doing here. This section appropriates 
about $4.6 billion to continue the pas-
senger screening and checked baggage 
screening system that we have. This, 
unfortunately, is funded through a pas-
senger tax. It is now $2.50 and $5 max-
imum for a one-way ticket. It is a fee 
to pay the security fee. 

Members and the public should be 
aware that right now we are running 
about a $2 billion shortfall. We as-
sumed this responsibility from the air-
lines. In addition, the airlines had 
promised and testified before us that 
they were paying about a billion dol-
lars and would pay a billion dollars 
each year if we assumed this responsi-
bility. They have reneged in that re-
sponsibility; and last year they paid us 
$315 million, short some $700 million. 

The administration proposed increas-
ing this fee by $3. I proposed increasing 
it by $2.50 and change this system from 
a heavy personnel system, in fact, 
some 45,000 people, an army of TSA 
personnel which according to the In-
spector General and according to the 
GAO do not perform very well because 
they do not have the technology. 

I propose to impose this fee for a 3- 
year period and at that point to elimi-
nate the tax and also assist the airlines 
in the meantime with some of their se-
curity finance responsibilities. Right 
now that has been rejected, both the 
fee to pay for this by the administra-
tion and my proposal. What it does is it 

leaves us at risk. We have a huge army 
doing a very poor job because they do 
not have a high-tech system. That is 
going to cost money, that money is not 
in the bill, and I am sad that we are 
going to pass this legislation. 

I raise this because I still want this 
to be a conferenceable item because we 
must protect the people of this country 
and the flying public, and we are not 
doing so with this provision, and we 
are not financing it adequately with 
this provision. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION SECURITY 
For necessary expenses of the Transpor-

tation Security Administration related to 
providing surface transportation security ac-
tivities, $36,000,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2007. 
TRANSPORTATION VETTING AND CREDENTIALING 

For necessary expenses for the develop-
ment and implementation of screening pro-
grams by the Office of Transportation Vet-
ting and Credentialing, $84,294,000. 

TRANSPORTATION SECURITY SUPPORT 
For necessary expenses of the Transpor-

tation Security Administration related to 
providing transportation security support 
and intelligence activities, $541,008,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 2007: Pro-
vided, That of the funds appropriated under 
this heading, $50,000,000 may not be obligated 
until the Secretary submits to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the House of 
Representatives (1) a plan for optimally de-
ploying explosive detection equipment, ei-
ther in-line or to replace explosive trace de-
tection machines, at the Nation’s airports on 
a priority basis to enhance security, reduce 
Transportation Security Administration 
staffing requirements, and long-term costs; 
and (2) a detailed spend plan for explosive de-
tection systems procurement and installa-
tions on an airport-by-airport basis for fiscal 
year 2006: Provided further, That these plans 
shall be submitted no later than 60 days 
after enactment of this Act. 

UNITED STATES COAST GUARD 
OPERATING EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses for the operation 
and maintenance of the Coast Guard not oth-
erwise provided for, purchase or lease of not 
to exceed 25 passenger motor vehicles for re-
placement only, payments pursuant to sec-
tion 156 of Public Law 97–377 (42 U.S.C. 402 
note), and recreation and welfare, 
$5,500,000,000, of which $1,200,000,000 shall be 
for defense-related activities; of which 
$24,500,000 shall be derived from the Oil Spill 
Liability Trust Fund to carry out the pur-
poses of section 1012(a)(5) of the Oil Pollution 
Act of 1990 (33 U.S.C. 2712(a)(5)); and of which 
not to exceed $3,000 shall be for official re-
ception and representation expenses: Pro-
vided, That none of the funds appropriated by 
this or any other Act shall be available for 
administrative expenses in connection with 
shipping commissioners in the United 
States: Provided further, That none of the 
funds provided by this Act shall be available 
for expenses incurred for yacht documenta-
tion under section 12109 of title 46, United 
States Code, except to the extent fees are 
collected from yacht owners and credited to 
this appropriation. 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE AND 
RESTORATION 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
Coast Guard’s environmental compliance 
and restoration functions under chapter 19 of 
title 14, United States Code, $12,000,000, to re-
main available until expended. 

RESERVE TRAINING 
For necessary expenses of the Coast Guard 

Reserve, as authorized by law; operations 
and maintenance of the reserve program; 
personnel and training costs; and equipment 
and services; $119,000,000. 

ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION, AND 
IMPROVEMENTS 

For necessary expenses of acquisition, con-
struction, renovation, and improvement of 
aids to navigation, shore facilities, vessels, 
and aircraft, including equipment related 
thereto; and maintenance, rehabilitation, 
lease and operation of facilities and equip-
ment, as authorized by law, $798,152,000, of 
which $20,000,000 shall be derived from the 
Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund to carry out 
the purposes of section 1012(a)(5) of the Oil 
Pollution Act of 1990 (33 U.S.C. 2712(a)(5)); of 
which $22,000,000 shall be available until Sep-
tember 30, 2010, to acquire, repair, renovate, 
or improve vessels, small boats, and related 
equipment; of which $29,902,000 shall be avail-
able until September 30, 2010, to increase 
aviation capability; of which $130,100,000 
shall be available until September 30, 2008, 
for other equipment; of which $39,700,000 
shall be available until September 30, 2008, 
for shore facilities and aids to navigation fa-
cilities; of which $76,450,000 shall be available 
for personnel compensation and benefits and 
related costs; and of which $500,000,000 shall 
be available until September 30, 2010, for the 
Integrated Deepwater Systems program: Pro-
vided, That the Commandant of the Coast 
Guard is authorized to dispose of surplus real 
property, by sale or lease, and the proceeds 
shall be credited to this appropriation as off-
setting collections and shall be available 
until September 30, 2008, only for Rescue 21: 
Provided further, That of the funds appro-
priated under this heading for the Integrated 
Deepwater System, $50,000,000 may not be ob-
ligated until the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives re-
ceives from the Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity a new Deepwater program baseline that 
reflects revised, post September 11th oper-
ational priorities that includes— 

(1) a detailed justification for each new 
Deepwater asset that is determined to be 
necessary to fulfill homeland and national 
security functions or multi-agency procure-
ments as identified by the Joint Require-
ments Council; 

(2) a comprehensive timeline for the entire 
Deepwater program, including an asset-by- 
asset breakdown, aligned with the com-
prehensive acquisition timeline and revised 
mission needs statement, that also details 
the phase-out of legacy assets and the phase- 
in of new, replacement assets on an annual 
basis; 

(3) a comparison of the revised acquisition 
timeline against the original Deepwater 
timeline; 

(4) an aggregate total cost of the program 
that aligns with the revised mission needs 
statement, acquisition timeline and asset- 
by-asset breakdown; 

(5) a detailed projection of the remaining 
operational lifespan of every type of legacy 
cutter and aircraft; and 

(6) a detailed progress report on command, 
control, communications, computers, intel-
ligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance 
equipment upgrades that includes what has 
been installed currently on operational as-
sets and when such equipment will be in-
stalled on all remaining Deepwater legacy 
assets: Provided further, That the Secretary 
shall annually submit to the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives, at the time that the President’s budg-
et is submitted under section 1105(a) of title 
31, a future-years capital investment plan for 
the Coast Guard that identifies for each cap-
ital budget line item— 
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(1) the proposed appropriation included in 

that budget; 
(2) the total estimated cost of completion; 
(3) projected funding levels for each fiscal 

year for the next 5 fiscal years or until 
project completion, whichever is earlier; 

(4) an estimated completion date at the 
projected funding levels; and 

(5) changes, if any, in the total estimated 
cost of completion or estimated completion 
date from previous future-years capital in-
vestment plans submitted to the Committee 
on Appropriations of the House of Represent-
atives: 
Provided further, That the Secretary shall en-
sure that amounts specified in the future- 
years capital investment plan are consistent 
to the maximum extent practicable with 
proposed appropriations necessary to support 
the programs, projects, and activities of the 
Coast Guard in the President’s budget as 
submitted under section 1105(a) of title 31 for 
that fiscal year: Provided further, That any 
inconsistencies between the capital invest-
ment plan and proposed appropriations shall 
be identified and justified. 

ALTERATION OF BRIDGES 
For necessary expenses for alteration or 

removal of obstructive bridges, $15,000,000, to 
remain available until expended. 

RETIRED PAY 
For retired pay, including the payment of 

obligations otherwise chargeable to lapsed 
appropriations for this purpose, payments 
under the Retired Serviceman’s Family Pro-
tection and Survivor Benefits Plans, pay-
ment for career status bonuses, concurrent 
receipts and combat-related special com-
pensation under the National Defense Au-
thorization Act, and payments for medical 
care of retired personnel and their depend-
ents under chapter 55 of title 10, United 
States Code, $1,014,080,000. 

UNITED STATES SECRET SERVICE 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the United 
States Secret Service, including purchase of 
not to exceed 614 vehicles for police-type use, 
which shall be for replacement only, and hire 
of passenger motor vehicles; purchase of 
American-made motorcycles; hire of air-
craft; services of expert witnesses at such 
rates as may be determined by the Director; 
rental of buildings in the District of Colum-
bia, and fencing, lighting, guard booths, and 
other facilities on private or other property 
not in Government ownership or control, as 
may be necessary to perform protective 
functions; payment of per diem or subsist-
ence allowances to employees where a pro-
tective assignment during the actual day or 
days of the visit of a protectee requires an 
employee to work 16 hours per day or to re-
main overnight at his or her post of duty; 
conduct of and participation in firearms 
matches; presentation of awards; travel of 
Secret Service employees on protective mis-
sions without regard to the limitations on 
such expenditures in this or any other Act if 
approval is obtained in advance from the 
Committees on Appropriations of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives; research 
and development; grants to conduct behav-
ioral research in support of protective re-
search and operations; and payment in ad-
vance for commercial accommodations as 
may be necessary to perform protective 
functions; $1,228,981,000, of which not to ex-
ceed $25,000 shall be for official reception and 
representation expenses; of which not to ex-
ceed $100,000 shall be to provide technical as-
sistance and equipment to foreign law en-
forcement organizations in counterfeit in-
vestigations; of which $2,678,000 shall be for 
forensic and related support of investiga-
tions of missing and exploited children; and 

of which $5,000,000 shall be a grant for activi-
ties related to the investigations of exploited 
children and shall remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That up to $18,000,000 pro-
vided for protective travel shall remain 
available until September 30, 2007: Provided 
further, That of the total amount appro-
priated, not less than $10,000,000 shall be 
available solely for the unanticipated costs 
related to security operations for National 
Special Security Events, to remain available 
until September 30, 2007: Provided further, 
That the United States Secret Service is au-
thorized to obligate funds in anticipation of 
reimbursements from agencies and entities, 
as defined in section 105 of title 5, United 
States Code, receiving training sponsored by 
the James J. Rowley Training Center, except 
that total obligations at the end of the fiscal 
year shall not exceed total budgetary re-
sources available under this heading at the 
end of the fiscal year. 

ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION, IMPROVEMENTS, 
AND RELATED EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses for acquisition, 
construction, repair, alteration, and im-
provement of facilities, $3,699,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

TITLE III—PREPAREDNESS AND 
RECOVERY 

OFFICE OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
COORDINATION AND PREPAREDNESS 
MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 

For necessary expenses for the Office of 
State and Local Government Coordination 
and Preparedness, $3,546,000: Provided, That 
not to exceed $2,000 shall be for official re-
ception and representation expenses. 

STATE AND LOCAL PROGRAMS 
For grants, contracts, cooperative agree-

ments, and other activities, including grants 
to State and local governments for terrorism 
prevention activities, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, $2,781,300,000, which 
shall be allocated as follows: 

(1) $750,000,000 for formula-based grants and 
$400,000,000 for law enforcement terrorism 
prevention grants pursuant to section 1014 of 
the USA PATRIOT ACT (42 U.S.C. 3714): Pro-
vided, That the application for grants shall 
be made available to States within 45 days 
after enactment of this Act; that States 
shall submit applications within 90 days 
after the grant announcement; and that the 
Office of State and Local Government Co-
ordination and Preparedness shall act within 
90 days after receipt of an application: Pro-
vided further, That no less than 80 percent of 
any grant under this paragraph to a State 
shall be made available by the State to local 
governments within 60 days after the receipt 
of the funds. 

(2) $1,215,000,000 for discretionary grants, as 
determined by the Secretary of Homeland 
Security, of which— 

(A) $850,000,000 shall be for use in high- 
threat, high-density urban areas; 

(B) $150,000,000 shall be for port security 
grants, which shall be distributed based on 
risks and vulnerabilities: Provided, That the 
Office of State and Local Government Co-
ordination and Preparedness shall work with 
the Information Analysis and Infrastructure 
Protection Directorate to assess the risk as-
sociated with each port and with the Coast 
Guard to evaluate the vulnerability of each 
port: Provided further, That funding may only 
be made available to those projects rec-
ommended by the Coast Guard Captain of 
the Port; 

(C) $5,000,000 shall be for trucking industry 
security grants; 

(D) $10,000,000 shall be for intercity bus se-
curity grants; 

(E) $150,000,000 shall be for intercity pas-
senger rail transportation (as defined in sec-

tion 24102 of title 49, United States Code), 
freight rail, and transit security grants; and 

(F) $50,000,000 shall be for buffer zone pro-
tection grants: 
Provided, That for grants under subparagraph 
(A), the application for grants shall be made 
available to States within 45 days after en-
actment of this Act; that States shall submit 
applications within 90 days after the grant 
announcement; and that the Office of State 
and Local Government Coordination and 
Preparedness shall act within 90 days after 
receipt of an application: Provided further, 
That no less than 80 percent of any grant 
under this paragraph to a State shall be 
made available by the State to local govern-
ments within 60 days after the receipt of the 
funds. 

(3) $50,000,000 shall be available for the 
Commercial Equipment Direct Assistance 
Program. 

(4) $366,300,000 for training, exercises, tech-
nical assistance, and other programs: 
Provided, That none of the grants provided 
under this heading shall be used for the con-
struction or renovation of facilities; for 
minor perimeter security projects, not to ex-
ceed $1,000,000, as determined necessary by 
the Secretary of Homeland Security: Pro-
vided further, That the proceeding proviso 
shall not apply to grants under subpara-
graphs (B) and (E) of paragraph (2) of this 
heading: Provided further, That grantees shall 
provide additional reports on their use of 
funds, as determined necessary by the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security: Provided fur-
ther, That funds appropriated for law en-
forcement terrorism prevention grants under 
paragraph (1) and discretionary grants under 
paragraph (2)(A) of this heading shall be 
available for operational costs, to include 
personnel overtime and overtime associated 
with Office of State and Local Government 
Coordination and Preparedness certified 
training, as needed: Provided further, That in 
accordance with the Department’s imple-
mentation plan for Homeland Security Pres-
idential Directive 8, the Office of State and 
Local Government Coordination and Pre-
paredness shall issue the final National Pre-
paredness Goal no later than October 1, 2005; 
and no funds provided under paragraphs (1) 
and (2)(A) shall be awarded to States that 
have not submitted to the Office of State and 
Local Government Coordination and Pre-
paredness an updated State homeland strat-
egy based on the interim National Prepared-
ness Goal, dated March 31, 2005. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LATOURETTE 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. LATOURETTE: 
Page 28, line 5, after the semicolon insert 

‘‘and’’. 
Page 28, strike lines 6 through 13. 
Page 28, line 14, strike ‘‘(F)’’ and insert 

‘‘(C)’’. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Chairman, it 
is my intention to ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw the amendment at 
the conclusion of my remarks. I want 
to commend Chairman LEWIS of the 
full committee, Chairman ROGERS of 
the subcommittee, and also Chairman 
YOUNG of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure for having 
dialogues on these particular sections. 

These sections in H.R. 2360 make ap-
propriations to three State and local 
grant programs that are not and have 
never been authorized, specifically, a 
trucking industry security grant sys-
tem, an inner city bus security grants 
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and inner city rail, freight rail and 
transit security grants. In each of 
these areas, the Department of Trans-
portation has existing and ongoing se-
curity programs that are managed at 
the Federal and State level by the Fed-
eral Motor Carrier Safety Administra-
tion, the Federal Railroad Administra-
tion, the Federal Transit Administra-
tion, and State safety oversight agen-
cies. 

The FRA act provides the Federal 
Railroad Administration with strong 
authority to promote rail safety in 
every aspect of rail operations. The 
FRA has a robust and active inspector 
workforce that is on the ground every 
day inspecting the safety and security 
of America’s freight railroads, and the 
same with the truck safety and the 
same with the bus safety. 

I want to commend the appropria-
tions subcommittee for looking at this 
problem, but I want to point out that, 
one, there is no authorization from the 
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure; two, it is my under-
standing in the homeland security bill 
that will be on the floor tomorrow 
there is no authorization as well. 

One of the problems that we have 
seen in the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure right here in 
the District of Columbia, Mr. Chair-
man, is the city council and the Dis-
trict of Columbia when they have 
looked at a pot of money or when they 
have looked at a program that has been 
passed by homeland security but has 
not gone back and referenced the Fed-
eral Rail Act have said, You know 
what? No more trains going through 
the District of Columbia. You are going 
to have copycat legislation like this all 
over the United States of America. 

It is my understanding, and I would 
invite the distinguished subcommittee 
chairman to comment if he would want 
to, that Chairman LEWIS and Chairman 
YOUNG have talked about the fact that 
we need to make sure that we do not 
create an overlay of law and regulation 
that permits these NIMBY things to 
pop up. Obviously, everybody in this 
House wants the safest rail system, 
safest trucking system, and the safest 
inner-city bus systems in the world. 
But we cannot do it if we create a fund 
over here, a fund over there, and a fund 
over there. 

I would hope that the chairman per-
haps could commit to us to working as 
this bill goes to conference to see how 
we can put these into existing pro-
grams or work out new programs that 
achieve what I know the chairman is 
trying to achieve. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LATOURETTE. I yield to the 
gentleman from Kentucky. 

b 1515 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman brings up a good 
point, and I think the gentleman would 
agree that since 9/11 we have spent 
most of the Transportation Security 

money on air flight and we have ne-
glected, I think, rail security and port 
security and bus security and some of 
the others, trucking. However, I will be 
happy to work with him so that we do 
have moneys that are designated for 
these particular purposes, so that the 
Department does not have the capa-
bility of spending it all in one place. I 
think it is important that we do have, 
if we can get it through the authoriza-
tion process, kitties destined just for 
rail, just for ports, just for trucks, 
buses, and the like. 

Does the gentleman agree? 
Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Chairman, 

reclaiming my time, I do agree. And I 
want to thank the distinguished sub-
committee chairman. I know some of 
the frustration that some of us have 
felt is that the TSA should be named 
the Aviation Security Administration 
rather than the Transportation Secu-
rity Administration. So I know that 
what the gentleman and the sub-
committee were attempting to do was 
shared by at least this gentleman and I 
would assume most of the people in the 
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure. 

Our concern, and I think our concern 
has always been, as we move forward, 
that we not create two parallel 
universes, neither of which has suffi-
cient money to get this job done. And 
the only purpose of this amendment, 
which I am going to withdraw when I 
am through yielding to the gentleman, 
was that we look at existing programs 
that already exist and if we want to 
put $150 million dollars in for rail secu-
rity that it go to the FTA and that we 
say that it is going to be used only for 
security and it is not going to be used 
for other goofy stuff. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LATOURETTE. I yield to the 
gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I think the gentleman is right on 
track and I think we can agree with it. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the chairman for his agreement. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

FIREFIGHTER ASSISTANCE GRANTS 
For necessary expenses for programs au-

thorized by the Federal Fire Prevention and 
Control Act of 1974 (15 U.S.C. 2201 et seq.), 
$600,000,000, of which $550,000,000 shall be 
available to carry out section 33 (15 U.S.C. 
2229) and $50,000,000 shall be available to 
carry out section 34 (15 U.S.C. 2229a) of the 
Act, to remain available until September 30, 
2007: Provided, That not to exceed 5 percent 
of this amount shall be available for program 
administration. 

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PERFORMANCE 
GRANTS 

For necessary expenses for emergency 
management performance grants, as author-
ized by the National Flood Insurance Act of 

1968 (42 U.S.C. 4001 et seq.), the Robert T. 
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As-
sistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.), the 
Earthquake Hazards Reductions Act of 1977 
(42 U.S.C. 7701 et seq.), and Reorganization 
Plan No. 3 of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.), $180,000,000: 
Provided, That total administrative costs 
shall not exceed 3 percent of the total appro-
priation. 

COUNTERTERRORISM FUND 

For necessary expenses, as determined by 
the Secretary of Homeland Security, to re-
imburse any Federal agency for the costs of 
providing support to counter, investigate, or 
respond to unexpected threats or acts of ter-
rorism, including payment of rewards in con-
nection with these activities, $10,000,000, to 
remain available until expended: Provided, 
That the Secretary shall notify the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives 15 days prior to the 
obligation of any amount of these funds in 
accordance with section 503 of this Act. 

EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS AND RESPONSE 

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR 
EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS AND RESPONSE 

For necessary expenses for the Office of the 
Under Secretary for Emergency Prepared-
ness and Response, as authorized by section 
502 of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 
U.S.C. 312), $2,306,000. 

PREPAREDNESS, MITIGATION, RESPONSE, AND 
RECOVERY 

For necessary expenses for preparedness, 
mitigation, response, and recovery activities 
of the Directorate of Emergency Prepared-
ness and Response, $249,499,000, including ac-
tivities authorized by the National Flood In-
surance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4001 et seq.), 
the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and 
Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et 
seq.), the Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act 
of 1977 (42 U.S.C. 7701 et seq.), the Federal 
Fire Prevention and Control Act of 1974 (15 
U.S.C. 2201 et seq.), the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2061 et seq.), sec-
tions 107 and 303 of the National Security 
Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 404, 405), Reorganiza-
tion Plan No. 3 of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.), and 
the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 
101 et seq.). 

ADMINISTRATIVE AND REGIONAL OPERATIONS 

For necessary expenses for administrative 
and regional operations of the Directorate of 
Emergency Preparedness and Response, 
$225,441,000, including activities authorized 
by the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 
(42 U.S.C. 4001 et seq.), the Robert T. Stafford 
Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance 
Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.), the Earthquake 
Hazards Reduction Act of 1977 (42 U.S.C. 7701 
et seq.), the Federal Fire Prevention and 
Control Act of 1974 (15 U.S.C. 2201 et seq.), 
the Defense Production Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. 
App. 2061 et seq.), sections 107 and 303 of the 
National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 404, 
405), Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1978 (5 
U.S.C. App.), and the Homeland Security Act 
of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 101 et seq.): Provided, That 
not to exceed $3,000 shall be for official re-
ception and representation expenses. 

PUBLIC HEALTH PROGRAMS 

For necessary expenses for countering po-
tential biological, disease, and chemical 
threats to civilian populations, $34,000,000. 

RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS 
PROGRAM 

The aggregate charges assessed during fis-
cal year 2006, as authorized in title III of the 
Departments of Veterans Affairs and Hous-
ing and Urban Development, and Inde-
pendent Agencies Appropriations Act, 1999 
(42 U.S.C. 5196e), shall not be less than 100 
percent of the amounts anticipated by the 
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Department of Homeland Security necessary 
for its radiological emergency preparedness 
program for the next fiscal year: Provided, 
That the methodology for assessment and 
collection of fees shall be fair and equitable 
and shall reflect costs of providing such serv-
ices, including administrative costs of col-
lecting such fees: Provided further, That fees 
received under this heading shall be depos-
ited in this account as offsetting collections 
and will become available for authorized pur-
poses on October 1, 2006, and remain avail-
able until expended. 

DISASTER RELIEF 
For necessary expenses in carrying out the 

Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.), 
$2,023,900,000, to remain available until ex-
pended. 

DISASTER ASSISTANCE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM 
ACCOUNT 

For administrative expenses to carry out 
the direct loan program, as authorized by 
section 319 of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster 
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42 
U.S.C. 5162), $567,000: Provided, That gross ob-
ligations for the principal amount of direct 
loans shall not exceed $25,000,000: Provided 
further, That the cost of modifying such 
loans shall be as defined in section 502 of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 
661a). 

FLOOD MAP MODERNIZATION FUND 
For necessary expenses pursuant to section 

1360 of the National Flood Insurance Act of 
1968 (42 U.S.C. 4101), $200,000,000, and such ad-
ditional sums as may be provided by State 
and local governments or other political sub-
divisions for cost-shared mapping activities 
under section 1360(f)(2) of such Act, to re-
main available until expended: Provided, 
That total administrative costs shall not ex-
ceed 3 percent of the total appropriation. 

NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE FUND 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For activities under the National Flood In-
surance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4001 et seq.), 
not to exceed $36,496,000 for salaries and ex-
penses associated with flood mitigation and 
flood insurance operations; not to exceed 
$40,000,000 for financial assistance under sec-
tion 1361A of such Act to States and commu-
nities for taking actions under such section 
with respect to severe repetitive loss prop-
erties, to remain available until expended; 
not to exceed $10,000,000 for mitigation ac-
tions under section 1323 of such Act; and not 
to exceed $99,358,000 for flood hazard mitiga-
tion, to remain available until September 30, 
2007, including up to $40,000,000 for expenses 
under section 1366 of the National Flood In-
surance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4104c), which 
amount shall be available for transfer to the 
National Flood Mitigation Fund until Sep-
tember 30, 2007, and which amount shall be 
derived from offsetting collections assessed 
and collected pursuant to section 1307 of that 
Act (42 U.S.C. 4014), and shall be retained and 
used for necessary expenses under this head-
ing: Provided, That in fiscal year 2006, no 
funds in excess of (1) $55,000,000 for operating 
expenses; (2) $660,148,000 for agents’ commis-
sions and taxes; and (3) $30,000,000 for inter-
est on Treasury borrowings shall be avail-
able from the National Flood Insurance 
Fund. 

NATIONAL FLOOD MITIGATION FUND 
Notwithstanding subparagraphs (B) and (C) 

of subsection (b)(3), and subsection (f), of sec-
tion 1366 of the National Flood Insurance Act 
of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4104c), $40,000,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2007, for activi-
ties designed to reduce the risk of flood dam-
age to structures pursuant to such Act, of 
which $40,000,000 shall be derived from the 
National Flood Insurance Fund. 

NATIONAL PRE-DISASTER MITIGATION FUND 
For a pre-disaster mitigation grant pro-

gram pursuant to title II of the Robert T. 
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As-
sistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5131 et seq.), 
$150,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That grants made for pre- 
disaster mitigation shall be awarded on a 
competitive basis subject to the criteria in 
section 203(g) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 5133(g)), 
and notwithstanding section 203(f) of such 
Act, shall be made without reference to 
State allocations, quotas, or other formula- 
based allocation of funds: Provided further, 
That total administrative costs shall not ex-
ceed 3 percent of the total appropriation. 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I raise 

a point of order against, beginning 
with the colon on page 36, line 19, 
through ‘‘funds’’ on line 22. 

The CHAIRMAN. Would the gentle-
men state the premise of his point of 
order? Does the gentleman raise a 
point of order that the provision super-
sedes existing law? 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I concede the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order 
is conceded and sustained, and the pro-
vision is stricken from the bill. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

EMERGENCY FOOD AND SHELTER 
To carry out an emergency food and shel-

ter program pursuant to title III of the Stew-
art B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act (42 
U.S.C. 11331 et seq.), $153,000,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That 
total administrative costs shall not exceed 
3.5 percent of the total appropriation. 
TITLE IV—RESEARCH AND DEVELOP-

MENT, TRAINING, ASSESSMENTS, AND 
SERVICES 
CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION SERVICES 

For necessary expenses for citizenship and 
immigration services, $120,000,000: Provided, 
That the Director of United States Citizen-
ship and Immigration Services shall submit 
to the Committee on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives a report on its in-
formation technology transformation efforts 
and how these efforts align with the enter-
prise architecture standards of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security within 90 days of 
enactment of this Act. 

FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT TRAINING 
CENTER 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses of the Federal Law 

Enforcement Training Center, including ma-
terials and support costs of Federal law en-
forcement basic training; purchase of not to 
exceed 117 vehicles for police-type use and 
hire of passenger motor vehicles; expenses 
for student athletic and related activities; 
the conduct of and participation in firearms 
matches and presentation of awards; public 
awareness and enhancement of community 
support of law enforcement training; room 
and board for student interns; a flat monthly 
reimbursement to employees authorized to 
use personal mobile phones for official du-
ties; and services as authorized by section 
3109 of title 5, United States Code; 
$194,000,000, of which up to $36,174,000 for ma-
terials and support costs of Federal law en-
forcement basic training shall remain avail-
able until September 30, 2007; and of which 
not to exceed $12,000 shall be for official re-
ception and representation expenses: Pro-
vided, That the Center is authorized to obli-
gate funds in anticipation of reimbursements 

from agencies receiving training sponsored 
by the Center, except that total obligations 
at the end of the fiscal year shall not exceed 
total budgetary resources available at the 
end of the fiscal year: Provided further, That 
in fiscal year 2006 and thereafter, the Center 
is authorized to assess pecuniary liability 
against Center employees and students for 
losses or destruction of government property 
due to gross negligence or willful misconduct 
and to set off any resulting debts due the 
United States by Center employees and stu-
dents, without their consent, against current 
payments due the employees and students 
for their services. 
ACQUISITIONS, CONSTRUCTION, IMPROVEMENTS, 

AND RELATED EXPENSES 
For acquisition of necessary additional 

real property and facilities, construction, 
and ongoing maintenance, facility improve-
ments, and related expenses of the Federal 
Law Enforcement Training Center, 
$64,743,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That the Center is author-
ized to accept reimbursement to this appro-
priation from government agencies request-
ing the construction of special use facilities. 
INFORMATION ANALYSIS AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

PROTECTION 
MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 

For salaries and expenses of the immediate 
Office of the Under Secretary for Informa-
tion Analysis and Infrastructure Protection 
and for management and administration of 
programs and activities, as authorized by 
title II of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 
(6 U.S.C. 121 et seq.), $198,200,000: Provided, 
That not to exceed $5,000 shall be for official 
reception and representation expenses. 

ASSESSMENTS AND EVALUATIONS 
For necessary expenses for information 

analysis and infrastructure protection as au-
thorized by title II of the Homeland Security 
Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 121 et seq.), $663,240,000, 
to remain available until September 30, 2007. 

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 

For salaries and expenses of the immediate 
Office of the Under Secretary for Science and 
Technology and for management and admin-
istration of programs and activities, as au-
thorized by title III of the Homeland Secu-
rity Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 181 et seq.), 
$81,399,000: Provided, That not to exceed $3,000 
shall be for official reception and representa-
tion expenses. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to engage 
the gentleman from Kentucky in a col-
loquy regarding critical funding that 
still must be realized in this bill. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I would be happy to engage in a 
colloquy with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I thank the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) 
for all his great work on this very dif-
ficult bill. We know that homeland se-
curity is an issue that is at the fore-
front of all Americans’ minds with a 
lot of competing priorities. I know the 
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROG-
ERS) has worked hard to accommodate 
all of these competing programs. We 
appreciate that he still has a lot of 
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work to do, and we appreciate all the 
great work he did in the past in build-
ing that border fence that is presently 
in the number one smugglers corridor 
in America between California and 
Mexico. 

And as the chairman knows, we have 
been constructing that border barrier 
for a number of years. In fact, I remem-
ber the days when a number of border 
patrolmen held a big sign up saying 
‘‘Thank you, Hal Rogers’’ for the work 
that he has done. That fence has been 
a huge success in stopping drug smug-
gling, alien smuggling, lawlessness and 
the murders in that section of the bor-
der. 

Unfortunately, the fence remains in-
complete. And recently we provided the 
Secretary of the Department of Home-
land Security with the authority 
passed by the full House to expedi-
tiously construct border barriers, and I 
am specifically interested in that 31⁄2 
miles that remain on the San Diego 
border fence project. 

Unfortunately, the construction ac-
count in this bill is insufficient to meet 
the needs of that nationally critical 
project, and each day that we delay 
this project becomes more expensive, 
and with every day that we delay we 
know that people are crossing in this 
section of the border, many of whom 
have criminal records, and we are fur-
ther mindful of the intelligence reports 
that have indicated that terrorists are 
seeking to use this section of the bor-
der for access into the U.S. 

Mr. Chairman, we understand that 
the chairman’s bill provides $93 million 
for Customs and Border Protection 
construction. Can we agree to work 
with him to ensure that adequate fund-
ing is dedicated to this project in fiscal 
year 2006? 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, it will be my pleasure to work 
with the gentleman and delegation on 
this project. 

In fact, I remember not long ago, per-
haps last year, helicoptering along that 
fence and then getting to the gap 
where there is no fence and seeing the 
results of that. So I will be happy to 
work with the gentleman. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the chairman for his response. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM), a very important mem-
ber of our delegation and a real advo-
cate for this border fence and border 
security. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
we appreciate the chairman’s efforts 
and especially the efforts of his staff to 
increase the number of Border Patrol 
agents above the amount requested by 
the President. As he could see, Mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle have spo-
ken to this issue over and over. 

I serve as a member of the Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence, 

and may I have his commitment to 
work towards achieving the target of 
Border Patrol agents of 2,000 author-
ized in the Intelligence Reform and 
Terrorism Prevention Act of 2005 and 
also recommended by the 9/11 Commis-
sion? 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I will be glad to work with the 
gentleman and all of our colleagues to-
ward that goal. 

In fact, between the supplemental 
bill that passed last week and this bill 
that is on the floor, if it is successful, 
we will have added some 1,500 new 
agents between now and next year. So 
we are getting closer to his goal. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I now yield to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. COX), 
chairman of the Committee on Home-
land Security. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding to me. 

I would like to commend the gen-
tleman from Kentucky for the funding 
that is already in this bill that gets us 
to 1,500 agents, which he just described, 
and I am very pleased to hear that he 
is going to work with us to get to the 
2,000 Border Patrol agents. 

As the gentleman knows, the Home-
land Security Authorization Act, 
which will be on the floor this week, 
also authorizes funding for 2,000 new 
Border Patrol agents in fiscal year 
2006. This is the same number that was 
authorized in the 9/11 Commission Rec-
ommendations Implementation Act. 
Moreover, an important part of 2,000 
new agents is the expansion of the Bor-
der Patrol training facilities. 

Will the chairman work with us to 
ensure that the funding for these 2,000 
new Border Patrol agents, who are crit-
ical to our national security, and the 
accompanying training infrastructure 
necessary to do so, will be a priority? 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, it is a priority of mine. I am de-
lighted to hear the gentlemen who are 
standing with me here today all agree 
on this topic. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I thank the chair-
man for his work for border security 
and for our country. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, ACQUISITION AND 

OPERATIONS 
For necessary expenses for science and 

technology research, including advanced re-
search projects; development; test and eval-
uation; acquisition; and operations; as au-
thorized by title III of the Homeland Secu-
rity Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 181 et seq.), 
$1,258,597,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That of the total amount 
provided under this heading, $23,000,000 is 
available to find an alternative site for the 

National Bio and Agrodefense Laboratory 
and other pre-construction activities to es-
tablish research labs to protect animal and 
public health from high consequence animal 
and zoonotic diseases, in support of the re-
quirements of Homeland Security Presi-
dential Directives 9 and 10: Provided further, 
That of the total amount provided under this 
heading, $10,000,000 shall be used to enhance 
activities toward implementation of section 
313 of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 
U.S.C. 193). 

TITLE V—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
(INCLUDING RESCISSION OF FUNDS) 

SEC. 501. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for 
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un-
less expressly so provided herein. 

Ms. BEAN. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong 
support of provisions in this bill that 
appropriate $110 million to the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security’s research 
into shoulder-fired missile defense for 
our passenger airlines. I have been 
working closely with the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. ISRAEL) to address 
this very real threat to our passenger 
jets from shoulder-fired missiles. 

The global black market has been 
flooded with hundreds of thousands of 
these weapons that are now in the pos-
session of 27 separate terrorist groups 
around the world. Al Qaeda used them 
in 2002 to attack an Israeli airliner in 
Kenya, and terrorists in Iraq came 
close to shooting down a DHL freight 
plane leaving Baghdad in 2003. Accord-
ing to the FBI, more than 500 civilians 
worldwide have been killed in success-
ful missile attacks against commercial 
aircraft. The State Department has 
stated that one of the leading causes of 
loss of human life in aviation has been 
from shoulder-launched attacks. 

Our commercial aircraft passengers 
deserve from Congress vigilance and 
commitment to their safety. 

Mr. Chairman, the technology to de-
fend American passengers from this 
threat is almost a reality. Right now 
DHS-sponsored programs to apply the 
Department of Defense’s research and 
technology to our domestic passenger 
jets are nearing their last phase of de-
velopment and are ready to equip test 
aircraft for operational evaluation. 

This research brings us very close to 
leveraging the proven technology that 
has successfully protected our military 
personnel to commercial aircraft and 
their customers. Cutting support for 
this program would be short-sighted at 
a time when we are just around the 
corner from a cutting edge defense 
against terrorists’ anticraft missiles. 
Now is the time instead to move ag-
gressively forward to address this 
threat. 

Mr. Chairman, the President, the 
DHS, and the State Department all 
agree that this is important research 
with important ramifications. I urge 
my colleagues to support the Presi-
dent’s full request for funding of this 
research and to work together with all 
of our colleagues in moving beyond the 
pilot phase to fully protecting our air-
lines and their passengers from anti- 
aircraft missiles. 
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Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I want to take this op-

portunity to thank the chairman of the 
Homeland Security Subcommittee of 
the Committee on Appropriations. I 
also want to thank the gentleman from 
California (Mr. COX), chairman of the 
authorizing Committee on Homeland 
Security; and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LEWIS), the chairman of the 
full Committee on Appropriations, for 
working out what I consider to be a 
good agreement to leave in this bill the 
$110 million that the administration 
has requested for continuing both the 
development and deployment of 
MANPADs, shoulder-launched missile 
defense system for our commercial air-
craft. 

b 1530 

I know border protection is a very 
popular agenda item on the populace 
front, but I think folks send us to Con-
gress not only to protect our borders 
and deal with the populace issues in 
putting resources where public opinion 
and popular opinion would have those 
dollars, but also to look at the risks 
and the threat. Today, we face the 
threat of someone walking through 
1950 metal detector technology at our 
airports which we see across the coun-
try, metal detectors, and strapping ex-
plosives to their body and not being 
able to detect explosives. That is our 
number one threat right now is suicide 
bombers. In my opinion, the second 
greatest threat is a shoulder-launched 
missile. 

Now, folks, we have been very fortu-
nate to date in Kenya and Saudi Arabia 
and Iraq that we have not had a com-
mercial airline with passengers taken 
down. I think our luck is about to run 
out, and it is important that we move 
forward. 

Sometimes the administration, that 
is my administration, has not done ev-
erything right, but this is one of the 
few programs I may say in homeland 
security that was well thought-out, 
well-developed, and now the next part 
is deploying that technology. If, in 
fact, there is money left over and it is 
not expended in the program, and that 
would be my hope, I would support 
every additional dollar to go towards 
those priorities this subcommittee has 
developed for securing our borders. 

But I do want to thank everyone for 
reaching this agreement; hopefully, 
moving forward in the conference com-
mittee, and making certain that we 
have the resources to protect us, again, 
against what I consider is our second 
greatest danger, and that is the danger 
of a shoulder-launched missile taking 
down a commercial aircraft. We have 
to have a system available to protect 
our aircraft. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. 
SHIMKUS). The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
SEC. 502. Subject to the requirements of 

section 503 of this Act, the unexpended bal-
ances of prior appropriations provided for ac-

tivities in this Act may be transferred to ap-
propriation accounts for such activities es-
tablished pursuant to this Act: Provided, 
That balances so transferred may be merged 
with funds in the applicable established ac-
counts and thereafter may be accounted for 
as one fund for the same time period as origi-
nally enacted. 

SEC. 503. (a) None of the funds provided by 
this Act, provided by previous appropriations 
Acts to the agencies in or transferred to the 
Department of Homeland Security that re-
main available for obligation or expenditure 
in fiscal year 2006, or provided from any ac-
counts in the Treasury of the United States 
derived by the collection of fees available to 
the agencies funded by this Act, shall be 
available for obligation or expenditure 
through a reprogramming of funds that: (1) 
creates a new program; (2) eliminates a pro-
gram, project, or activity; (3) increases funds 
for any program, project, or activity for 
which funds have been denied or restricted 
by the Congress; (4) proposes to use funds di-
rected for a specific activity by either the 
House or Senate Committees on Appropria-
tions for a different purpose; or (5) contracts 
out any functions or activities for which 
funds have been appropriated for Federal 
full-time equivalent positions; unless the 
Committees on Appropriations of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives are noti-
fied 15 days in advance of such reprogram-
ming of funds. 

(b) None of the funds provided by this Act, 
provided by previous appropriation Acts to 
the agencies in or transferred to the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security that remain 
available for obligation or expenditure in fis-
cal year 2006, or provided from any accounts 
in the Treasury of the United States derived 
by the collection of fees available to the 
agencies funded by this Act, shall be avail-
able for obligation or expenditure for pro-
grams, projects, or activities through a re-
programming of funds in excess of $5,000,000 
or 10 percent, whichever is less, that: (1) aug-
ments existing programs, projects, or activi-
ties; (2) reduces by 10 percent funding for any 
existing program, project, or activity, or 
numbers of personnel by 10 percent as ap-
proved by the Congress; or (3) results from 
any general savings from a reduction in per-
sonnel that would result in a change in exist-
ing programs, projects, or activities as ap-
proved by the Congress; unless the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives are notified 15 days 
in advance of such reprogramming of funds. 

(c) Not to exceed 5 percent of any appro-
priation made available for the current fiscal 
year for the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity by this Act or provided by previous ap-
propriations Acts may be transferred be-
tween such appropriations, but no such ap-
propriations, except as otherwise specifically 
provided, shall be increased by more than 10 
percent by such transfers: Provided, That any 
transfer under this subsection shall be treat-
ed as a reprogramming of funds under sub-
section (b) of this section and shall not be 
available for obligation unless the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives are notified 15 days 
in advance of such transfer. 

(d) The Department shall submit all notifi-
cations pursuant to subsections (a), (b), and 
(c) of this section no later than June 30, ex-
cept in extraordinary circumstances which 
imminently threaten the safety of human 
life or the protection of property. 

SEC. 504. Except as otherwise specifically 
provided by law, not to exceed 50 percent of 
unobligated balances remaining available at 
the end of fiscal year 2006 from appropria-
tions for salaries and expenses for fiscal year 
2006 in this Act shall remain available 
through September 30, 2007, in the account 

and for the purposes for which the appropria-
tions were provided: Provided, That prior to 
the obligation of such funds, a request shall 
be submitted to the Committees on Appro-
priations of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives for approval in accordance 
with section 503 of this Act. 

SEC. 505. Funds made available by this Act 
for intelligence activities are deemed to be 
specifically authorized by the Congress for 
purposes of section 504 of the National Secu-
rity Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 414) during fiscal 
year 2006 until the enactment of an Act au-
thorizing intelligence activities for fiscal 
year 2006. 

SEC. 506. The Federal Law Enforcement 
Training Center shall establish an accred-
iting body, to include representatives from 
the Federal law enforcement community and 
non-Federal accreditation experts involved 
in law enforcement training, to establish 
standards for measuring and assessing the 
quality and effectiveness of Federal law en-
forcement training programs, facilities, and 
instructors. 

SEC. 507. None of the funds in this Act may 
be used to make a grant allocation, discre-
tionary grant award, discretionary contract 
award, or to issue a letter of intent totaling 
in excess of $1,000,000 unless the Secretary of 
Homeland Security notifies the Committees 
on Appropriations of the Senate and House 
of Representatives at least 3 full business 
days in advance: Provided, That no notifica-
tion shall involve funds that are not avail-
able for obligation. 

SEC. 508. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, no agency shall purchase, con-
struct, or lease any additional facilities, ex-
cept within or contiguous to existing loca-
tions, to be used for the purpose of con-
ducting Federal law enforcement training 
without the advance approval of the Com-
mittees on Appropriations of the Senate and 
the House of Representatives, except that 
the Federal Law Enforcement Training Cen-
ter is authorized to obtain the temporary use 
of additional facilities by lease, contract, or 
other agreement for training which cannot 
be accommodated in existing Center facili-
ties. 

SEC. 509. The Director of the Federal Law 
Enforcement Training Center (FLETC) shall 
schedule basic and/or advanced law enforce-
ment training at all four training facilities 
under FLETC’s control to ensure that these 
training centers are operated at the highest 
capacity throughout the fiscal year. 

SEC. 510. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this Act may be 
used for expenses of any construction, repair, 
alteration, or acquisition project for which a 
prospectus, if required by the Public Build-
ings Act of 1959, has not been approved, ex-
cept that necessary funds may be expended 
for each project for required expenses for the 
development of a proposed prospectus. 

SEC. 511. None of the funds in this Act may 
be used in contravention of the applicable 
provisions of the Buy American Act (41 
U.S.C. 10a et seq.). 

SEC. 512. Funding for the Transportation 
Security Administration’s Office of Trans-
portation Security Support, Office of the Ad-
ministrator, shall be reduced by $100,000 per 
day for each day after enactment of this Act 
that the second proviso of section 513 of Pub-
lic Law 108–334 has not been implemented. 

SEC. 513. The Commandant of the Coast 
Guard shall provide to the Committee on Ap-
propriations of the House of Representatives 
each year, at the time that the President’s 
budget is submitted under section 1105(a) of 
title 31, United States Code, a list of ap-
proved but unfunded Coast Guard priorities 
and the funds needed for each such priority 
in the same manner and with the same con-
tents as the unfunded priorities lists sub-
mitted by the chiefs of other Armed Serv-
ices. 
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SEC. 514. Notwithstanding section 3302 of 

title 31, United States Code, beginning in fis-
cal year 2006 and thereafter, the Adminis-
trator of the Transportation Security Ad-
ministration may impose a reasonable 
charge for the lease of real and personal 
property to Transportation Security Admin-
istration employees and for use by Transpor-
tation Security Administration employees 
and may credit amounts received to the ap-
propriation or fund initially charged for op-
erating and maintaining the property, which 
amounts shall be available, without fiscal 
year limitation, for expenditure for property 
management, operation, protection, con-
struction, repair, alteration, and related ac-
tivities. 

SEC. 515. Beginning in fiscal year 2006 and 
thereafter, the acquisition management sys-
tem of the Transportation Security Adminis-
tration shall apply to the acquisition of serv-
ices, as well as equipment, supplies, and ma-
terials. 

SEC. 516. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the authority of the Office of 
Personnel Management to conduct personnel 
security and suitability background inves-
tigations, update investigations, and peri-
odic reinvestigations of applicants for, or ap-
pointees in, positions in the Office of the 
Secretary and Executive Management, the 
Office of the Under Secretary for Manage-
ment, the Bureau of Immigration and Cus-
toms Enforcement, the Directorate of 
Science and Technology, and the Directorate 
of Information Analysis and Infrastructure 
Protection of the Department of Homeland 
Security is transferred to the Department of 
Homeland Security: Provided, That on re-
quest of the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity, the Office of Personnel Management 
shall cooperate with and assist the Depart-
ment in any investigation or reinvestigation 
under this section. 

SEC. 517. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, funds appropriated under para-
graphs (1) and (2) of the State and Local Pro-
grams heading under title III of this Act are 
exempt from section 6503(a) of title 31, 
United States Code. 

SEC. 518. (a) None of the funds provided by 
this or previous appropriations Acts may be 
obligated for deployment or implementation, 
on other than a test basis, of the Secure 
Flight program or any other follow on or 
successor passenger prescreening programs, 
until the Secretary of Homeland Security 
certifies, and the Government Account-
ability Office (GAO) reports, to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives, that all ten of the 
elements contained in paragraphs (1) 
through (10) of section 522(a) of Public Law 
108–334 have been successfully met. 

(b) The report required by subsection (a) 
shall be submitted within 90 days after the 
certification required by such subsection is 
provided, and periodically thereafter, if nec-
essary, until the Government Accountability 
Office confirms that all ten elements have 
been successfully met. 

(c) During the testing phase permitted by 
subsection (a), no information gathered from 
passengers, foreign or domestic air carriers, 
or reservation systems may be used to screen 
aviation passengers, or delay or deny board-
ing to such passengers, except in instances 
where passenger names are matched to a 
government watch list. 

(d) None of the funds provided in this or 
any previous appropriations Act may be uti-
lized to develop or test algorithms assigning 
risk to passengers whose names are not on 
government watch lists. 

(e) None of the funds provided in this ap-
propriations Act may be utilized for a data-
base that is obtained from or remains under 
the control of a non-Federal entity. 

SEC. 519. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used to amend the oath of 
allegiance required by section 337 of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1448). 

SEC. 520. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act may be used to process or approve a 
competition under Office of Management and 
Budget Circular A–76 for services provided as 
of June 1, 2004, by employees (including em-
ployees serving on a temporary or term 
basis) of Citizenship and Immigration Serv-
ices of the Department of Homeland Security 
who are known as of that date as Immigra-
tion Information Officers, Contact Rep-
resentatives, or Investigative Assistants. 

SEC. 521. None of the funds available in this 
Act or provided hereafter shall be available 
to maintain the United States Secret Serv-
ice as anything but a distinct entity within 
the Department of Homeland Security and 
shall not be used to merge the United States 
Secret Service with any other department 
function, cause any personnel and oper-
ational elements of the United States Secret 
Service to report to an individual other than 
the Director of the United States Secret 
Service, or cause the Director to report di-
rectly to any individual other than the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security. 

SEC. 522. The Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity shall develop screening standards and 
protocols to more thoroughly screen all 
types of air cargo on passenger and cargo 
aircraft by March 1, 2006: Provided, That 
these screening standards and protocols shall 
be developed in consultation with the indus-
try stakeholders: Provided further, That these 
screening standards and protocols shall be 
developed in conjunction with the research 
and development of technologies that will 
permit screening of all high-risk air cargo: 
Provided further, That of the amounts appro-
priated in this Act for the ‘‘Office of the Sec-
retary and Executive Management’’, 
$10,000,000 shall not be available for obliga-
tion until new air cargo screening standards 
and protocols are implemented. 

SEC. 523. The Transportation Security Ad-
ministration (TSA) shall utilize existing 
checked baggage explosive detection equip-
ment and screeners to screen cargo carried 
on passenger aircraft to the greatest extent 
practicable at each airport: Provided, That 
beginning with November 2005, TSA shall 
provide a monthly report to the Committee 
on Appropriations of the House of Represent-
atives detailing, by airport, the amount of 
cargo carried on passenger aircraft that was 
screened by TSA in August 2005 and each 
month thereafter. 

SEC. 524. The Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity shall implement a security plan to per-
mit general aviation aircraft to land and 
take off at Ronald Reagan Washington Na-
tional Airport 90 days after enactment of 
this Act. 

SEC. 525. None of the funds available for ob-
ligation for the transportation worker iden-
tification credential program shall be used 
to develop a personalization system that is 
decentralized or a card production capability 
that does not utilize an existing government 
card production facility: Provided, That no 
funding can be obligated for the next phase 
of production until the Committee on Appro-
priations of the House of Representatives has 
been fully briefed on the results of the proto-
type phase and agrees that the program 
should move forward. 

SEC. 526. (a) From the unexpended balances 
of the United States Coast Guard ‘‘Acquisi-
tion, Construction and Improvements’’ ac-
count specifically identified in statement of 
managers language for Integrated Deepwater 
System patrol boats 110- to 123-foot conver-
sion in fiscal years 2004 and 2005, $83,999,942 
are rescinded. 

(b) For the necessary expenses of the 
United States Coast Guard for ‘‘Acquisition, 
Construction and Improvements’’, $83,999,942 
is made available to procure new 110-foot pa-
trol boats or for major maintenance avail-
ability for the current 110-foot patrol boat 
fleet: Provided, That such funds shall remain 
available until expended. 

SEC. 527. The Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity shall utilize the Transportation Secu-
rity Clearinghouse as the central identity 
management system for the deployment and 
operation of the registered traveler program, 
the transportation worker identification cre-
dential program, and other applicable pro-
grams for the purposes of collecting and ag-
gregating biometric data necessary for back-
ground vetting; providing all associated 
record-keeping, customer service, and re-
lated functions; ensuring interoperability be-
tween different airports and vendors; and 
acting as a central activation, revocation, 
and transaction hub for participating air-
ports, ports, and other points of presence. 

SEC. 528. None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be used by any person other 
than the privacy officer appointed pursuant 
to section 222 of the Homeland Security Act 
of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 142) to alter, direct that 
changes be made to, delay or prohibit the 
transmission to Congress of, any report pre-
pared pursuant to paragraph (5) of such sec-
tion. 

SEC. 529. No funding provided in this or 
previous appropriations Acts shall be avail-
able to pay the salary of any employee serv-
ing as a contracting officer’s technical rep-
resentative (COTR) who has not received 
COTR training. 

SEC. 530. Except as provided in section 
44945 of title 49, United States Code, funds 
appropriated or transferred to the Transpor-
tation Security Administration in fiscal 
years 2002 and 2003, and to the Transpor-
tation Security Administration, ‘‘Aviation 
Security’’ and ‘‘Administration’’ in fiscal 
years 2004 and 2005, that are recovered or 
deobligated shall be available only for pro-
curement and installation of explosive detec-
tion systems. 

SEC. 531. From the unobligated balances 
available in the ‘‘Department of Homeland 
Security Working Capital Fund’’ established 
by section 506 of Public Law 108–90, $7,000,000 
are hereby rescinded. 

SEC. 532. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the Committee withholds from 
obligation $25,000,000 from the Directorate of 
Emergency Preparedness and Response, Ad-
ministrative and Regional Operations, until 
the direction in the statement of managers 
accompanying Public Law 108–324 and House 
Report 108–541 is completed. 

SEC. 533. None of the funds appropriated 
under this Act or any other Act shall be 
available for processing petitions under sec-
tion 214(c) of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act relating to nonimmigrant status 
under section 101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b) of such Act 
until the authority provided in section 
214(g)(5)(C) of such Act is being implemented 
such that, in any fiscal year in which the 
total number of aliens who are issued visas 
or otherwise provided nonimmigrant status 
subject to the numerical limitation under 
section 101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b) of such Act reaches 
the numerical limitation contained in sec-
tion 214(g)(1)(A) of such Act,, up to 20,000 ad-
ditional aliens who have earned a master’s or 
higher degree from an institution of higher 
education (as defined in section 101(a) of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1001(a))) may be issued visas or otherwise 
provided nonimmigrant status under section 
101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act. 

SEC. 534. None of the funds provided in this 
Act shall be used to pay the salaries of more 
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than sixty Transportation Security Adminis-
tration employees who have the authority to 
designate documents as Sensitive Security 
Information (SSI). In addition, $10,000,000 is 
not available for the Department-wide Office 
of Security until the Secretary submits to 
the Committee on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives: (1) the titles of all 
documents currently designated as SSI; (2) 
Department-wide policies on SSI designa-
tion; (3) Department-wide SSI designation 
auditing policies and procedures; and (4) the 
total number of staff and offices authorized 
to designate SSI documents within the De-
partment. 

SEC. 535. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act may be used to change the name of 
the Coast Guard Station ‘‘Group St. Peters-
burg’’. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky (during 
the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the remainder 
of the bill through page 55, line 25 be 
considered as read, printed in the 
RECORD, and open to amendment at 
any point. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman 
from Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. Are there 

any points of order against any pend-
ing portion of the bill? 

If not, are there any amendments to 
this portion? 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. TANCREDO 
Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment No. 1 offered by Mr. 

TANCREDO: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. 536. None of the funds appropriated or 

otherwise made available in this Act may be 
used in contravention of section 642(a) of the 
Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant 
Responsibility Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1373(a)). 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a 
point of order. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. SABO) re-
serves a point of order. 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment would prevent State and 
local governments who refuse to share 
information with Federal immigration 
authorities from being able to obtain 
Federal funds under this act. These so- 
called ‘‘sanctuary’’ policies are not 
only misguided and dangerous; they 
are also illegal. 

Section 642(a) of the illegal Immigra-
tion Reform and Immigrant Responsi-
bility Act of 1996 already makes it ille-
gal for State and local governments to 
prevent their police from interrupting 
the free exchange of information be-
tween State and local police and Fed-
eral immigration enforcement authori-
ties. Nonetheless, many local govern-
ments adopt policies that explicitly 
prevent their police officers from co-
operating with Immigration and Cus-
toms Enforcement agents. 

When local governments refuse to 
share information with Federal immi-

gration authorities, police departments 
often stop and/or arrest criminal aliens 
time and again, only to release them 
without ever having checked their im-
migration status. As a result, instead 
of being deported, these aliens move on 
to commit other crimes oftentimes. 

Earlier this month in Colorado, for 
example, one Denver policeman was 
killed and another severely wounded by 
an illegal alien who had come into con-
tact with police in Denver at least 
three times prior to the incident. He 
remains at large today. 

Another illegal alien in the Denver 
area who is now awaiting trial for a 
hit-and-run killing of a man, and he 
had been arrested, by the way, six 
times since 1996 and even spent time in 
jail in Boulder, Colorado, a sanctuary 
city, by the way; yet, because coopera-
tion between police departments and 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
was restricted, he was never reported. 
He goes on trial in July. 

The city of Denver, like many other 
cities, has a sanctuary policy that vio-
lates Federal law. Their police manual 
explicitly prohibits officers from initi-
ating actions whose objective is to 
‘‘discover the immigration status of a 
person.’’ The manual also prohibits po-
lice from detaining or taking any en-
forcement action against a person 
‘‘solely because he or she is suspected 
of being an undocumented immigrant.’’ 

These two components of city policy 
not only prohibit local police from 
communicating with immigration au-
thorities as required by Federal law, 
the policy prohibits them from obtain-
ing basic information that might be 
central to their investigation. The pol-
icy sends a clear message to local po-
lice when they encounter illegal aliens: 
don’t ask, don’t tell. That kind of pol-
icy violates both the letter and intent 
of the 1996 law. 

My amendment would put an end to 
this practice by withholding Federal 
funds from States and localities that 
have made an affirmative choice to 
violate Federal law. In essence, the 
amendment simply says that if you 
make a choice to violate Federal law, 
then you are making a choice to forego 
Federal funds. It is a choice I think 
that few cities are willing to make. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, under my 
reservation, would the gentleman 
yield? 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Does the 
gentleman insist on his point of order? 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I will con-
tinue to reserve my point of order, and 
I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to have 
the gentleman explain the amendment 
to me. What is it that somebody at the 
Federal level has to do? 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABO. I yield to the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Chairman, at 
the Federal level a determination 
would be made as to whether or not a 
city has the policies that we have just 

identified; and if so, then that city 
would be prohibited from obtaining 
Federal funds under this act. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming 
my time, who would make this deter-
mination? 

Mr. TANCREDO. The Department of 
Justice, the Department of Homeland 
Security. It is really not up to me to 
make that decision. 

Mr. SABO. How would they know 
how to make this judgment? 

Mr. TANCREDO. Many of these poli-
cies are on record; in fact, all of them 
are on record throughout the country. 
They are easily obtainable and observ-
able. 

Mr. SABO. How would they proceed 
to make this judgment? 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Chairman, if 
they can read, they can make the judg-
ment. 

Mr. SABO. Are all these laws filed 
with the Justice Department and the 
Department of Homeland Security? 

Mr. TANCREDO. Well, they are cer-
tainly, again, available to every single 
person in the Department of Justice 
and Homeland Security because they 
are printed. These are all laws and/or 
executive orders. This requires no new 
determination. 

Mr. SABO. So they know today? 
Mr. TANCREDO. Absolutely. 
Mr. SABO. If any town is doing this? 
Mr. TANCREDO. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SABO. Is there some registry of 

that? 
Mr. TANCREDO. Well, as I have just 

explained, in city after city, and, in 
fact, not too long ago if memory serves 
me right, the State of Maine actually 
declared itself to be a sanctuary State. 
These are not things that are hidden 
from anybody. These are, in fact, on 
the books in States in their localities 
to which we refer. The stuff I used here 
came right out of the Denver police 
manual. These are not hidden from 
anybody. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I know 
they are not hidden, but somebody has 
to find out. I have no idea how many 
endless grants they are making. The 
departments make an endless number 
of grants, and some of them flow to the 
State which then flow to local govern-
ments. In other cases, some go directly 
to ports. 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield, perhaps the 
gentleman’s concern goes back to the 
law. 

What I am talking about is adding a 
penalty to the law. The law is on the 
books; I am not creating law here. The 
law is a Federal law; it was passed in 
1996. The only thing we are doing is 
adding some sort of penalty to the vio-
lation of the law. So the fact that we 
have had it now for almost 10 years, it 
seems to me that we are not creating 
any new problem for any of these de-
partments, and if the gentleman is con-
cerned about the law itself, then that 
is where he should perhaps address his 
concerns. 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I make a 

point of order. 
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The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-

tleman will state his point of order. 
Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I think, 

clearly, as the author of the amend-
ment says, he clearly is legislating on 
an appropriations bill and, therefore, 
violating clause 2 of rule XI. By his 
most recent statement, he is expanding 
penalties for the existing law. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Does anyone 
else wish to be heard on the point of 
order? 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Chairman, once 
again, we are not expanding the law in 
any way, shape, or form. We are simply 
applying a penalty. That does not ex-
pand the law. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Does anyone 
else wish to be heard on the point of 
order? 

The Chair is prepared to rule. 
The language of the amendment 

merely requires the Federal official ad-
ministering these funds to comply with 
Federal law. A new duty is not required 
on the face of the amendment. There-
fore, the point of order is overruled and 
the amendment is in order. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

This is an amendment I think we 
voted on several years ago, in some va-
riety of it. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the gentleman from Minnesota 
strikes the requisite number of words. 

There was no objection. 

b 1545 
Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I have no 

idea what the full impact of this 
amendment will be. We voted on it, I 
think, in the last 2 or 3 years. I think 
generally it has lost by a significant 
number of votes. What its impact on 
local governments is, I think is unpre-
dictable. There are hundreds and thou-
sands of different local units of govern-
ment, potentially receiving aid under 
this bill, which we would cut off be-
cause of their failure to give some in-
formation to the Federal Government. 

I just think it is a totally wrong 
focus on what our problems are in this 
country. We have real problems with 
immigration. The real problems relate 
to how we deal with our borders. The 
real problem deals with how we deal 
with undocumented people in this 
country who have violated criminal 
laws of this country. 

And to start harassing every unit of 
government, large or small, depending 
on what information they send to the 
Federal Government, tying that to 
they are eligible for funding to deal 
with basic homeland security in this 
country, I think is just a serious mis-
take. I would hope the House would re-
ject this amendment. 

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong opposition to the amendment being of-
fered by Congressman TANCREDO. The 
amendment does not only target victims of 
crime, it is dangerous to the very security of 
our homeland. This amendment coerces state 
and local police officers to step into the role of 
federal immigration agents. And if they do not 
assume this responsibility—they are punished. 

I ask—who benefits from such a system? 
Does such a system mean safer streets? No. 
As the son of a New York City police officer, 
I am very aware of the importance of trust be-
tween local police and the communities they 
serve. If an immigrant fears talking to police— 
there will be fewer reported crimes, fewer wit-
nesses offering information, and more dan-
gerous streets for all of us. Does this amend-
ment mean better national security? No. 
Under this amendment, foreign nationals who 
might otherwise be helpful to security inves-
tigations will only be more reluctant to come 
forward. Does this amendment mean better 
communication between localities, states, and 
the Department of Homeland Security? No. 
Cities with these quote-unquote ‘‘sanctuary 
policies’’ are already often the ones who com-
municate with DHS most regularly—to deal 
with foreign nationals who have committed 
crimes. 

Does this amendment mean crime victims 
will be better protected? Sadly, no. Crime vic-
tims who unfortunately happen to be immi-
grants will fear their immigration status might 
be called into question, and will avoid stepping 
forward to seek justice. So who benefits from 
this amendment? People who don’t like immi-
grants and people who mean our country seri-
ous harm. Instead of working to support the 
efforts of state and local police. Instead of 
working to make reasonable improvements to 
our immigration system. Instead of state and 
local governments being able to decide which 
policies allow them to best ‘‘serve and protect’’ 
their communities. Instead—we get an amend-
ment that pushes people further underground, 
leaving our cities even more vulnerable to ter-
rorist threats. If some are interested in 
scapegoating hard-working immigrants across 
the US who contribute to our country, schools, 
cities, and tax base every day—then at the 
very least we should avoid jeopardizing our 
homeland security in the process. A ‘‘yes’’ 
vote on this amendment is a vote for Osama 
bin Laden; a ‘‘no’’ vote is a vote for America. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this very un-American 
and very dangerous amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. (Mr. 
SHIMKUS) The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the ayes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
TANCREDO) will be postponed. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. TOM DAVIS 

OF VIRGINIA 
Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 

Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment No. 2 Offered by Mr. TOM 

DAVIS of Virginia: 
At the end of section 516, add the fol-

lowing: 

Provided further, That this section shall cease 
to be effective at such time as the President 
has selected a single agency to conduct secu-
rity clearance investigations pursuant to 

section 3001(c) of the Intelligence Reform 
and Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004 (Public 
Law 108-458; 50 U.S.C. 435b) and the entity se-
lected under section 3001(b) of such Act has 
reported to Congress that the agency se-
lected pursuant to such section 3001(c) is ca-
pable of conducting all necessary investiga-
tions in a timely manner or has authorized 
the entities within the Department of Home-
land Security covered by this section to con-
duct their own investigations pursuant to 
section 3001 of such Act. 

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, there is a very serious gov-
ernment-wide backlog of security 
clearance investigations which has 
caused unacceptable delays in the proc-
ess. This threatens national security, 
and it costs taxpayers a lot of money. 
Because there are so few security clear-
ances and so much work to do, we are 
overpaying people because of the work. 
It is just the law of supply and demand. 

This backlog is the result of poorly 
designed management structures and a 
lack of clearance reciprocity. As a re-
sult the Committee on Government Re-
form, which I chair, held a hearing, and 
we authored legislation that was in-
cluded in the 9/11 Act to address the 
structural problems that plague the se-
curity clearance system throughout 
the government. 

Given the longevity of this problem, 
it is understandable that government 
agencies and Congressional committees 
have sought out their own ways to try 
to avoid bottlenecks in clearance proc-
esses. 

Section 516 of this bill is just such a 
work-around. It gives DHS the author-
ity to continue to conduct clearance 
investigations for itself because gov-
ernment-wide it continues to be very 
dysfunctional. 

The 9/11 Act reforms addressed the 
managerial chaos that has plagued se-
curity clearance policy by creating a 
new oversight authority for all Federal 
security clearance policy. Although 
this new oversight entity will likely 
grant a number of agencies the author-
ity to continue to conduct their own 
investigations, it will also be respon-
sible for developing and enforcing con-
sistent standards for investigations 
across government. We need to give it 
a chance to do that. 

Under this amendment, the Congres-
sionally mandated oversight authority 
will be responsible for ensuring that in-
vestigations for DHS security clear-
ances are done in the most timely and 
efficient manner once the 9/11 Act re-
forms take effect, once they take ef-
fect. This will keep us on the path to 
security clearance process reform for 
all agencies and safeguard both na-
tional security and the pocketbooks of 
the American taxpayer. 

I would ask all Members to support 
this amendment. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. I yield 
to the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, before the gentleman from Vir-
ginia yields back, let me say that the 
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gentleman has brought forth a very im-
portant matter, and it is a matter that 
he, as chairman of his authorizing com-
mittee, has worked with us and our 
staff over the last several weeks very 
admirably, and I appreciate the will-
ingness of the chairman to work with 
us in this, and we were happy to work 
with him. 

So I am prepared to accept the 
amendment, with the congratulations 
to the chairman, and thanks for his 
great work in this respect. 

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Re-
claiming my time, Mr. Chairman, I 
want to thank the gentleman from 
Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) and I want to 
thank the minority for working with 
us. I understand their frustration. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. I yield 
to the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, it is a good 
amendment. Hopefully we will adopt it. 

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask Members to support 
the amendment. 

The Acting Chairman. The question 
is on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. TOM 
DAVIS). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the last word and engage in a 
colloquy with the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. ROGERS), the chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Homeland Secu-
rity of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. 

Mr. Chairman, again, I want to ex-
press my gratitude to the chairman of 
the Appropriations subcommittee, the 
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROG-
ERS), who has done such a great job on 
this H.R. 2360, the Department of 
Homeland Security Appropriations Act 
for Fiscal Year 2006. 

As you know, I had planned to raise 
a point of order on section 524, which 
directs the Secretary of Homeland Se-
curity to implement a security plan to 
permit general aviation at Ronald 
Reagan National Airport as legislating 
on an appropriations bill. However, I 
did not do that because I think we 
share the same intent. 

And the gentleman from Kentucky 
(Chairman ROGERS) has put a provision 
here in section 524 that does require a 
plan. However, I think the chairman is 
aware and realizes that the committee 
bill passed; that is, the Committee on 
Transportation bill. In our Sub-
committee on Aviation’s work done on 
it, H.R. 1496 has even tougher language 
directing the opening of Ronald Reagan 
National Airport. That is our intent, 
and working with the appropriators, I 
believe that it will be your intent to 
also include a strong provision and di-
rective provision in conference, or as 
this bill proceeds. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICA. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to commend the gen-

tleman from Florida (Mr. MICA), chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Aviation, 
for his valued work in this and many, 
many areas. We agree on 99 percent of 
the things that we work on. This is one 
of them. That is the opening of Reagan 
Airport to limited general aviation air-
craft, as you and I both have for the 
last 3 years been talking with the De-
partment and other agencies downtown 
about the need to reopen that airport, 
at least on a limited basis to general 
aviation aircraft, and they keep prom-
ising a plan, a plan, a plan, and it has 
been 3 years. And, you know, we won 
World War II in 4 years, and we can’t 
even think about reopening an airport 
here in these 3 years. 

So it is time to do something, and so 
in our bill, Mr. Chairman, we direct the 
Department to bring a plan forward 
and reopen that airport in 90 days after 
enactment of this act. And I know that 
is authorizing language. But I appre-
ciate the gentleman who has jurisdic-
tion over this issue letting us do this 
at this point in time, because I think 
he and I share the same view. 

We may not be able to pass an au-
thorization bill during the year, so this 
is sort of a backup procedure. And if 
you pass an authorization bill dealing 
with the subject, we will happily stand 
back and take second fiddle. 

Mr. MICA. I thank the gentleman, 
and in spite of the incident that we had 
last week, and that was not a planned 
scheduled arrival, it was a departure 
from what we are talking about and 
properly opening National Airport to 
general aviation, I think, again work-
ing together, that we can find a plan 
that will work and not let the terror-
ists intimidate us in operating our Na-
tion’s capital airport. 

Thank you. 
Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I think 

probably what the gentleman and my-
self have been talking about is a plan 
that reopens that airport at least to 
charter aircraft who would undergo the 
same security rigmarole that commer-
cial airliners do today: Background 
check of the crew and passengers, 
background check of the owner of the 
plane, searching passengers’ baggage as 
we do commercial passengers, the same 
rigmarole that we go on through on 
commercial passengers today on com-
mercial craft. 

Is that the gentleman’s under-
standing? 

Mr. MICA. Except for too much rig-
marole, I think that we are on the 
same page. Again I thank you for your 
cooperation and your leadership, and 
together I think we will have a chance 
to open with a sensible, safe, secure 
plan to general aviation our Nation’s 
capital airport. 

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. POE 
Mr. POE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment No. 10 offered by Mr. POE: 

At the end of the bill, before the short 
title, insert the following (and conform the 
table of contents of the bill accordingly): 

SEC. 509. None of the funds made available 
under this Act may be used to carry out sec-
tion 105(a)(4) and (5) of the Aviation and 
Transportation Security Act of 2001 (49 
U.S.C. 44917(a)(4) and (5)). 

Mr. POE. Mr. Chairman, first of all, I 
applaud the chairman for this bill to 
better protect America. I would, how-
ever, like to highlight an unfunded 
Federal security mandate on the al-
ready struggling airline industry. The 
airline industry is an important sector 
of the American economy, with in-
creasing fuel costs and taxes, though 
the industry lost $9.1 billion last year 
alone and has lost $32 billion since Sep-
tember 11, 2001. 

Currently taxes and fees comprise 26 
percent of an average $200 airplane 
ticket. While the Federal Government 
has taken over much of the security for 
airlines after the terrorist attacks of 
September 11, airlines are still paying 
$777 million annually out of their own 
pocket for unfunded Federal security 
mandates, such as catering security, 
security for checkpoints and exit lanes, 
and first flight cabin sweeps. 

The people loading the peanuts, for 
example, the airlines are forced to ex-
pend $81 million on not only their sala-
ries, but the security checks on these 
caterers, the people who mark your 
ticket up with the red crayon at the 
checkpoint and exit lanes. Airlines, not 
the government, dispense $79 million 
on these folks, and the first class cabin 
sweep crew that inspects the plane 
prior to boarding, the people who check 
for bombs in the bathrooms, airlines 
pay $26 million for them. Perhaps the 
most and largest unfunded mandate, 
however, is the Federal Air Marshal 
Service, which costs the airlines $195 
million each year. 

Under current law, Federal air mar-
shals are permitted to fly without a 
cost to the Federal Government or the 
marshal. Air marshals fly to better 
protect the cockpit. The Air Transport 
Association estimates the airlines are 
losing $195 million a year in oppor-
tunity costs by losing these seats. 

Continental Airlines, for example, 
the carrier based out of Houston, 
Texas, part of which is in my Congres-
sional district, loses between $7 and $9 
million in displaced revenue annually. 
This estimate reflects losses not from 
being able to sell the Federal air mar-
shal’s seat at full fare. Moreover, Con-
tinental will pay the Department of 
Homeland Security $239 million in 
taxes in 2005 and is currently paying 
another $312 million in unfunded secu-
rity mandates. 

So my amendment would simply pro-
hibit funds being spent in the bill to 
support this unfunded Federal security 
mandate that allows the Federal Air 
Marshal Service to fly for free. The 
Federal Government has deemed avia-
tion security a national security issue, 
as it is. It is only fair that the govern-
ment fully assume these costs, and not 
saddle them on the airlines. 
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In fact, at least two laws signed in 

the past two sessions have provisions 
that support Congressional intent for 
the Federal Government to reasonably 
pay for aviation security costs. Both 
the Aviation and Transportation Secu-
rity Act and Vision 100, the Century of 
Aviation Reauthorization Act, author-
ized funds for reimbursement of airport 
security mandates. 

The Poe amendment preserves the 
ability of Federal air marshals to fly 
on our airlines, protect our passengers 
and crew, but it would allow the car-
riers to charge the government a fare. 
Airlines like Continental support this 
amendment because it would enable 
them to collect a minimal fare, the 
government fare or the lowest fare 
available upon booking for Federal air 
marshal seats. 

Mr. Chairman, some may argue that 
it is the airline’s responsibility to pro-
vide for security, and they are par-
tially correct. Already airlines cough 
up scores of dollars to comply with 
Federal regulations. The Federal Air-
line Administration reports that full 
deployment of hardened cockpit doors 
meeting outlined specifications have 
been implemented on about 10,000 pas-
senger airlines and foreign aircraft fly-
ing to and the from the United States. 
Expenditures on video monitors and 
other devices to alert pilots to cabin 
activity as well as guns in the cockpit 
are just a few of the other efforts un-
dertaken by the airline industry, all of 
which are in addition to the hundreds 
of millions of dollars they incur in un-
funded Federal security mandates. 

We must bring some relief to these 
carriers by reducing these unfunded 
Federal mandates that they are ex-
pected to pay out of their pocket. I 
urge my colleagues to help preserve 
this vital industry and start by sup-
porting my amendment to allow air-
lines to collect the minimal govern-
ment fare on seats filled by Federal air 
marshals. 

b 1600 

We want to keep the airlines flying 
and help them before they are in a situ-
ation of bankruptcy. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, we have 50,000 employ-
ees in the Transportation Security Ad-
ministration, and they make it safe to 
fly on airlines. The United States Gov-
ernment is paying the bill. 

We have hundreds of millions of dol-
lars worth of x-ray machines that we 
have put in every airport in the coun-
try to be sure that the people flying 
the airlines are safe. Uncle Sam is pay-
ing the bill. 

I could go on. The airlines requested 
that we have marshals on board air-
planes so they can say it is safe to 
their customers for flying on airlines. 
Uncle Sam pays the bill. 

The law says that if we put these 
marshals on airplanes that the airline 
will pay their fare or not charge the 

fare. It does not cost the government 
anything to do it because it is a service 
that we are providing. And who pays 
the salaries of the marshals? Uncle 
Sam. 

Now, they come and say, oh, but you 
have got to pay a first-class fee for this 
air marshal, protecting your plane, to 
fly on your plane? Give me a break. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I yield to 
the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I will give 
the gentleman a break. I totally agree 
with the gentleman. 

The biggest benefactor of all the air-
line security is the airline industry. 
Something happened post-9/11. We had 
to provide billions of dollars to loan 
guarantees to keep them operating. 

I recall where many speeches on the 
new Transportation Security Agency 
was it was going to be fully paid for. I 
think over half of the money comes 
from general revenue today. 

I find this amendment sort of unbe-
lievable that the airlines would want 
us to do this. I totally agree with the 
gentleman. This amendment should be 
defeated. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

First of all, Mr. Chairman, I think 
one of the assets or structures that we 
have on this floor is to respect a Mem-
ber’s good intention; and my colleague 
from Texas, I want to acknowledge his 
good intentions. I would hope that we 
would have an opportunity to work 
through the concern expressed here. 

But I rise to express my support for 
the U.S. air marshals and the hard 
work or heavy lifting that they do on 
the Nation’s airlines every single day 
and in the Nation’s airports. They are 
not supposed to be noticed, but those of 
us who happen to be frequent fliers are 
aware of their service, and they are 
ready and prepared on some of the 
more difficult flights that we have, 
coming to certain regions in the United 
States. 

I would only hope that as we debate 
this amendment in the midst of fees 
and expense that I know is borne by 
our airlines, that we think about the 
service of these men and women in par-
ticular that confront dangers on our 
behalf on the Nation’s airlines. 

So I would beg to differ with the gen-
tleman’s amendment because I stand in 
support of the air marshals, and I 
would hope that there could be some 
response to the cost, some way of add-
ing or eliminating the burden that our 
airlines face; but I could not imagine 
us suffering the loss of these air mar-
shals which we determined were impor-
tant to us after 9/11. Even though we 
have given enhanced equipment on air-
lines, more training to pilots, we are 
attempting to train our airlines or 
flight stewards, and we are doing a bet-
ter job, though it is not a requirement. 
I believe airlines are doing a better job 
of informing and training their flight 

stewards and flight attendants, but I 
still believe that our flights are better 
and safer for marshals’ existence. 

I would hope that our colleagues 
would act accordingly in reference to 
this amendment, and I would ask that 
they support the air marshals in this 
instance because I believe their work is 
extremely important. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

The gentleman from Texas, I am 
sure, has an excellent intention and is 
interested in helping the airlines. 
Some of them are struggling, and we do 
need to help the airlines; but some-
times the airlines do not even help 
themselves. 

I would rise in strong opposition to 
this amendment. There is probably no 
economic activity that we support in 
this country more than our commer-
cial airlines. The chairman has cor-
rectly pointed out, 4.5, almost $6 bil-
lion in this legislation is for passenger 
screening, of which we only collect less 
than half of that. We have a $2 billion- 
plus shortage that the general tax-
payer is paying. 

If this amendment was crafted so 
that we charged the airlines for put-
ting the air marshal on, I might agree 
with my colleague because we have a 
shortfall. 

I also stated earlier, the airlines 
came before the Subcommittee on 
Aviation when we crafted the TSA bill 
and pledged to pay it $1 billion. That is 
what they said they would pay if we 
took away from the airlines, who had 
that responsibility, the responsibility 
for passenger screening. Do my col-
leagues know what they paid last year? 
Let me repeat it again, $315 million, a 
shortfall of almost $700 million. So I 
will be darned if I am going to stand 
here and support an amendment that 
would in any way reimburse them for 
the great expenses. 

Look at the event of last week. Not 
only do we have the apparent expenses; 
we spent some $20 billion on passenger 
screening on a system that I have great 
questions about, but we have also spent 
billions of dollars in training the pilots 
to be armed. I supported that program, 
I promoted that program; but most of 
those pilots do not go at airline ex-
pense. They go at their own expense, 
spend a week of their time. They are 
not reimbursed; and now we will have 
more pilots armed on our aircraft this 
year than we will have air marshals. 
They are not getting a darn penny for 
reimbursement. 

So, again, I think we have gone over 
backwards. We spent $5 billion we ap-
propriated for reimbursements for 
damages directly related to the events 
of September 11 to our major airlines. 
We gave them another $3 billion. Some 
of that they deserve; some of that they 
did not deserve in reimbursement. 
Then we set up a $10 billion loan guar-
antee fund, of which they only used 
about $2 billion; but we have done ev-
erything, and now they refuse to do 
anything to help us. 
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They cannot even collect an addi-

tional fee. They are collecting $2.50. I 
said if we put in a high-tech system, 
that would double the security fee but 
get rid of half of the screeners in 3 
years, and allow them to keep all $300 
million they are now paying and up to 
a half a billion dollars. They cannot 
even do the math to keep that money. 
So I will be darned if I will get up and 
support giving them one more penny 
when they will not pay their own fair 
share. 

So I think the amendment is well in-
tended. I salute the gentleman for try-
ing to help the aviation industry. I will 
join with him, but this is not the vehi-
cle; and it is not the reimbursement 
that we should be providing in this ap-
propriations measure. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. 
SHIMKUS). The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. POE). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. POE. Mr. Chairman, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. POE) 
will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MEEKS OF NEW 
YORK 

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MEEKS of New 

York: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. 536. None of the funds appropriated or 

otherwise made available in this Act may be 
used to close any detention facility operated 
by or on behalf of U.S. Immigration and Cus-
toms Enforcement that has been operational 
in 2005. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that de-
bate on this amendment, and any 
amendments thereto, be limited to 10 
minutes equally divided and controlled 
by the proponent and myself, the oppo-
nent. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman 
from Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Chair-

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

I rise today to urge my colleagues to 
adopt this amendment, which I hope 
will cease the recent actions of the De-
partment of Homeland Security’s Bu-
reau of Immigration and Customs En-
forcement to begin closing the only se-
cure detention center in New York City 
for noncriminal foreign nationals who 
enter our country illegally. 

Closing this facility and releasing 
these individuals into the streets, as 
ICE is beginning to do, without con-
ducting a proper screening, endangers 
the safety and security of New York 
City. The Queens detention facility has 
been utilized by ICE and its prede-

cessor, INS, since 1989. Located within 
4 miles of John F. Kennedy Inter-
national Airport, the facility houses 
and processes detainees until their sta-
tus can be determined. ICE oftentimes 
cannot properly classify a person as 
‘‘high risk’’ or ‘‘low risk’’ at the initial 
questioning at John F. Kennedy Air-
port. Only after an investigation, while 
the individual is detained, can ICE de-
termine whether the individual poses a 
threat. If it is determined that the en-
trant has criminal intent, they are 
transferred to a more secure facility 
for follow-up. 

For example, a co-conspirator in the 
first World Trade Center bombing 
slipped through ICE’s initial ques-
tioning at JFK and was subsequently 
identified by Queens detention facility 
personnel as a high-risk individual 
after they discovered bomb-making 
plans on this individual. Consequently, 
many high-risk individuals slip 
through the cracks initially and are 
only later identified as high-risk while 
they are in custody at the Queens de-
tention facility. 

In a recent correspondence, my col-
leagues and I who represent New York 
City urged the director of ICE, who 
may become our city’s next U.S. Attor-
ney, to halt its efforts to close the only 
secure noncriminal detention facility 
in New York City. We know this is New 
York City now, but it could be where 
any noncriminal detention facility is 
in the United States tomorrow; and in 
this day and age in which we currently 
live in, we have got to make sure that 
we are sure that individuals who have 
entered illegally into this country, 
that we may have detained, we have 
got to dot every I and cross every T to 
make sure we rely on no one to slip 
through the process. 

So to just close what is happening at 
this facility now, right next to JFK in 
my district, to just close it in the man-
ner in which they are closing it, just 
releasing people on the streets, at 
times we talk about how are you com-
municating with the individuals that 
are being released. It is simply by tele-
phonic measures, not even by ankle 
bracelets or anything else. It endangers 
the entire population of New York; and 
I say if it is New York City today, it 
could be anywhere in the United States 
of America tomorrow. 

So I ask and urge my colleagues to 
support this amendment which will en-
sure that this essential facility which 
serves a vital role in New York City, as 
well as the country’s first line of de-
fense, remain open. 

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

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 3 minutes. 

This amendment unnecessarily lim-
its ICE’s ability to efficiently manage 
the limited detention bed space that it 
has. The fluid nature of enforcement 
actions by ICE and changing migration 
patterns around the country mean that 
demands for detention space across the 
country changes from day to day, week 
to week, month to month, year to year. 

This bill stresses efficiency and 
maximizing our limited resources. This 
amendment would prevent ICE from 
closing inefficient or unneeded facili-
ties. 

This bill already requires a report 
from the Department on its detention 
management strategy; and until we see 
the result of that report, I think this 
amendment is premature. 

We do not like to handcuff an agency 
without having all of the relevant in-
formation on the issue; but I would 
hate to see us say to ICE, you cannot 
close any facility ever because it 
changes the migration patterns of ille-
gal immigration changes from day to 
day. 

So I would urge that we defeat the 
amendment. 

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

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Let me just say that what we are 
looking at right now, the situation 
where ICE is moving in my district, in 
this particular facility and the next 
clearly in the immigration pattern in 
New York is one where it is very high, 
coming through John F. Kennedy, 
which is the gateway to America, if 
you will. 

So when we have a facility like the 
facility that is currently in the dis-
trict, to close it without any rationale 
or reason, then I think that we are de-
feating ourselves and defeating the se-
curity that is necessary to prevent peo-
ple who enter this country illegally, 
some who could be very dangerous, 
from just walking the streets of the 
City of New York. 

b 1615 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. 
SHIMKUS). The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. MEEKS). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
MEEKS) will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TIAHRT 
Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman I offer an 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. TIAHRT: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title) insert the following: 
SEC. 536. None of the funds made available 

in this Act may be used to promulgate regu-
lations without consideration of the effect of 
such regulations on the competitiveness of 
American businesses. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve a point of order on the 
gentleman’s amendment. 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I believe 
that the content of this amendment 
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should be a part of the debate that we 
are having on every agency that we are 
going to fund this year through the 
Federal budget. Over the last genera-
tion, this government has made this 
country less and less competitive 
through the regulatory process. 

If you look to last year, last year we 
had a $670 billion trade deficit. Our 
Federal budget deficit grew and we saw 
a lot of outsourcing of jobs. Well, if you 
combine that with what we are seeing 
happen across the world, pointed out 
by Thomas Friedman in his book ‘‘The 
World is Flat,’’ China is graduating 
350,000 engineers every year. India is 
graduating 80,000 software engineers. 
They are attempting to create an 
Asian Union, which would be an econ-
omy of about 3 billion people. 

The world is becoming more and 
more competitive, and part of the rea-
son that we are becoming less and less 
competitive, part of the reason why we 
are seeing this trade deficit is because 
of our regulatory process. But it just 
does not stop there. We also have prob-
lems with litigation, and we need to re-
form our system because right now the 
lawsuits are driving up the cost of 
American products. A good example of 
how this could change is when common 
sense limits are put on litigation, such 
as the statute of repose, where the air-
craft industry accepted through the 
legislation common sense limits on li-
ability and 4,000 jobs were created the 
very next year. We could apply that to 
other industries. 

Our health care system needs to be 
reformed. Today, in Kansas, for every 
hour of health care it takes an hour to 
comply with regulations, actually, 
more than an hour, 1.1 hours, on aver-
age, of regulatory compliance. 

We need to reform our tax policy, our 
education policy, and our trade policy. 
We need to have research and develop-
ment enhancements and we need regu-
latory reform. Regulatory reform can 
be a biting part of our government that 
can stop and stall the economic 
progress. 

If you look at the current regulatory 
burden on businesses today, about 12 
percent of the cost of any product is 
buried in complying with regulations. 
If we could cut that in half, we would 
be at least 5 to 6 percent more competi-
tive worldwide. 

So if we are going to find solutions to 
balancing our trade deficit, to bal-
ancing our Federal budget, and to start 
bringing jobs into America instead of 
seeing them outsourced out of Amer-
ica, we need to look at every agency 
and not promulgate regulations that 
conflict with the competitiveness of 
American businesses. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to see if 
the chairman of the Homeland Secu-
rity Subcommittee thinks we could 
work together to see that we do not get 
regulations that would be overly bur-
densome on American businesses 
through the Department of Homeland 
Security. Does the gentleman think he 
could help me with that task? 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TIAHRT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman has brought up a 
very important point, and I would be 
delighted to work with the gentleman. 
He is a valued member of our com-
mittee and, on top of that, he is a very 
hard worker. So I would be happy to 
work with the gentleman. 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the chairman for those good words and, 
hopefully, through the effort of our 
combined work we can make sure we 
do not have any overly burdensome 
regulations. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw my amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman 
from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 
VACATING DEMAND FOR RECORDED VOTE ON 

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. POE 
Mr. POE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-

mous consent to withdraw my demand 
for a recorded vote on my amendment 
No. 10 to the end that it stand rejected 
by voice vote thereon. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. OBEY: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. (a) The amounts otherwise pro-

vided in this Act for the following accounts 
are hereby increased by the following sums: 

(1) ‘‘Customs and Border Protection—Sala-
ries and Expenses’’, $95,000,000. 

(2) ‘‘Customs and Border Protection—Con-
struction’’, $25,000,000. 

(3) ‘‘Immigration and Customs Enforce-
ment—Salaries and Expenses’’, $266,000,000. 

(4) ‘‘Federal Law Enforcement Training 
Center—Salaries and Expenses’’, $9,000,000. 

(5) ‘‘Federal Law Enforcement Training 
Center—Acquisitions, Construction, Im-
provements, and Related Expenses’’, 
$5,000,000. 

(b) For the Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity to make grants pursuant to section 204 
of the REAL ID Act of 2005 (Pub. L. 109–13, 
div. B) to assist States in conforming with 
minimum drivers’ license standards, there is 
hereby appropriated $100,000,000. 

(c) In the case of taxpayers with adjusted 
gross income in excess of $1,000,000 for cal-
endar year 2006, the amount of tax reduction 
resulting from enactment of the Economic 
Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 
2001 (Pub. L. 107–16) and the Jobs and Growth 
Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 2003 (Pub. 
L. 108–27) shall be reduced by 1.562 percent. 

Mr. OBEY (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman 
from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-

man, if this is the REAL ID with tax 

offset amendment, I reserve a point of 
order on the gentleman’s amendment. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, let me ex-
plain what this is. We have had a 
steady stream of Members for weeks 
now decrying the fact we just do not 
have enough resources to do the job we 
ought to be doing in homeland security 
or in transportation or in education or 
in health care or any other endeavor of 
the Federal Government. The fact is 
that we do not have those needed avail-
able resources because the Members of 
this House have put themselves in a 
box. They have done that by, in es-
sence, saying that their number one 
priority above all others is to provide 
very large tax cuts for people very high 
up on the income scale. 

Example: This year if you make over 
$1 million you will get, on average, 
about a $140,000 tax cut. What I am try-
ing to do here today is to do two 
things. I am trying to, first of all, help 
the Congress keep the promises that it 
made just 6 months ago. Therefore, 
this amendment would provide an addi-
tional $500 million to the Department 
of Homeland Security to meet the 
staffing and detention bed space in-
creases that were called for in the In-
telligence Reform Act and to allow 
States to meet the driver’s license 
standards that were just imposed on 
those States by this Congress 2 weeks 
ago. 

So my amendment is simple. First of 
all, it adds 500 more people to the Bor-
der Patrol. Second, it adds 600 people 
to the immigration inspector work-
force. And thirdly, it adds 4,000 more 
detention beds so that we can keep the 
promises laid out in the Intelligence 
Reform bill. 

Finally, we would fund the grant pro-
gram that is authorized by the REAL 
ID Act, which the Congress attached a 
couple of weeks ago. I did not support 
that act. I did not vote for it. It was at-
tached as a nongermane amendment to 
the appropriations bill. But we are told 
by the Congressional Budget Office it 
will cost about $100 million to imple-
ment. We are told by the Council of 
State Legislative Leaders it will cost 
$500 million to implement. That is a 
huge mandate however you slice it that 
we are laying on the backs of State 
budgets. 

So what I am simply suggesting is we 
can do both of these things by simply 
scaling back by a tiny amount that 
super-sized tax cut for people with 
super-sized incomes of over $1 million. 
We would simply cut that average 
$140,000 tax cut to $138,000, and we 
would have more than enough to fund 
these operations. 

The Committee on Rules did not 
allow this amendment to be made in 
order. That means that the only way it 
can be considered is if no one raises a 
point of order against it. I would hope 
they would not do so. This is a minor 
adjustment that we would make in the 
super-sized tax cuts in order to provide 
significantly more security for the en-
tire country. I think it is worth the in-
vestment, and I would urge support for 
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the amendment, assuming that no one 
decides to lodge a point of order 
against the amendment. 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-

man, I make a point of order against 
the amendment because its proposes to 
change existing law and constitutes 
legislation on an appropriations bill 
and, therefore, violates clause 2 of rule 
XXI. The rule states in pertinent part 
‘‘an amendment to a general appropria-
tions bill shall not be in order if chang-
ing existing law.’’ 

This amendment changes the appli-
cation of existing law, and I ask for a 
ruling from the Chair. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Does any 
Member wish to be heard on the point 
of order? 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I must 
concede that under the rule that 
brought this bill to the floor, this 
amendment is not in order. I regret it. 
I think the country would be a whole 
lot better off if we passed the amend-
ment. But I concede the point of order. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The point of 
order is conceded and sustained. The 
amendment is not in order. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY 
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. OBEY: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. ll. For the Secretary of Homeland 

Security to make grants pursuant to section 
204 of the REAL ID Act of 2005 (Pub. L. 109– 
13, div. B) to assist States in conforming 
with minimum drivers’ license standards 
there is hereby appropriated; and the 
amounts otherwise provided by this Act for 
‘‘Office of the Secretary and Executive Man-
agement’’ , ‘‘Office of the Under Secretary 
for Management’’, ‘‘Office of the Under Sec-
retary for Border and Transportation Secu-
rity—Salaries and Expenses’’, ‘‘Information 
Analysis and Infrastructure Protection— 
Management and Administration’’, and 
‘‘Science and Technology—Research, Devel-
opment, Acquisition and Operations’’, are 
hereby reduced by; $100,000,000, $20,000,000, 
$20,000,000, $2,000,000, $8,000,000, and 
$50,000,000, respectively. 

Mr. OBEY (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman 
from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-

man, I ask unanimous consent that de-
bate on this amendment and any 
amendments thereto be limited to 20 
minutes to be equally divided between 
the proponents and myself, the oppo-
nent. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman 
from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
This is a scaled-back version of the 

first amendment I just offered. It does 
not have the tax offset. It is fully offset 

by other reductions in this bill, and 
what it tries to do is to correct the 
problem that I cited just a moment 
ago. 

Just 2 weeks ago, this House passed a 
nongermane proposal which established 
an elaborate and convoluted and Rube 
Goldberg process by which every Amer-
ican will have to obtain their driver’s 
license in the future. It is going to re-
quire added security arrangements for 
every office that issues State driver’s 
licenses if those licenses are going to 
be allowed to serve as an ID card when 
climbing on an airplane. It provides 
substantial additional duties which 
will be imposed on States and be im-
posed on the Department of Homeland 
Security itself. 

Now, I do not know whose cost esti-
mate is correct. I do not know whether 
the Congressional Budget Office is cor-
rect when it says that this will only be 
an unfunded mandate of $100 million or 
whether the National Conference of 
State Legislative Leaders is correct 
when they say that the unfunded man-
date will amount to about $500 million 
in cost. But for the moment, in def-
erence to my conservative friends on 
the other side of the aisle, I am assum-
ing the conservative estimate of cost is 
the accurate one, the one laid out by 
the Congressional Budget Office. 

So I am simply urging that we in fact 
provide for the States grant program 
that was authorized in that REAL ID 
proposal that the majority was so anx-
ious to bring to the House floor just 2 
weeks ago. We in the minority had 
nothing to do with the writing. We in 
the minority were not consulted on the 
language. We in the minority were not 
consulted about the idea of imposing 
another mandate. We were just told 
‘‘take it or leave it.’’ And so it is now 
the law of the land. 

Now, I am not in any way reducing 
accounts below last year’s funding 
level. All we are doing is reducing some 
of the Secretary’s management ac-
counts by a portion of the increases 
that this bill provides. 

b 1630 
The science and technology account, 

for instance, is being reduced by $50 
million of the $55 million increase. 
That still leaves a small increase. 

The Office of Secretary Executive 
Management will still retain a $7 mil-
lion increase. 

I think we have hard choices to 
make, and I am not afraid to suggest 
that I think it is a better use of re-
sources to put this money where the 
amendment tries to put it to at least 
keep the majority consistent with its 
promise in the Contract With America, 
the good old Contract With America 
which Congress passed 10 years ago and 
promised that there would be no more 
unfunded mandates. 

I am just trying to help keep a Re-
publican promise, and I am sure I will 
have enthusiastic support of Members 
on the majority side of the aisle. 

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

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I claim the time in opposition to 
the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. 
SHIMKUS). The gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. ROGERS) is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, no one knows at this 
point in time what this is going to 
cost. We only passed it 2 or 3 weeks 
ago. No one has any idea at this point 
in time what it is going to cost us or 
States or locals or whomever. I think 
it is premature at this point in time to 
take up this amendment. At some 
point in time during this year before 
we go to conference, we are probably 
going to have to deal with this ques-
tion. But there is just nothing there to 
give us any idea. Estimates run from $5 
million to $100 million, depending on 
who is asked. 

The REAL ID Act authorized such 
appropriations as necessary to help 
States make their driver’s licenses and 
other documents more secure for ID 
purposes. But there has been no time, 
as I have said, to fully assess the fund-
ing required in the first year of the 
program. DHS is not prepared to move 
forward quickly. I think the $100 mil-
lion is absolutely premature. The CBO 
estimate is only $40 million in fiscal 
year 2006, not $100 million. The com-
mittee has not seen any of the esti-
mates from the Association of Motor 
Vehicle Administrators which probably 
knows more about this issue than any-
body. 

There already exists certain inter-
state driver’s license databases which 
perhaps could be used and save money 
which operate on the basis of 
multistate compacts. These systems 
currently in existence should be exam-
ined to assess their potential to expand 
or serve as models for a nationwide 
database. It may be that many costs 
assumed in the CBO estimate can be 
avoided by leveraging these systems. 
We do not need to reinvent the wheel. 

And then, Mr. Chairman, the offsets 
the gentleman’s amendment would cut 
into are very undesirable. Cutting 
these programs would be very unwise. 
The IAIP agency has already been re-
duced $11 million for failure to submit 
reports to the Congress. Any further 
reduction could impact information 
sharing with State and local agencies 
conducting vulnerability assessments 
and construction and renovation of 
space for the directorate. 

A cut to Science and Technology 
may have a direct linkage to the suc-
cess of other programs. For instance, a 
cut to the Office of Interoperability 
and Communications can greatly im-
pact the effectiveness of resources 
spent on first responder grants. In 
every war effort, it is easier to fund 
soldiers than science because what sol-
diers do is obvious; what science does is 
not. However, like the development of 
the tank in World War I and the devel-
opment of the atomic bomb in World 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 03:57 May 18, 2005 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00065 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K17MY7.127 H17PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH3400 May 17, 2005 
War II, science can profoundly influ-
ence the outcome. 

There is reason to believe that home-
land security science can have a simi-
lar success on the war on terror. We 
cannot cut the Office of the Secretary. 
It is a tempting target, but it has al-
ready been hit by everybody in the 
room. Their office is only $133-plus mil-
lion, and significant reductions will 
negatively affect their operations. The 
office is largely salaries and expenses, 
and cuts will result in fewer people at-
tempting to deal with an increasing 
workload. Fewer people means DHS 
will have less time to respond to Con-
gressional inquiries, for example. 

We have been critical of the office, 
but it is this office that will ultimately 
make the changes needed to make the 
Department work. They are working 
on the new Secretary’s second-stage re-
view even as we speak. So I hope we 
would not accept this amendment for 
the reason that we do not know how 
much money we need to run this pro-
gram this year. We will find out as 
time goes by during the year. We can 
put money in the conference at the end 
of the year as necessary. So let us not 
jump off the cliff until we get to it. 

Number two, this amendment would 
devastate the Department’s operations 
because it goes right to the heart of 
what they are doing. I urge the defeat 
of the amendment. 

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 1 minute. 

Let me get this straight. Two weeks 
after the majority party imposed this 
huge new unfunded mandate and re-
quired that it be attached to the de-
fense appropriations supplemental to 
pay for the war in Iraq, we are now told 
by the majority, gee, we do not have 
any idea what this is going to cost. You 
mean you imposed a mandate without 
having any idea what it was going to 
cost? 

If we follow the logic of what the 
gentleman is saying, we will say to the 
States, Congress had no idea what it 
was doing and so you are going to pay 
the bill. That is what the gentleman 
has just said. I find that mighty pecu-
liar. 

I urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote on this amend-
ment. I want to make clear I did not 
vote for REAL ID. I think it is a 
cockamamie idea, but it is now the law 
of the land; and the question is, is the 
Federal Government going to pay for 
what it mandated, or is it going to 
stick the cost on the backs of local and 
State governments? I hope it is not the 
latter. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
SABO). 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the ranking member for yielding me 
this time. 

First, let me ask the gentleman a 
question: Is not a significant amount of 
the money that the gentleman is re-
ducing consultant money? 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABO. I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, what we 
are doing is reducing the increase in 
the amount of money that is in this 
bill for consultants. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman. 

I am just afraid we are doing another 
miniature No Child Left Behind in this 
law that we passed a couple of weeks 
ago. It is the Federal Government 
again deciding how the States should 
run something that States have his-
torically done. States have historically 
issued driver’s licenses in this country. 
So now wise people in Washington are 
now telling them how to do it. Again, 
we are not going to pay them money to 
do it. Then we have all kinds of re-
quirements that may or may not make 
sense. They make sense to somebody 
who sits down here and writes law who, 
I doubt, has ever administered the 
issuing of driver’s licenses in any 
State. 

Sort of a repetition again in minia-
ture scale of what we did in No Child 
Left Behind. I think that is a law 
which is fraught with troubles 
throughout the country. This is much 
smaller in scale, but we are repeating 
the same thing that we did in that law. 
I think it is a mistake. I think it is 
going to complicate life immensely for 
all of our citizens as they go about the 
process of moving around this country 
and getting new driver’s licenses. 

But at a minimum, we should be 
doing a significant part of the funding 
to make sure we do not adversely im-
pact all of the States by this wisdom 
that we are sending down from Wash-
ington. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self the balance of my time. 

As the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. SABO) pointed out, this amend-
ment is simply asking the Congress to 
stick to its promise in the Contract 
With America, to not provide any more 
unfunded mandates. What we are say-
ing on this side of the aisle, we did not 
vote for this turkey, but it is now law; 
and given that fact, we ought to at 
least make sure this does not wind up 
on the backs of the States and local 
governments. What we are saying is at 
least keep your commitment not to 
load any more on the State and local 
property taxes, and let us pay for this 
by simply reducing the size of the 
growth in consultants at the Sec-
retary’s level. This is already a bloat-
ed, dysfunctional agency. We are now 
going to be asked to provide very large 
increases to provide more consultants. 
It seems to me that they can afford to 
get along with a few less consultants so 
we can provide one less unfunded man-
date in State and local government. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself the balance of my 
time. 

The gentleman is right in the respect 
at some point in time we are going to 
have to pay the bill. At this point in 
time, we have not received a bill. We 
have no idea what the bill is going to 
be. We get different estimates. Dif-
ferent people have different ideas, but 
there has been no consensus reached on 
how much money is needed and to 
whom. 

I assure Members in the due course of 
time when that information comes to 
us, monies will be made available to 
pay for this program in due course of 
time without hampering the agency, as 
this amendment would do. I urge a 
‘‘no’’ vote on the Obey amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) will 
be postponed. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-LEE OF 

TEXAS 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Ms. JACKSON-LEE of 

Texas: 
At the end of the bill (before the short 

title), insert the following: 
SEC. 536. None of the funds appropriated or 

otherwise made available by this Act may be 
used to patrol the border of the United 
States except as authorized by law. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, this amendment simply, as 
stated, eliminates the opportunity for 
any resources to be utilized to patrol 
the border of the United States except 
as authorized by law. 

I spoke earlier today on the floor of 
the House about the frustration Ameri-
cans have with respect to the influx of 
illegal immigrants and immigration 
and, of course, I also offered to my col-
leagues that we must solve this prob-
lem in a bipartisan manner. 

In respecting that frustration, I am 
respectful of those who have taken up 
their own causes. One group happens to 
be the Minutemen. 
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The Minuteman group has utilized 
their resources in Arizona and expect 
to move their operations to Texas, New 
Mexico and California. I would argue 
vigorously that these kinds of efforts 
can make a very difficult and unsuit-
able atmosphere for the border. 

Let me cite for you one of the indi-
viduals that is responsible for the orga-
nization Minutemen speaking about 
the issues, for example, in Texas: 

If the Minutemen were to come to 
Texas, there are serious logistical prob-
lems for patrols in Texas. Most of the 
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land along the Texas border is pri-
vately owned and some of it is urban-
ized, unlike the open land the group 
monitored in Arizona. And the same re-
ports of drug violence that have scared 
some tourists away from the south 
Texas region have become a concern 
for the Minutemen. ‘‘The Texas border 
is pretty dangerous right now,’’ Chris 
Simcox said, who heads the Minute-
men. ‘‘That won’t scare the Arizona- 
based citizen patrols away,’’ he said, 
‘‘but it does mean they will be more 
careful in planning their operations. 
Security becomes a serious issue be-
cause we are going to be annoying a lot 
of people.’’ 

This amendment is simple. What it 
says is that we have to protect the 
Federal officers and other law enforce-
ment officers that are entrusted with 
the responsibility of immigration con-
trol in the United States of America. 
That protection cannot give them the 
extra added burden using resources to 
try to protect those who are acting in 
an unauthorized way. This specifically 
states that we would not allow such 
funds to be used in an unauthorized 
way. 

Mr. Chairman, this proposal seeks to pre-
vent the funding of increased liability for the 
Federal Government, to prevent the incidental 
injuring or killing of aliens, citizens, or volun-
teers, to prevent the creation of a sad prece-
dent of shirked Federal responsibility. The pur-
pose of the Jackson-Lee amendment is to 
control these issues before they become prob-
lems. Last Sunday, May 15, 2005, I put the 
people of the Eighteenth Congressional Dis-
trict and of the State of Texas on notice that 
the ‘‘Minuteman Project’’ has proposed to 
enter our borders in order to monitor for illegal 
border crossings. 

I was joined on Sunday by Ms. Mabel Rog-
ers, who is the President of the American Fed-
eration of Government Employees, AFGE, 
Local No. 3332 for coming out to share her 
expertise in the area of border security and 
the issues that can arise if groups such as the 
Minutemen attempt to enforce immigration 
law. 

In addition, I was joined by Ms. Adriana 
Fernandez, who leads the Association for 
Residency and Citizenship of America, ARCA, 
right here in the Eighteenth Congressional 
District of Houston, Texas for her time, efforts, 
and more so for the passion that she exhibited 
in bringing her colleagues to share their con-
cerns in this matter. 

The Minuteman Project has good intentions, 
but we object to the potential negative social, 
legal, and economic impact that it can have on 
the Texas borders. 

The problem of porousness of the borders is 
a Federal Government problem. It is a Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, DHS, problem. 
DHS has legal jurisdiction over the borders; 
therefore, it is DHS that must address our bor-
der security needs. 

An unofficial, untrained, and uncontrolled 
militia is the wrong answer for a problem that 
is within the Federal Government’s responsi-
bility. If the job is not being done sufficiently, 
we must look to Congress and the executive 
branch to exercise oversight and to improve 
performance. 

The Minuteman Project is headed for the 
Texas borders, and their presence will be the 

recipe for danger, conflict, and increased legal 
enforcement costs for the Federal Govern-
ment. The Houston Chronicle reported on May 
12 that the controversial group that began as 
a month-long engagement along the Arizona 
border plans to enter Texas to operate its hunt 
for illegal border crossings. 

Other media and eyewitnesses have sug-
gested that many of the participants in the 
Minuteman Project have carried firearms, in-
cited retaliatory measures by gang members, 
incited more groups to organize in a similar 
fashion along other American borders, and 
created a situation that suggests potential con-
straints on the individual civil rights of undocu-
mented persons. 

The arrival of this group to Texas is an ex-
ample of what I feared during its initial en-
gagement during the month of April—propaga-
tion in other borders. Empowerment of unoffi-
cial, untrained militia to carry out the functions 
of the Federal Government instead of simply 
improving the staffing situation at the Customs 
and Border Patrol and the Immigration, Cus-
toms, and Enforcement Agencies is a derelic-
tion of duty and a condoning of potential vigi-
lantism. I urge the Governor of Texas to 
disinvite the Minuteman Project to the U.S.- 
Mexico border of Texas. 

Several differences between the U.S.-Mex-
ico border of Arizona and Texas make it po-
tentially injurious for the arrival of the Minute-
men. The traffic growth in Texas would dra-
matically increase the probability of injury or 
death of aliens or other innocent civilians. 

In 2001, U.S. Customs inspectors logged 
3,133,619 cargo trucks as they entered Texas 
border towns from Brownsville to El Paso, up 
from 1,897,888 commercial vehicles in fiscal 
year 1995, the year NAFTA took effect. Fur-
thermore, the topography at the Texas borders 
is more dense and provides more places for 
people involved in violent disputes to hide. In 
addition, even as the leader of the Minuteman 
Project stated to the Houston Chronicle, ‘there 
are serious logistical problems for patrols in 
Texas. Most of the land along the Texas bor-
der is privately owned, and some of it is ur-
banized, unlike the open land the group mon-
itored in Arizona.’ 

What we need instead of a situation of po-
tential violence, violation of civil rights, and 
costs associated with restoring peace and se-
curity at the borders is a comprehensive immi-
gration plan like I proposed with the introduc-
tion of my legislation, the ‘Save America Com-
prehensive Immigration Act, H.R. 2092.’ 

As a member of the House Committees on 
the Judiciary and on Homeland Security, I had 
the opportunity to actively participate in a 
markup hearing for the ‘‘Homeland Security 
Authorization Act for FY 2006, H.R. 1817.’’ 

In the context of an amendment that I of-
fered that called for studies and analysis of 
the issue of border violence, I was able to ob-
tain a commitment from the chairman of the 
Homeland Security Committee to join me and 
the ranking member in a bipartisan letter to 
the Department of Homeland Security to direct 
it to gather information and to identify the 
problems surrounding the contention reported 
at the locations patrolled by volunteers. 

Effective, efficient, and safe border security 
requires properly trained personnel. We need 
to improve our Customs and Border Patrol 
and Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
agencies rather than empower militias to do 
their job. The enforcement job requires ac-

countability, training in the area of human 
rights, language skills, non-violent restraint 
techniques, and weapons handling. 

The legal accountability principles such as 
respondeat superior and vicarious liability do 
not clearly apply to the Minutemen for injuries 
or damage that may be sustained by the pri-
vate properties that abut the Texas borders; 
the heavy stream of commerce constantly tra-
versing the border; or innocent bystanders 
who may be in the wrong place at the wrong 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, the Jackson-Lee amendment 
seeks to prevent liability ‘‘powder kegs’’ from 
propagating nationally. I ask that my col-
leagues support the amendment. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield 
to the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I am prepared to accept the 
amendment if we can go ahead and con-
clude it at this moment. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I thank 
the distinguished chairman. I am will-
ing to accept the chairman’s accept-
ance. 

Let me just say, Mr. Chairman, that 
this amendment speaks to the whole 
question of protecting our borders in 
an authorized manner. There seems to 
be an effort to do it in an unauthorized 
manner, and I desire to protect those 
who need protecting. I would ask my 
colleagues to support this amendment 
and, as well, I do want to acknowledge 
that the work that we have done with 
staff, I want to appreciate it and I hope 
the Members will consult with their 
staff on amendments when Members do 
consult with the Members’ staff and 
that their amendments are in order. 

With that, I ask my colleagues to 
support this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Department 

of Homeland Security Appropriations Act, 
2006’’. 

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE 
OF THE WHOLE 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will now 
resume on those amendments on which 
further proceedings were postponed in 
the following order: Amendment No. 14 
offered by the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ), Amendment 
No. 1 offered by the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO), the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. MEEKS), and the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY). 

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes 
the time for any electronic vote after 
the first vote in this series. 
AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MR. MENENDEZ 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. MENEN-
DEZ) on which further proceedings were 
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postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 225, noes 198, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 176] 

AYES—225 

Abercrombie 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Butterfield 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Case 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Ford 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 

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

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kelly 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 

Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Pelosi 
Platts 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

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

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wilson (NM) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOES—198 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Beauprez 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cox 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Feeney 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gibbons 

Gillmor 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Graves 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 

Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—10 

Ackerman 
Brady (PA) 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Larson (CT) 

Lewis (GA) 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 

Payne 
Wexler 
Young (FL) 

b 1713 
Ms. FOXX, and Messrs. HOBSON, 

NEUGEBAUER, MORAN of Virginia, 
NUSSLE, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con-
necticut, Mr. THOMAS, and Mr. 
GOHMERT changed their vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Ms. PELOSI, and Messrs. GREEN of 
Wisconsin, WELLER, GUTIERREZ, 
GILCHREST, SCHWARZ of Michigan, 
RAMSTAD, and Mrs. JONES of Ohio 
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

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

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. TANCREDO 
The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-

ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-

tleman from Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 165, noes 258, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 177] 

AYES—165 

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

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantor 
Carter 
Chabot 
Coble 
Conaway 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Dent 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Emerson 
Everett 
Feeney 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Foxx 

Franks (AZ) 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kline 
Kolbe 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Musgrave 

Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Otter 
Paul 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Price (GA) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Ryun (KS) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 

NOES—258 

Abercrombie 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 

Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Butterfield 
Cannon 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 

Carson 
Case 
Castle 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cole (OK) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
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Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Tom 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gilchrest 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hensarling 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (MN) 

Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kirk 
Knollenberg 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKinney 
McMorris 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Northup 
Nunes 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 

Pryce (OH) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Simmons 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walsh 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weller 
Wilson (NM) 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—10 

Ackerman 
Brady (PA) 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Larson (CT) 

Lewis (GA) 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 

Payne 
Wexler 
Young (FL) 

b 1723 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MEEKS OF NEW 

YORK 
The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-

ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. MEEKS) on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment. 

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 199, noes 223, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 178] 

AYES—199 

Abercrombie 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Gutierrez 
Hall 

Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kelly 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Lee 
Levin 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 

Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pitts 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tauscher 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walsh 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOES—223 

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 

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

Ginny 
Burgess 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 

Capito 
Capuano 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Costa 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 

Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Grijalva 
Gutknecht 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 

Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marshall 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMorris 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Otter 
Oxley 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 

Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Schiff 
Schwarz (MI) 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Stearns 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—11 

Ackerman 
Bonilla 
Brady (PA) 
Kilpatrick (MI) 

Larson (CT) 
Lewis (GA) 
Millender- 

McDonald 

Miller (FL) 
Payne 
Wexler 
Young (FL) 

b 1732 

Mr. SNYDER changed his vote from 
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to offer a personal explanation of 
the reason I missed rollcall votes Nos. 176– 
178 on May 17, 2005. These were votes on 
amendments to H.R. 2360 The Department of 
Homeland Security Appropriations bill for FY 
06. due to personal circumstances I was de-
tained until after these votes had concluded. 

If present, I would have voted rollcall Vote 
No. 176, the Menendez Amendment ‘‘no’’; roll-
call Vote No. 177, the Tancredo Amendment 
‘‘aye’’; rollcall Vote No. 178, the Meeks (NY) 
Amendment, ‘‘no.’’ 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) on 
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which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment. 

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 226, noes 198, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

[Roll No. 179] 

AYES—226 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Butterfield 
Camp 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Case 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Foley 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gerlach 

Gillmor 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myrick 

Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Otter 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Platts 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

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

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 

NOES—198 

Aderholt 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cox 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 

Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Musgrave 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 

Osborne 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 

NOT VOTING—9 

Akin 
Brady (PA) 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Larson (CT) 

Lewis (GA) 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Payne 

Wexler 
Young (FL) 

b 1741 

Mr. BOEHLERT changed his vote 
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. OTTER and Mr. EVERETT 
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

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

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 

amendments to the bill? 
Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-

man, I move that the Committee do 
now rise and report the bill back to the 
House with sundry amendments, with 
the recommendation that the amend-
ments be agreed to and that the bill, as 
amended, do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. PUT-
NAM) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
GILLMOR, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 2360) making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2006, and for other purposes, had di-
rected him to report the bill back to 
the House with sundry amendments, 
with the recommendation that the 
amendments be agreed to and that the 
bill, as amended, do pass. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 278, the pre-
vious question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? If not, the Chair will put 
them en gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

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

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

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

Pursuant to clause 10 of rule XX, the 
yeas and nays are ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 424, nays 1, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

[Roll No. 180] 

YEAS—424 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 

Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 

Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 03:57 May 18, 2005 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00070 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K17MY7.147 H17PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3405 May 17, 2005 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 

Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMorris 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 

Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—1 

Paul 

NOT VOTING—8 

Brady (PA) 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Larson (CT) 

Lewis (GA) 
Millender- 

McDonald 

Payne 
Smith (WA) 
Wexler 

b 1805 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
personal business in my district prevents me 
from being present for legislative business 
scheduled for today, Tuesday, May 17, 2005. 
Had I been present, I would have voted ‘‘no’’ 
on rollcall No. 174, on ordering the previous 
question; ‘‘no’’ on rollcall No. 175, H. Res. 
278, a resolution providing a rule for the con-
sideration of H.R. 2360, the Department of 
Homeland Security Appropriations Act for Fis-
cal Year 2006; ‘‘aye’’ on rollcall No. 176, an 
amendment offered by Rep. ROBERT MENEN-
DEZ of New Jersey; ‘‘no’’ on rollcall No. 177, 
an amendment offered by Mr. TANCREDO of 
Colorado; ‘‘aye’’ on rollcall No. 178, an 
amendment offered by Mr. MEEKS of New 
York; ‘‘aye’’ on rollcall No. 179, an amendment 
offered by Mr. OBEY of Wisconsin; and ‘‘aye’’ 
on rollcall No. 180, final passage of H.R. 
2360, The Department of Homeland Security 
Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 2006. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to submit this statement for the 
record and regret that I could not be present 
today, Tuesday, May 17, 2005, to vote on roll-
call vote Nos. 174, 175, 176, 177, 178, 179, 
and 180 due to a family medical emergency. 

Had I been present, I would have voted: 
‘‘No’’ on rollcall vote No. 174 on Ordering the 
Previous Question on H. Res. 278, providing 
for consideration of H.R. 2360 making appro-
priations for the Department of Homeland Se-
curity for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2006, and for other purposes; ‘‘No’’ on rollcall 
vote No. 175 on Agreeing to the Resolution as 
Amended on H. Res. 278, providing for con-
sideration of H.R. 2360 making appropriations 
for the Department of Homeland Security for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2006, 
and for other purposes; ‘‘aye’’ on rollcall vote 
No. 176 on an Amendment to H.R. 2360 to in-
crease funding (by transfer) by $50 million to 
State and local governments for the defense 
of chemical plants by first responders; ‘‘No’’ on 
rollcall vote No. 177 on an Amendment to 
H.R. 2360 to prevent the use of funds in con-
travention of a provision in the illegal Immigra-
tion Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act 
(PL 104–208) that prevents Federal, State or 
local government officials from prohibiting or 
restricting government agencies or officials 
from sending or receiving information to Fed-
eral immigration officials regarding an individ-
ual’s immigration status; ‘‘aye’’ on rollcall vote 
No. 178 on an Amendment to H.R. 2360 to in-
sert anew section at the end of the bill to pro-
hibit the use of funds from being used to close 
any detention facility operated by or on behalf 
of U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
that has been operational in 2005; ‘‘aye’’ on 
rollcall vote No. 179 on an Amendment to 

H.R. 2360 to insert a new section at the end 
of the bill to direct the Secretary of Homeland 
Security to make grants to assist States in 
conforming with minimum drivers’ license 
standards by appropriating $100,000,000. For 
taxpayers with adjusted gross income in ex-
cess of $1,000,000, the amount of tax reduc-
tion shall be reduced by 1.562 percent; and 
‘‘aye’’ on rollcall vote No. 180 on final passage 
of H.R. 2360, a bill making appropriations for 
the Department of Homeland Security for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2006, and 
for other purposes. 

f 

CONTINUATION OF THE NATIONAL 
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT TO 
BURMA—MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES (H. Doc. No. 109–27) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, without 
objection, referred to the Committee 
on International Relations and ordered 
to be printed: 
To the Congress of the United States: 

Section 202(d) of the National Emer-
gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides 
for the automatic termination of a na-
tional emergency unless, prior to the 
anniversary date of its declaration, the 
President publishes in the Federal Reg-
ister and transmits to the Congress a 
notice stating that the emergency is to 
continue in effect beyond the anniver-
sary date. I have sent the enclosed no-
tice to the Federal Register for publica-
tion, which states that the Burma 
emergency is to continue beyond May 
20, 2005. The most recent notice con-
tinuing this emergency was published 
in the Federal Register on May 19, 2004 
(69 FR 29041). 

The crisis between the United States 
and Burma arising from the actions 
and policies of the Government of 
Burma that led to the declaration of a 
national emergency on May 20, 1997, 
has not been resolved. These actions 
and policies, including its policies of 
committing large-scale repression of 
the democratic opposition in Burma, 
are hostile to U.S. interests and pose a 
continuing unusual and extraordinary 
threat to the national security and for-
eign policy of the United States. For 
this reason, I have determined that it 
is necessary to continue the national 
emergency with respect to Burma and 
maintain in force the sanctions against 
Burma to respond to this threat. 

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 17, 2005. 

f 

ELECTION OF MEMBER TO 
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I 
offer a resolution (H. Res. 281) and ask 
unanimous consent for its immediate 
consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
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