September 13, 2006

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H. RES. 994, EXPRESSING
SENSE OF THE HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES ON FIFTH ANNI-
VERSARY OF TERRORIST AT-
TACKS LAUNCHED AGAINST THE
UNITED STATES ON SEPTEMBER
11, 2001

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, 1
call up House Resolution 996 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 996

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider in
the House the resolution (H. Res. 994) ex-
pressing the sense of the House of Represent-
atives on the fifth anniversary of the ter-
rorist attacks launched against the United
States on September 11, 2001. The resolution
shall be considered as read. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the resolution and preamble to final adop-
tion without intervening motion or demand
for division of the question except: (1) four
hours of debate equally divided and con-
trolled by the Majority Leader and Minority
Leader or their designees; and (2) one motion
to recommit which may not contain instruc-
tions.

SEC. 2. During consideration of House Res-
olution 994 pursuant to this resolution, not-
withstanding the operation of the previous
question, the Chair may postpone further
consideration of the resolution to a time des-
ignated by the Speaker.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my friend the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN), pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. Dur-
ing consideration of this resolution, all
time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only.

Mr. Speaker, this rule provides for 4
hours of debate in the House, equally
divided and controlled by the majority
leader and minority leader or their des-
ignees. It waives all points of order
against consideration of the resolution
and also provides one motion to recom-
mit, which may not contain instruc-
tions.

Finally, it provides that notwith-
standing the operation of the previous
question, the Chair may postpone fur-
ther consideration of the resolution to
a time designated by the Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, we are here today, 5
years after the tragedy of September
11, to speak with one voice to let the
world know that we have not forgotten
the lessons of that terrible day. We are
here to remember the thousands ruth-
lessly murdered by our enemies who hi-
jacked four civilian aircraft and
crashed them into the World Trade
Center towers, the Pentagon and a field
in Pennsylvania, and to recognize the
unimaginable losses suffered by their
families. We are also here to honor the
sacrifices and the courage shown by
our first responders who selflessly
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rushed to the flaming buildings in
order to rescue the victims of these at-
tacks.

We are also here to let our allies in
the war on terror know that we stand
united with them in the war on terror,
and to recognize the progress that con-
tinues to be made by our Federal intel-
ligence, law enforcement and security
agencies in conjunction with intel-
ligence, law enforcement and security
agencies of our allies, in keeping Amer-
icans safe. And we are here to remind
these allies and to place our enemies
on notice that we will never shirk from
the war on terror and that we will
never forget what happened on Sep-
tember 11, 2001.

The six-page resolution should be
recognized by every Member of this
body as an opportunity to remember
our Nation’s tragic loss and to encour-
age every American to do the same. It
is an opportunity to extend our sym-
pathies to the families of the lost and
to honor those who risked their own
lives and health trying to protect the
lives and health of others.

It is an opportunity to extend our
gratitude to our intelligence and mili-
tary personnel serving at home and
abroad and their families for their
service. It is to thank the citizens of
other nations who are contributing to
the effort to defeat global terrorism.

More importantly, it is an oppor-
tunity by this body to reaffirm that we
remain vigilant and steadfast in the
war on terror, that we remember the
sacrifices made by so many innocent
Americans on September 11 and that
we will never succumb to the cause of
terrorists.

Mr. Speaker, the resolution that will
be brought here before the House for a
vote is an earnest, heart-felt and com-
prehensive resolution putting the
House on record and standing once
again against terrorism.

This House already has a strong
record on this topic and has already
passed a number of bills designed to ac-
complish the main goal laid out in this
resolution, to remember the lessons of
9/11 and to honor the victims by pre-
venting another attack on American
soil. We have voted to give our law en-
forcement the tools they need to pros-
ecute the war on terror in the United
States and throughout the world, and
through the passage of the USA PA-
TRIOT Act and its reauthorization we
have once again reaffirmed that.

We have voted to implement a key
component of the 9/11 Commission by
creating Federal standards for the ap-
plication process in the issuing of
State identification cards through the
REAL ID Act.
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And this House has voted to secure
our borders through the Border Protec-
tion, Antiterrorism, and Illegal Immi-
gration Control Act and to defend our
ports through the Security and Ac-
countability for Every Port Act. We
have made important reforms in the in-
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telligence community through the In-
telligence Reform and Terrorism Pre-
vention Act and provided our first re-
sponders with the resources that they
would need with our annual Homeland
Security authorization and appropria-
tions process.

Mr. Speaker, this House has accom-
plished a great deal on behalf of the
American people to ensure the citizens
of the United States that they can be
safe here and abroad, but we under-
stand that this job is not yet done.
Next week the House is scheduled to
consider legislation that will build
upon all of this hard work, legislation
to further boost our national security
and to give our law enforcement the
tools it needs to prevent our shadowy,
ever-shifting, and determined enemy to
once again demonstrate that we do not
rest in the war on terror and that we
will not forget.

I encourage all of my colleagues to
join me in supporting this rule to let
our allies and our enemies alike know
that we will continue the war on terror
both in memory of those murdered on
September 11 and for the generations
still to come who will look back and
evaluate our ability to put partisan-
ship aside and to stand together on be-
half of our Nation, our citizens, and, in
fact, our civilization.

I encourage all of my colleagues to
support this resolution.

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. SESSIONS), my friend, for yielding
me the customary 30 minutes, and I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, today we remember
that terrible day of September 11, 2001.
We continue to mourn for those who
are lost. Our hearts continue to ache
for the loved ones left behind. We
honor those first responders who saved
so many lives. We continue to stand
firm as we pursue justice against those
who perpetrated those attacks. And we
remain committed to finding and
eliminating terrorists around the
world.

Mr. Speaker, almost every year since
2001, Congress has passed resolutions
commemorating the September 11 at-
tacks. In past years those resolutions
have been thoughtful, appropriate, and
solidly bipartisan, as they should be.
Sadly and unfortunately, that is not
the case this year.

Instead, the Republican leadership of
this House has chosen to include con-
troversial language in the resolution,
including language celebrating the pas-
sage of legislation that many of us,
both Democrats and Republicans, find
to be deeply problematic.

For example, the resolution before us
celebrates the passage of the USA PA-
TRIOT Act, which I and many others,
Republicans and Democrats, believe
went too far in sacrificing American’s
constitutional civil liberties.

Rand Corporation terrorism expert
Brian Michael Jenkins recently made
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this point very well. He argues that
strengthening America must involve
preserving American values. And I
quote: “We cannot claim to be a Nation
of laws, a champion of democracy,
when we too easily accept a disturbing
pattern of ignoring inconvenient rules,
justifying our actions by extraordinary
circumstances, readily resorting to
extrajudicial actions based on broad as-
sertions of unlimited executive author-
ity, and espousing public arguments
against any constraints on how we
treat those in our custody. The defense
of democracy demands the defense of
democracy’s ideals. To ignore this is to
risk alienation and isolation. And de-
feat.”

Additionally, Mr. Speaker, the reso-
lution before us celebrates the 2005 pas-
sage of what many of us consider to be
a punitive, controversial immigration
bill, a bill that couldn’t even pass the
Republican Senate and a bill that
President Bush does not even support.

Mr. Speaker, it did not have to be
this way, and it should not be this way.
On Monday night the United States
Senate passed its own version of the
September 11 resolution, S. Res. 565,
and I will insert a copy of the Senate
bill at the conclusion of my remarks.

Mr. Speaker, the Senate bill ap-
proaches this issue the right way. It
sticks to remembering the victims,
condemning the attacks and their per-
petrators, recommitting the TUnited
States to fighting terrorism, and com-
mending the members of our Armed
Forces, law enforcement personnel,
first responders, members of the intel-
ligence community, and others who are
on the front lines of this effort. The
Senate bill was cosponsored by every
single Senator, Republican and Demo-
crat. Every single Senator put their
names on this bill, and it was passed
unanimously. For the life of me, I can-
not figure out why the same thing is
not good enough for the leadership in
this House. Why on this subject, where
unity is vitally important, does the
leadership of this House seek disunity?
Let us commemorate, not politicize,
September 11.

This resolution should not be a Re-
publican resolution. It should be a res-
olution that defies party label. I am
worried that some in this House are so
consumed with politics that they
would use this terrible tragedy for par-
tisan gain, and I find that offensive.

The resolution before us also states
as fact that ‘‘the Nation is safer than it
was on September 11, 2001.”” Mr. Speak-
er, I would argue that the actions of
this administration, particularly the
war in Iraq, have made us less safe.
Five years ago the world stood in sym-
pathy and solidarity with America.
Today, America’s standing in the world
is at the lowest point in history. Mr.
Speaker, we invaded and now occupy a
country that posed no imminent threat
to the United States. Despite definitive
and repeated findings that there were
no ties between Iraq and al Qaeda, a
finding most recently echoed by the
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Republican-controlled Senate Intel-
ligence Committee, the President and
Vice President continue their mis-
leading efforts to link al Qaeda, Osama
bin Laden, Iraq, and 9/11 all together.

The war in Iraq and the war against
terrorism are distinct. The present Iraq
policy, many of us believe, has made us
less safe and must be changed. Even
our top generals in Iraq have conceded
that our policy in Iraq has actually
produced more terrorists. This does not
make us safer, Mr. Speaker. It makes
us more isolated and more vulnerable
in an increasingly dangerous world.

We know that resources were di-
verted from Afghanistan, where the 9/11
deadly plot was born, in order to in-
vade and occupy Iraq. And we know
now that the trail of Osama bin Laden,
the mastermind of 9/11, has grown
stone cold. We know that the Presi-
dent’s policies in Iraqg have put an
enormous strain on our military, with
U.S. military readiness levels now at
historic lows.

We know that the independent 9/11
Commission has just issued a 5-year re-
port card on President Bush and the
Congress filled with D’s and F’s on
homeland security. And I think we all
know, if we are being honest with our-
selves, that we in this Congress have
underfunded so much of our homeland
security.

We know that the invasion and occu-
pation of Iraq has increased the budget
deficit to record proportions because
this administration and Congress have
done what no other President and Con-
gress have ever done in the history of
the United States: they have continued
to fund this war completely outside the
normal budget and to grant a series of
tax cuts to the wealthiest of the
wealthy during a time of war.

And we know, Mr. Speaker, that Iraq
is rapidly descending into an ethnic
and religious civil war with a daily ci-
vilian toll that tells every single Iraqi
that nowhere is safe from violence, not
their homes, not their jobs, not their
schools, not even their hospitals.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution could
have been, should have been a thought-
ful, bipartisan commemoration of Sep-
tember 11, its victims, and the men and
women who fight to protect us each
and every day. That is what we should
have on the floor today. Unfortunately,
the resolution before us does not meet
that standard.

Members of this House have dif-
ferences about policy. There are dif-
ferences about the war in Iraq, and I
respect and appreciate my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle who have
a very different opinion on this war
than I do. We have differences about
protecting civil liberties. We have dif-
ferences about how best to deal with
immigration. But there are no dif-
ferences, there are no differences, when
it comes to honoring the memories of
those lost on September 11. There are
no differences when it comes to com-
mending the men and women on the
front lines of the war on terror. And
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there are no differences when it comes
to the desire to protect this country
from future terrorist attacks.

Mr. Speaker, I regret that the leader-
ship of this House, during this most
solemn week, has chosen not to focus
solely on the things that bring us to-
gether as Members of Congress and as
Americans.

S. RES. 565

Whereas on September 11, 2001, terrorists
hijacked four civilian aircraft; crashed two
of them into the towers of the World Trade
Center in New York City; and crashed the
third into the Pentagon outside Washington,
DC;

Whereas the fourth hijacked plane, United
Airlines Flight 93, crashed in Somerset
County, Pennsylvania, near the town of
Shanksville, after the passengers and crew of
that flight struggled with the terrorist-hi-
jackers to take back control of the plane, ul-
timately preventing the flight from reaching
its likely destination in Washington, DC;

Whereas the heroic actions of the rescue
workers, volunteers, Federal, State and local
officials who responded to the attacks with
courage, determination, and skill are to be
commended;

Whereas thousands of innocent Americans,
and civilians from many other countries,
were killed and injured as a result of these
attacks;

Whereas Congress declared, in the after-
math of the attacks, September 12, 2001 to be
a National Day of Unity and Mourning;

Whereas there has not been a terrorist at-
tack on the United States homeland since
the terrorist attacks five years ago; but al
Qaeda has perpetrated terrorist attacks
throughout the world against U.S. persons,
facilities, and interests, as well as U.S. allies
during that time; Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate:

(1) commemorates the life of each indi-
vidual who died as a result of the attacks of
September 11, 2001;

(2) extends its deepest condolences to the
victims of these attacks, as well as to their
families, friends, and loved ones;

(3) once again condemns in the strongest
possible terms the attacks, the terrorists
who perpetrated them, and their sponsors;

(4) commits to support the necessary steps
to interdict and defeat terrorists who plot to
do harm to the American people;

(6) recommits itself and the nation to
bringing to justice the perpetrators of the
attacks, along with their sponsors;

(6) honors and expresses its gratitude to
members of its Armed Forces, law enforce-
ment personnel, first responders, members of
intelligence community and others who have
bravely and faithfully participated in the
War on Terrorism since September 11, 2001;

(7) declares September 11, 2006, to be a Na-
tional Day of Remembrance, in commemora-
tion of the terrorist attacks against the
United States on September 11, 2001; and

(8) declares that when the Senate adjourns
today, it stand adjourned as a further mark
of respect to each individual who died as a
result of the attacks of September 11, 2001.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman, my col-
league, from Massachusetts does clear-
ly talk about the differences of opinion
that we have, and I respect that dif-
ference. I would also say that this body
has an obligation to move forward and
work on issues that we think are cor-
rect and right. And quite honestly, Re-
publicans do see what has happened to
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this country, I believe, in a signifi-
cantly different way than what my col-
leagues, the Democrats, see.

Several months ago we had a vote,
and we have done this several times,
but a vote on the intelligence bill
where the Democrat Party wanted and
had a vote on the floor that would re-
quire law enforcement and intelligence
to release every single name of every
single person under investigation by
the FBI and intelligence agencies to
the Congress, to nonlaw enforcement
officials. These are the kinds of ideas
that Ms. PELOSI and the Democrats
have about how we go about protecting
this country. We politely disagree.

The resolution here today is not
about policy as it relates to what we
are trying to pass today. It is about
how this act that happened on 9/11 we
will not forget. We will thank the men
and women who protected us that day.
We will stand behind the men and
women of our military and intelligence
organizations. We give thanks to the
families who are here in this country
whose loved ones serve on the front
lines. And, lastly, we will let our allies
know and the terrorists know that we
will stay to the end. That is what this
resolution is about.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the chairman of the
Rules Committee, Mr. DREIER.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend for yielding. And I want to
congratulate the gentleman from Dal-
las for his very hard work and superb
management of this important resolu-
tion that we are considering here.

Mr. Speaker, 5 years ago this week,
an act of war pierced the security and
peace of our Nation. The murder of
nearly 3,000 by terrorist fanatics shook
our country to its core and stirred
within each and every one of us the de-
termination to defend our freedom and
our liberty with all of our might.

The global war on terror, a war that
we did not start, has delivered many
successes. Most of the top leadership of
al Qaeda have been captured or killed.
In Iraq and Afghanistan, where terror
was once cultivated and exported, 50
million people now have democrat-
ically elected governments. Some of
the most wanted terrorists in Iraq,
such as Osama bin Laden’s deputy Abu
Musab al-Zarqawi, are no longer free to
wantonly murder.

There have been quiet successes that
fall beyond the scope of the military
and away from the field of battle, Mr.
Speaker. Following passage of the PA-
TRIOT Act, we have seen terrorist cells
that have been broken up here in the
United States, five in particular, do-
mestic terrorist cells that have been
broken up because of the existence of
the PATRIOT Act.
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And we have also seen the breakup
around the world of these cells because
of legislative initiatives that we have
taken since September 11, 2001. The
Justice Department has won 253 con-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

victions in terror-related cases across
the United States.

Intelligence gathering and coopera-
tion between allies resulted in foiling a
plot to blow up commercial airliners
flying from London to the United
States just weeks ago. It is absolutely
essential that those in charge of keep-
ing us safe have every tool necessary to
do so.

The results of these diplomatic, in-
telligence, and military efforts are en-
couraging. Five years after September
11, 2001, our homeland has not been at-
tacked again, and that seems to be so
often forgotten, Mr. Speaker. Every
day we thank God that, because of
what we have done and because of the
initiative of our courageous men and
women, the United States of America
has not seen an attack in 5 years, when
many predicted that we would see
them follow immediately following
September 11, 2001. Yet, as the years
prior to 9/11 proved, periods of security
at home can lead to a false security.
An enemy that has no regard for
human life and no tolerance for free-
dom is an especially fierce foe. They
act and operate according to the belief
that, in the words of Osama bin Laden,
and I quote, ‘‘death is better than liv-
ing on this earth with the unbelievers
amongst us.”” Those are the words of
bin Laden.

Mr. Speaker, like the Cold War, the
global struggle will be measured in
decades, not years or months. While it
is important and appropriate to ques-
tion the tactics used in the global war
on terror, there can be no doubt that it
is critical to stay vigilant, stay com-
mitted, and stay on the offense. There
have been many trying and somber
days in the prosecution of this war, and
there will be many more to come. We
are especially thankful, as the gen-
tleman from Dallas just said, to our
men and women in uniform, from local
law enforcement to those in the mili-
tary. We offer our deepest appreciation
for the opportunity they have given
our Nation to know safety and free-
dom.

Now, Mr. Speaker, as we proceed
with this legislation, I am convinced
that, contrary to what was said by my
friend from Massachusetts, this resolu-
tion will enjoy strong bipartisan sup-
port just as resolution after resolution
that we have passed since September of
2001 have enjoyed.

Now, I have gone through and looked
at past resolutions that have enjoyed
great support from Democrats and Re-
publicans in this House, and they have
gone through many of the things that
we have done to recognize what it has
taken to be successful. And I believe
that focusing on our border security is
critical for that, and that is why the
House-passed version of the border se-
curity measure was important. And I
am pleased that we have the chairman
of the Homeland Security committee,
Mr. KING. He has worked very hard on
this and testified yesterday on behalf
of the nexus between our security and
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the fact that border security is na-
tional security.

Similarly, we have found that by
breaking up the financial network
through legislation like the SWIFT
program, which has enjoyed great suc-
cess, and unfortunately was disclosed
in the media, we have had success in
breaking up the financial aspect of
those who would do us in because of
the initiatives that we and this admin-
istration have taken. Mr. Speaker, I
would argue that had we not taken the
initiatives that we have over the past 5
years, things like the PATRIOT Act,
we would not be here today without
having suffered another attack on our
soil.

Today, we express our condolences,
our thoughts and prayers with the fam-
ilies and the loved ones of those what
paid the ultimate price on September
11, 2001, and the single best thing that
we can do for every single one of them
and their families is to ensure that we
put into place the tools necessary so
that it will never, ever happen again.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the comments from both my
friend from Texas and my chairman of
the Rules Committee, Mr. DREIER, the
gentleman from California, and I would
just say that that was a really good
campaign speech as he went through a
litany of issues. But this is not a day
for campaign speeches.

Mr. DREIER. Would the gentleman
yield?

Mr. MCGOVERN. Once I finish my
sentence.

Mr. DREIER. I was just accused of
making a campaign speech when I am
talking about the reverence of Sep-
tember 11.

Mr. MCGOVERN. And I would say to
the gentleman that on Monday, those
Members who were in town, Repub-
licans and Democrats, gathered on the
East Front of the Capitol in solidarity.
There were no campaign speeches,
there was no politics. People gathered
in solidarity together to commemorate
those who lost their lives and to honor
those who gave such tremendous sac-
rifice on September 11th.

The United States Senate on Monday
night had a resolution that every sin-
gle Member of the United States Sen-
ate, Republican and Democrat, both,
all co-sponsored and passed unani-
mously. There was unity. There was a
desire not to debate the PATRIOT Act,
not to debate the House version of the
Border Security bill which the Repub-
lican-controlled Senate doesn’t like
and even the President doesn’t like. It
was about putting all those issues aside
where there are differences, not just
between Democrats and Republicans, I
would say to the gentleman from
Texas, but on issues like the PATRIOT
Act there were a number of Repub-
licans who had concerns about it.

So this is not about one party versus
the other. But on an issue like this in-
volving commemorating the terrible
tragedy of September 11 and honoring
those who sacrificed their lives, I
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would like to think in the spirit here of
what happened Monday night and using
the example of what went on in the
United States Senate, that we could
rise to the occasion.

Mr. Speaker, I would yield to the
gentleman from California (Mr.
DREIER).

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, let me
begin by saying it was within our lead-
ership that I first mentioned the idea
of our once again singing God Bless
America on the East Front of the Cap-
itol, and I believe that that was a very
important moment to once again let
the American people know that we
stand together, and it was my hope
that we would be able to see strong bi-
partisanship as we proceed in these
coming weeks following the fifth anni-
versary of September 11.

I also would like to say that as we
look at this resolution, and a strong
attempt was made by our leadership
team to work with Members of the mi-
nority to fashion a resolution that
would enjoy bipartisan support. And I
believe that it is essential for us to rec-
ognize the tools that have allowed us
to ensure that we have not suffered an-
other September 11. And I deeply re-
sent being accused of making a cam-
paign speech as we revere the lives that
were lost on September 11.

Mr. MCGOVERN. I thank the gen-
tleman for his comments and reclaim
my time.

Mr. Speaker, let me state for the
record that in 2002, when we had a reso-
lution on this issue, it passed unani-
mously. In 2004 and 2005, the resolu-
tions that were brought to this floor
were jointly sponsored by Representa-
tives HYDE and LANTOS both times.
There was an effort at bipartisanship
then, and I think that is the model.
That is the model we should be fol-
lowing here. The bottom line is this is
not a resolution that has been pro-
duced as a result of bipartisan con-
sultation.

But let me go back to the point I was
trying to make in the beginning, and
that is, this is a very solemn week, and
we should not be doing anything but
trying to bring this House together
like they did in the United States Sen-
ate so that we speak with one voice
and that we make it clear that we are
together when it comes to commemo-
rating those who lost their lives and
those who have sacrificed so much and
those who continue to put their lives
on the line for the protection of all
people.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the

gentleman from California (Mr.
DREIER).

Mr. DREIER. I thank my friend for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I would simply like to
say that I think the gentleman from
Massachusetts makes a very important
point. We have seen resolutions since
September 11, 2001 pass unanimously
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and enjoy strong bipartisan support. I
would recommend that my colleagues
look at the resolutions that were
passed year after year since September
11, 2001, and recognize that in those res-
olutions we talked about the different
tools and the things that have been
utilized to ensure that we win the glob-
al war on terror. We want this to be bi-
partisan. Mr. Speaker, I will predict
that when this resolution is voted on,
that it will enjoy strong bipartisan
support.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I would like to yield to the gen-
tleman from Georgia, Dr. GINGREY, 4
minutes.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong support of this rule and
the underlying resolution. As we just
marked the fifth anniversary of the
September 11 terrorist attack launched
against the United States, it is more
important than ever that we stand
united in condemning terrorism as we
engage in this epic battle for the future
of civilization.

In this war on terror, Mr. Speaker,
we are not in a battle of civilizations,
we are in a battle for civilization, and
our enemies are actively and aggres-
sively adjusting their tactics while
waging their terrorist war of religious
intolerance against the free nations of
the world.

Our government has achieved many
successes in this war and we have made
substantial progress. We have enacted
strong legislation, including the PA-
TRIOT Act and the Homeland Security
Act of 2002 which created the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security. We have
strengthened our borders and ports
through the Enhanced Border Security
and Visa Entry Reform Act of 2002 and
the Maritime Transportation Security
Act of 2002. We have funded our first re-
sponders in the amount of $41.5 billion.
Our intelligence agencies are working
together like never before, thanks in
large part to the Intelligence Reform
and Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004.

While many of our political oppo-
nents have disagreed with our efforts,
these changes are directly responsible
for preventing another attack against
our Nation since 9/11.

Thanks to our counterterrorism
techniques, the United States and our
allies have foiled several terrorist
plots, disrupted terrorist cells, includ-
ing several in our own country, and
brought many high-profile terrorists to
justice.

Just one month ago, Mr. Speaker,
British authorities in London foiled a
plot to blow up as many as 10 United
States bound commercial airliners.
The cooperation of British and Amer-
ican intelligence and counterterrorism
authorities that led to the foiling of
this plot is proof of two indisputable
facts: First, we cannot let our guard
down in the fight against terrorism;
and, second, the steps Congress has
taken since the tragic events of 9/11 are
indeed working.

It is therefore critically important,
Mr. Speaker, that we continue giving
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America the tools it needs to fight the
global war on terror.

As stated by the 9/11 Commission, we
must continue making strides and
using terrorism finance as an intel-
ligence tool. It is absolutely appalling
that, in the light of this, 174 of my
Democratic colleagues still voted
against H. Res. 895, legislation sup-
porting intelligence and law enforce-
ment programs that track terrorists
and condemning the publication of any
classified information that could po-
tentially impair the fight against ter-
rorism. Not only did House Democrats
vote against making the Committee on
Homeland Security permanent at the
beginning of this Congress, 120 of them
opposed the creation of Homeland Se-
curity in the first place.

Mr. Speaker, no matter how much we
have at times disagreed on how to pros-
ecute the war on terror, none of us will
ever forget the attacks of September
11. Let me be clear. By supporting this
resolution, we are standing strong and
sending a message that we will con-
tinue fighting the terrorists. We will
prevail no matter how long it takes.
We are telling the terrorists that they
will never again catch us off guard, and
that an enemy committed to the death
and destruction of the American way of
life will not prevail. I know the
strength of America, I know the
strength of her people, and I know that
we will be victorious in this fight for
freedom. We must continue honoring
the memory of those heroes who died
on 9/11 by standing strong against ter-
rorism and taking the fight to the
enemy.

This resolution simply reaffirms our
commitment, and it deserves, as our
chairman and Mr. SESSIONS said, the
full support of this fight. I hope all of
my colleagues will join me in sup-
porting this rule and the underlying
resolution.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to remind some of the pre-
vious speakers here that the title of
this bill, H. Res. 994, is expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives
on the fifth anniversary of the terrorist
attacks launched against the United
States on September 11, 2001. And I do
that because we have heard a lot of
speeches here and we have talked about
a lot of different issues that are sepa-
rate from commemorating those who
lost their lives, those who sacrificed on
September 11, those who continue to
protect our country.
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We have talked about the PATRIOT
Act and border security. We have
talked about a whole litany of things,
and those are all certainly important
issues and legitimate issues for us to
discuss, how best to protect this coun-
try. Those are things we should be de-
bating here on a regular basis on the
House floor, but they are controversial,
some of these initiatives. They are con-
troversial with a lot of Members of
your own party.
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I wish we would get back to the point
that this resolution here today, and
what some of us are troubled by, is
that this should be about unity and
this should be about honoring those
who sacrificed, those who lost their
lives, those who have served our coun-
try so well. That is what this should be
about and not a litany of controversial
items that you want to promote during
a campaign year.

If you want to do that, do it in a sep-
arate resolution, take up a separate
bill, but we should all be together when
it comes to a resolution on September
11.

The United States Senate got it
right. They got it right over in the
United States Senate. We should do the
same here in the House.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, we think we got it
right. We think we did the PATRIOT
Act right. We think we did intelligence
authorization right. We think we do a
lot of things right around here. We are
going to stand up for this country, Mr.
Speaker. We are going to stand up for
the men and women who protect our
country. We are going to stand up and
give the men and women of the intel-
ligence community the things that
they need.

Today, it is right and fitting to say
thank you; we will not forget and we
will be vigilant to protect this country.
That is what this resolution is about.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. KING),
the chairman of the Homeland Secu-
rity Committee.

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding, and
I in particular appreciate the oppor-
tunity to be able to speak on this issue,
an issue which I believe is vital to the
history of our Nation and indeed to the
future of our Nation.

As the sponsor of the legislation and
chairman of the Homeland Security
Committee, I took a special interest in
doing all that I could to ensure that
this resolution would reflect the think-
ing of the Congress and would not be at
all provocative.

But the fact is, September 11 was the
darkest day in our Nation’s history. It
was also a day of exceptional bravery
and courage, and year after year since
September 11, 2001, we have expressed
this sense of the Congress, we have ex-
pressed the sense of the House. We have
pointed to the tremendous bravery
that occurred that day, the actions of
the police and the fire and the emer-
gency workers. We have certainly re-
ferred to the terrible suffering that oc-
curred that day.

But also, it is essential we not just
lament what happened that day, not
just acknowledge the suffering of that
day, but I believe we owe it to history
to show what Congress has done. It is
not enough just to say we feel sorry for
what happened. It is important we
show what we are doing, what we are
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doing as Members of Congress, to re-
spond to the horrors of that day.

In putting together this resolution,
the leadership on our side of the aisle
reached out to the other leaders cer-
tainly. On my committee, we reached
out to Democratic members of our
committee trying to put together a
resolution, and the fact is the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts, who is a
good friend of mine, he acts as if this
resolution this year is so markedly dif-
ferent than what was passed in pre-
vious years.

Well, if you go back to 2004, the reso-
lution referred to introduced by Mr.
HYDE and Mr. LANTOS, H. Res. 757, it
goes through a long listing of what has
been done since September 11, 2001. It
refers to the war in Iraq as being part
of the war against terrorism. It refers
to port security and border security, to
the Terrorism Threat Immigration
Center. It talks about taking away the
financial assets of terrorists. It goes on
and on, listing a number of issues
which apparently today would be con-
sidered extremely controversial.

We make no reference at all to Iraq
in today’s resolution, other than to
mention the men and women of our
Armed Forces who are in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan. We make no mention of the
NSA electronic surveillance program
which enjoys the support of the over-
whelming majority of American citi-
zens. We make no reference to the
SWIFT program, which is going after
the terrorist finances, which was to me
in violation of the Espionage Act re-
leased on the front page of the New
York Times. Even though it is entirely
legal and entirely effective, we make
no reference to that, but we do talk
about the PATRIOT Act because that
was a response of Congress.

Now, history may judge that we did
the wrong thing. I am absolutely con-
vinced we did the right thing in passing
the PATRIOT Act, and I think we owe
it to the American people to let them
know what we did. Also, maritime se-
curity, intelligence reform, port secu-
rity, immigration reform, all of these
are tied to the issue of international
terrorism.

This is the way Congress responded,
and I think it is not enough just to say
it was a tragedy that happened on Sep-
tember 11. Let us talk about what we
did.

The gentleman from Massachusetts
says he objects to the language in here
that we are safer since September 11.
Okay. Maybe we can have an honest
difference of opinion on that. The fact
is, even the co-chairmen of the 9/11
Commission say we are safer today
than we were on September 11. The
junior Senator from my State has said
we are safer now than we were on Sep-
tember 11. These are certainly not Re-
publican apologists.

Quite frankly, while I understand the
good faith on the other side, I as a per-
son who lost almost 150 friends, neigh-
bors and constituents resent the fact
that by us introducing the resolution
this is a campaign speech.
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As I was going to commemoration
after commemoration on Monday, I did
not say this as being part of the cam-
paign. To me, this is our way of re-
sponding. Again, you may be right, and
maybe in the future people will say it
was wrong to break down the wall be-
tween the FBI and CIA and it may be
wrong to be going after terrorist assets
and it may be wrong to listen in on ter-
rorist conversations. So be it. Let his-
tory be our judge.

But let this resolution stand for what
Congress has done, is doing and wants
to do if we are serious about winning
the war against international ter-
rorism.

If we want to talk about campaigns,
I would wonder where were you in 2004
when a resolution, if you want some
partisan references, by your definition
would be far more partisan than we are
introducing here today or is it perhaps
that the political party has been
changed somehow, and now what was
more than acceptable in 2004 is not
even remotely acceptable today?

So, if we are going to inject politics
into it, let us be honest who is raising
the political issue. I know that our
leadership and the Speaker of the
House went out of his way and their
way to try to make this a bipartisan
resolution. I certainly did. When you
compare what we are stating today and
what we stated in 2004, to me there is
no doubt over who is being partisan
and who is trying to exploit this issue.
I find that wrong.

I am saying I am proud to stand with
this resolution. I am proud to support
it. I urge the overwhelming majority of
Republicans and Democrats to put
aside partisanship, you do not have to
agree with every word of our resolu-
tion, to say that Congress has re-
sponded and has done its best to re-
spond to the attacks of September 11.

Again, let history be our judge. I am
more than willing for history to be our
judge, and I am proud to stand on the
record of the Congress, Republicans
and Democrats, and I urge the adoption
of the rule and urge the adoption of the
underlying resolution.

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

I would just respond to the gen-
tleman by again pointing to what the
other body, the United States Senate,
did where 100 Senators, Democrats, Re-
publicans, came together as one, co-
sponsored a resolution and voted
unanimously for a resolution.

That is what we should be doing dur-
ing this solemn week, not introducing
legislation that inspires, quite frankly,
the kind of debate that we have here
today about issues that really are not
about commemorating that day but
issues that are highly controversial,
ranging from everything to immigra-
tion to civil liberties to you name it.
That is not the way we should be doing
this.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3% minutes to
the distinguished gentleman from New
York (Mr. HINCHEY).
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Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, I am
very much opposed to this rule. This is
an issue that deserves a lot more atten-
tion than is allowed under this rule. It
is a closed rule, has no opportunity for
amendments.

Let me just cite one example of the
language in this resolution which needs
much more attention than is provided
under this rule and frankly within the
resolution itself.

In the resolution, it says that the
United States today is safer than it
was on September 11, 2001. I disagree
with that, and I think a great many
people disagree with it because all of
the evidence points in the other direc-
tion. We are not safer today than we
were.

Why are we not safer? Primarily be-
cause the administration and the lead-
ership in this Congress corrupted the
attack against the United States on
September 11, 2001, and behaved in
ways that have made the Nation less
safe.

Instead of focusing on the perpetra-
tors of the attack of September 11,
2001, the al Qaeda network and the
leader, Osama bin Laden, the adminis-
tration and the Defense Department
backed off. They let him escape and he
is free today.

The fact of the matter is 19 members
of al Qaeda attacked the United States
on September 11, 2001. There was a
handful of them in addition to those 19.
Now that number has grown enor-
mously. There are far more members of
al Qaeda and associate terrorist net-
works spread all over the Middle East,
and they are engaged in activities
which constitute a threat to our coun-
try and many others.

Subsequently, the attack against
Iraq was a totally corrupt response to
the attack of September 11, 2001. Iraq
had nothing to do with that attack,
nothing whatsoever.

The President in his speech to the
country the other night said the re-
gime of Saddam Hussein represented a
great threat. That is not the case. All
of the intelligence indicates that Sad-
dam Hussein represented no threat
whatsoever to the United States, just
as all the intelligence now makes it
very clear that there was no connec-
tion between Saddam Hussein or Iraq
and the attack of September 11 against
the United States, and there was no
evidence of weapons of mass destruc-
tion in Iraq.

So, instead of attacking the people
who attacked us, the administration,
with the consent of this Congress, at-
tack another country that had nothing
to do with it. The fact of the matter is
the world and our country today are
far less safe as a result of the way in
which the administration and the lead-
ers of this Congress behaved.

We need to live up to our obligations
here in the Congress. We need to con-
duct an investigation as to why the ad-
ministration behaved the way it did.
Why did it not pursue the people who
attacked us, why did it let Osama bin
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Laden go free, why did we attack Iraq
which had nothing to do with this, why
did the President of the United States
say that Iraq had weapons of mass de-
struction when all of the intelligence
indicated that there was no evidence
that there were weapons of mass de-
struction, no chemical or biological
weapons left and no nuclear weapons
program?

So the fact of the matter is that this
resolution does not focus on the issue
the way it ought to be focused upon,
and this rule does not provide us the
opportunity to expand the resolution,
to offer amendments, to engage in the
kind of debate that this issue needs so
that the people of this country can un-
derstand exactly what has been hap-
pening to them.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as I may consume.

The gentleman from New York de-
scribed his disagreement with the ad-
ministration. I understand that. We
had seen the administration before this
President ignore, completely ignore,
the advice from the CIA. As a matter of
fact, I remember at least one CIA di-
rector resigned under President Clin-
ton because he could not get President
Clinton to pay attention to more than
3 hours in a month to the intelligence
needs of this country.

We have already talked about how
vote after vote after vote by the Demo-
crats that they choose to gut our abil-
ity, in my opinion, to effectively not
only have law enforcement but to
chase down those that may do harm
against this country.

Some choose to characterize that we
are not safer today than what we were
before the attack. I completely dis-
agree with that. I would completely
disagree with that because 1 think
every single American that day learned
of the tremendous forces that were
aimed at the United States that we had
really been completely unaware of be-
fore.

So I think that we are better off
today. Are we absolutely safe? No. Are
we safer? Yes, we are, and we have a re-
sponsibility to maintain that line of
defense.

This resolution has nothing to do
with that. It is a resolution, the force
of this body, to say we respect the men
and women who on 9/11 gave their lives;
we are sorry for the men and women
who have been injured as a result of
that; we are going to support our mili-
tary; we are going to support the fami-
lies and we will never forget; and we
are going to back up our allies; and we
are going to make sure that we get it
right. That is what this resolution is
about.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, let me
just take issue with the gentleman
from Texas. He says this whole ques-
tion of the Nation being safer than it
was on September 11, 2001, has nothing
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to do with this resolution. Well, that is
what it says in this resolution, if he
reads the resolution. There are some
things contained in this resolution
that people over here, and that people
on both sides legitimately have some
questions with.

Mr. Speaker, may I
much time remains.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts has 11 min-
utes remaining and the gentleman
from Texas has 22 minutes remaining.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I will
close for our side.

Mr. Speaker, the issue about whether
or not the Nation is safer than it was
on September 11, 2001, is a legitimate
topic for debate, but not on this resolu-
tion. The issue of the PATRIOT Act,
there are differences on that. I have a
lot of reservations about the PATRIOT
Act, as do many Republicans. That is a
legitimate debate we should continue
to have. The issue about how best to
protect our borders is a serious and im-
portant and legitimate issue. President
Bush and Senator McCAIN have one
opinion on how we should do it, which
I think makes a heck of a lot more
sense than the view of the Republican
majority in this House, but that is cer-
tainly a legitimate debate. But it
doesn’t belong in a resolution com-
memorating the lives and the sacrifices
of those individuals on September 11,
2001.

And I guess I wish that just once,
just once the leadership on the other
side of the aisle could bring to this
floor a piece of legislation, especially
on an issue like this, that is not
stained with politics. Why does every-
thing have to have a political slant to
it? I think people are sick of it, I really
do. I think on issues like this people
want us to come together, as we have
done in the past, as the other body has
done, and speak with one voice. Let us
not make this into something it
shouldn’t be.

So, Mr. Speaker, I am asking Mem-
bers of this House to vote ‘“‘no’ on the
previous question so that we can con-
sider a much better resolution, one
that respectfully commemorates this
most somber occasion. If the previous
question is defeated, I will amend the
rule so that instead of voting on the di-
visive partisan resolution made in
order under this rule, we will consider
the text of the truly bipartisan resolu-
tion that was adopted in the Senate on
the fifth anniversary of September 11.

Not only was this measure passed by
unanimous consent in the Senate on
September 11, the actual day of the an-
niversary, it was cosponsored by every
single Member of the United States
Senate: every single Democrat, every
single Republican.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of my amend-
ment and extraneous materials imme-
diately prior to the vote on the pre-
vious question.

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

inquire how
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There was no objection.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, this is
the resolution we should be considering
today, and let me tell you why. It was
not written for political gain or for 30-
second sound bites. It was written with
the sole intent and purpose of remem-
bering the tragic events of September
11, 2001, and to honor and mourn the
victims of that horrific day.

I think we owe it to the people of this
great Nation to put politics aside for
this one day and show that we are
Americans first and that some things
are sacred and should never be used for
political purposes.

So I would urge my colleagues to
vote ‘“‘no”” on the previous question so
we can consider the Senate version of
the September 11 commemorative.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back my time.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I urge
my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes,” and I urge
my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’ because it
is the honorable and the right thing to
do, to say thank you to the men and
women who gave their lives, to say
thank you to the men and women who
were heroic in their efforts to try and
save people, and it is the right thing to
do to say to the men and women of our
military and our intelligence commu-
nities that we believe you have not
only done a great job but we thank
your families also for those sacrifices.

We believe it is the right thing to do
to remember this event 5 years later.
We believe it is the right thing to do to
let the world know that the United
States Congress, this body, in this
House resolution, believes that we will
stay strong not only in the war on ter-
rorism but that we believe that fight-
ing for civilization and peace and op-
portunity in this world is the right

thing.
We have heard from three of this
Congress’ greatest leaders, PHIL

GINGREY, PETE KING, who is the chair-
man of the committee, and the young
chairman of the Rules Committee, Mr.
DREIER, as they have spoken elo-
quently about not only what this coun-
try stands for but about how our re-
spectfully saying thank you and re-
membering this day is a part of our job
and is the right thing to do.

I urge all of my colleagues to vote on
behalf of this resolution.

The material previously referred to
by Mr. MCGOVERN is as follows:
PREVIOUS QUESTION FOR H. RES. 996, THE

RULE FOR H. RES. 994 EXPRESSING THE

SENSE OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

ON THE 5TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE TERRORIST

ATTACKS LAUNCHED AGAINST THE UNITED

STATES ON SEPTEMBER 11, 2001

Strike all after the resolved clause and in-
sert:

‘“‘Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider in
the House the resolution printed in section 2
expressing the sense of the House of Rep-
resentatives upon the five-year anniversary
of the terrorist attacks against the United
States on September 11, 2001. The resolution
shall be considered as read. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the resolution and preamble to final adop-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

tion without intervening motion or demand
for division of the question except: (1) four
hours of debate equally divided and con-
trolled by the Majority Leader and Minority
Leader or their designees; and (2) one motion
to recommit.”

SEC. 2. The following is the text referred to
in Section 1:

RESOLUTION

““A resolution expressing the sense of the
House of Representatives upon the five-year
anniversary of the terrorist attacks against
the United States on September 11, 2001.

Whereas on September 11, 2001, terrorists
hijacked four civilian aircraft, crashed two
of them into the towers of the World Trade
Center in New York City, and crashed the
third into the Pentagon outside Washington,
D.C.;

Whereas the fourth hijacked plane, United
Airlines Flight 93, crashed in Somerset
County, Pennsylvania, near the town of
Shanksville, after the passengers and crew of
that flight struggled with the terrorist-hi-
jackers to take back control of the plane, ul-
timately preventing the flight from reaching
its likely destination in Washington, D.C.;

Whereas the heroic actions of the rescue
workers, volunteers, and State and local offi-
cials who responded to the attacks with
courage, determination, and skill are to be
commended;

Whereas thousands of innocent Americans,
and civilians from many other countries,
were Kkilled and injured as a result of these
attacks;

Whereas Congress declared, in the after-
math of the attacks, September 12, 2001, to
be a National Day of Unity and Mourning;
and

Whereas there has not been a terrorist at-
tack on the United States homeland since
the terrorist attacks five years ago, but al
Qaeda has perpetrated terrorist attacks
throughout the world against United States
persons, facilities, and interests, as well as
United States allies during that time:

Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives—

(1) commemorates the life of each indi-
vidual who died as a result of the attacks of
September 11, 2001;

(2) extends its deepest condolences to the
victims of these attacks, as well as to their
families, friends, and loved ones;

(3) once again condemns in the strongest
possible terms the attacks, the terrorists
who perpetrated them, and their sponsors;

(4) commits to support the necessary steps
to interdict and defeat terrorists who plot to
do harm to the American people;

(b) recommits itself and the Nation to
bringing to justice the perpetrators of the
attacks, along with their sponsors;

(6) honors and expresses its gratitude to
members of the United States Armed Forces,
law enforcement personnel, first responders,
and others who have bravely and faithfully
participated in the War on Terrorism since
September 11, 2001; and

(7) declares September 11, 2006, to be a Na-
tional Day of Remembrance, in commemora-
tion of the terrorist attacks against the
United States on September 11, 2001.”’

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT
IT REALLY MEANS

This vote, the vote on whether to order the
previous question on a special rule, is not
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote
against the Republican majority agenda and
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating.
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Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the
House of Representatives, (VI, 308-311) de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the
consideration of the subject before the House
being made by the Member in charge.”” To
defeat the previous question is to give the
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the
control of the resolution to the opposition”
in order to offer an amendment. On March
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated
the previous question and a member of the
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry,
asking who was entitled to recognition.
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said:
“The previous question having been refused,
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to
the first recognition.”

Because the vote today may look bad for
the Republican majority they will say ‘‘the
vote on the previous question is simply a
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate
vote on adopting the resolution * * * [and]
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.”” But that is not what
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s
how the Republicans describe the previous
question vote in their own manual: Although
it is generally not possible to amend the rule
because the majority Member controlling
the time will not yield for the purpose of of-
fering an amendment, the same result may
be achieved by voting down the previous
question on the rule * * * When the motion
for the previous question is defeated, control
of the time passes to the Member who led the
opposition to ordering the previous question.
That Member, because he then controls the
time, may offer an amendment to the rule,
or yield for the purpose of amendment.”’

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

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WAMP). The question is on ordering the
previous question.

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

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker,
that I demand the yeas and nays.

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

on
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will postpone further proceedings
today on motions to suspend the rules
on which a recorded vote or the yeas
and nays are ordered, or on which the
vote is objected to under clause 6 of
rule XX.

Record votes on postponed questions
will be taken later today.

————

RESTRICTING INDIAN GAMING TO
HOMELANDS OF TRIBES ACT OF
2006
Mr. POMBO. Mr. Speaker, I move to

suspend the rules and pass the bill

(H.R. 4893) to amend section 20 of the

Indian Gaming Regulatory Act to re-

strict  off-reservation gaming, as
amended.
The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 4893

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Restricting In-
dian Gaming to Homelands of Tribes Act of
2006.

SEC. 2. RESTRICTION ON OFF-RESERVATION GAM-
ING.

Section 20 of the Indian Gaming Regulatory
Act (25 U.S.C. 2719) is amended—

(1) by amending subsection (b)(1) to read as
follows:

“(b)(1) Subsection (a) will not apply when
lands are taken in trust for the benefit of an In-
dian tribe that is newly recognized, restored, or
landless after the date of the enactment of sub-
section (f), including those newly recognized
under the Federal Acknowledgment Process at
the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and the following
criteria are met:

‘““(A) The Secretary determines that such
lands are within the State of such tribe and are
within the primary geographic, social, histor-
ical, and temporal nexus of the Indian tribe.

‘““(B) The Secretary determines that the pro-
posed gaming activity would not be detrimental
to the surrounding community and nearby In-
dian tribes.

“(C) Concurrence by the Governor in conform-
ance with laws of that State.

‘““(D) Mitigation by the Indian tribe in accord-
ance with this subparagraph. For the purposes
of the Indian tribe mitigating the direct impact
on the county or parish infrastructure and serv-
ices, the Indian tribe shall negotiate and sign,
to the extent practicable during the compact ne-
gotiations described in section 11(d)(3), a memo-
randum of understanding with the county or
parish government. Such mitigation require-
ments shall be limited to the direct effects of the
tribal gaming activities on the affected county
or parish infrastructure and services. If a memo-
randum of understanding is not signed within
one year after the Indian tribe or county or par-
ish has notified the other party and the Sec-
retary, by certified mail, a request to initiate ne-
gotiations, then the Secretary shall appoint an
arbitrator who shall establish mitigation re-
quirements of the Indian tribe.”’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subsections:

““(e)(1) In order to consolidate class I1I gaming
and class III gaming development, an Indian
tribe may host one or more other Indian tribes
to participate in or benefit from gaming con-
ducted under this Act and in conformance with
a Tribal-State compact entered into by each in-
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vited Indian tribe and the State under this Act
upon any portion of Indian land that was, as of
October 17, 1988, located within the boundaries
of the reservation of the host Indian tribe, so
long as each invited Indian tribe has no owner-
ship interest in any other gaming facility on
any other Indian lands and has its primary geo-
graphic, social, historical, and temporal nexus
to land in the State in which the Indian land of
the host Indian tribe is located.

“(2) An Indian tribe invited to conduct class
II gaming or class III gaming under paragraph
(1) may do so under authority of a lease with
the host Indian tribe. Such a lease shall be law-
ful without the review or approval of the Sec-
retary and shall be deemed by the Secretary to
be sufficient evidence of the existence of Indian
land of the invited Indian tribe for purposes of
Secretarial approval of a Tribal-State compact
under this Act.

“(3) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the Indian tribes identified in paragraph
(1) may establish the terms and conditions of
their lease and other agreements between them
in their sole discretion, except that in no case
may the total payments to the host Indian tribe
under the lease and other agreements exceed 40
percent of the net revenues (defined for such
purposes as the revenue available to the 2 In-
dian tribes after deduction of costs of operating
and financing the gaming facility developed on
the leased land and of fees due to be paid under
the Tribal-State compact) of the gaming activity
conducted by the invited Indian tribe.

“(4) An invited Indian tribe under this sub-
section shall be deemed by the Secretary and the
Commission to have the sole proprietary interest
and responsibility for the conduct of any gam-
ing on lands leased from a host Indian tribe.

“(5) Conduct of gaming by an invited Indian
tribe on lands leased from a host Indian tribe
under this subsection shall be deemed by the
Secretary and the Commission to be conducted
under the Act upon Indian lands—

“(A) of the invited Indian tribe;

“(B) within the jurisdiction of the invited In-
dian tribe; and

“(C) over which the invited Indian tribe has
and exercises governmental power.

““(6) Notwithstanding the foregoing, the gam-
ing arrangement authorized by this subsection
shall not be conducted on any Indian lands
within the State of Arizona.

“(7) Any gaming authorized by this subsection
shall not be conducted unless it is—

‘““(A) consistent with the Tribal-State com-
pacting laws of the State in which the gaming
activities will be conducted;

“(B) specifically identified as expressly au-
thorized in a tribal-State compact of the invited
Indian tribe approved by an Act of the legisla-
ture of the State in which the gaming will be
conducted; and

“(C) specifically identified as expressly au-
thorized in a tribal-State compact of the invited
Indian tribe approved by the Governor of the
State in which the gaming will be conducted.

““(8) Host tribe compacts shall not be affected
by the amendments made by this subsection.

“(f) An Indian tribe shall not conduct gaming
regulated by this Act on Indian lands outside of
the State in which the Indian tribe is primarily
residing and exercising tribal government au-
thority on the date of the enactment of this sub-
section, unless such Indian lands are contig-
uous to the lands in the State where the tribe is
primarily residing and exercising tribal govern-
ment authority.”’.

SEC. 3. STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The amendment made by
paragraph (1) of section 2 shall be applied pro-
spectively. Compacts or other agreements that
govern gaming regulated by the Indian Gaming
Regulatory Act (25 U.S.C. 2701 et seq.) on In-
dian lands that were in effect on the date of the
enactment of this Act shall not be affected by
the amendments made by paragraph (1) of sec-
tion 2.

September 13, 2006

(b) EXCEPTION.—The amendments made by
section 2 shall not apply to any lands for which
an Indian tribe, prior to March 7, 2006, has sub-
mitted to the Secretary or Chairman a fee-to-
trust application or written request requiring an
eligibility determination pursuant to section
20(b)(1)(A) or clause (ii) or (iii) of section
20(b)(1)(B) of the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act
(25 U.S.C. 2719(b)(1)(4), 2719(b)(1)(B)(ii), and
2719(b)(1)(B)(iii), respectively); provided that
such lands are located within—

(1) the State where the Indian tribe primarily
resides; and

(2) an area where the Indian Tribe has a pri-
mary geographical, historical, and temporal
nexus.

(c) FURTHER EXCEPTION.—The amendments
made by section 2 shall not affect the right of
any Indian Tribe to conduct gaming on Indian
lands that are eligible for gaming pursuant to
section 20 of the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act
(25 U.S.C. 2719), as determined by the National
Indian Gaming Commission, Secretary of the In-
terior or a Federal court prior to the date of the
enactment of this Act.

SEC. 4. REGULATIONS REQUIRED.

Not later than 180 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of the Inte-
rior shall promulgate regulations to implement
section 20 of the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act
25 U.S.C. 2719). The regulations shall require
tribal applicants for any of the exceptions listed
in section 20 of the Indian Gaming Regulatory
Act to have an aboriginal or analogous historic
connection to the lands upon which gaming ac-
tivities are conducted under the Indian Gaming
Regulatory Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California (Mr. PomMBO) and the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. KILDEE)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the bill
now under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this bill has a basic
premise: Indian gaming should occur
on Indian lands; and when a tribe is
newly recognized, restored or landless,
then it has to include the local commu-
nity at the table for the simple purpose
of signing a memorandum of under-
standing to address impacts. It is as
simple as that.

Unfortunately, over the last 17 years,
far too many tribes have drifted away
from the original purpose and spirit of
the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act and
have sought to develop off-reservation
casinos in whatever location seemed to
be the most lucrative, often far from
their tribal lands. Those who have pur-
sued this course have turned the spirit
of IGRA on its head. Instead of seeking
to bring economic development to the
Indian reservation, they have instead
sought to bring the Indian reservation
to wherever there is economic develop-
ment. This is wrong, and it threatens
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