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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. PASTOR).

————

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
February 28, 2007.

I hereby appoint the Honorable ED PASTOR

to act as Speaker pro tempore on this day.
NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

———

PRAYER

The Reverend Tyrone Skinner, Pas-
tor, Metropolitan Baptist Church, Al-
tadena, California, offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Dear gracious God our savior, we
spend these moments reverencing You
as we invoke Your presence in this
place so that sound judicious decisions
will be made that will benefit our de-
mocracy. We admit our shortcomings
and our need for Your guidance in all
that is done in this place.

We seek Your face to address racism,
classism, sexism, and other discrimina-
tions that divide us and seek to devour
the very core of our democracy. We lift
especially the victims of Katrina and
other natural disasters in our country
that they may find peace and resolu-
tion to the quest for placement that
should be theirs.

Finally, we pray for our troops who
fight for the cause of democracy in
Iraq. We know You will not allow their
fighting to be in vain. Thank you for
hearing our prayer, and we now listen
for Your voice to direct our paths.

In the name of Him who has been
given all power. Amen.

————

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the

last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. BILI-
RAKIS) come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. BILIRAKIS led the Pledge of Al-
legiance as follows:

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

———————

INTRODUCTION OF REV. TYRONE
SKINNER, GUEST CHAPLAIN

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

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize the Reverend Ty-
rone Skinner of the Metropolitan Bap-
tist Church in Altadena, California, as
guest Chaplain of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Pastor Skinner embarked on his ca-
reer as a preacher at a remarkably
young age. He delivered his first public
sermon at the age of 10. While at
Bishop College in Dallas, Texas, in pur-
suit of his bachelor’s degree, he joined
the First Baptist Church of Hamilton
Park. He earned his Master’s of Divin-
ity Degree from the Perkins School of
Theology at Southern Methodist Uni-
versity in 1989. One year later, he be-
came pastor of Metropolitan Baptist
Church.

Under Reverend Skinner’s char-
ismatic leadership, the Metropolitan
Baptist Church has seen incredible
transformations. Pastor Skinner has
enriched the worship experience for 800
members and has overseen significant
infrastructure improvements to the
church facility. Pastor Skinner was in-

strumental in engaging church mem-
bers in a Body and Soul program by
serving as a judge at a men’s cook-off
and encouraging members to become
more healthy physically as well as
spiritually.

Pastor Skinner helped establish
Praise Team, Praise Dancers, Soldiers
for Christ Stomp Team, and several
other ministries in the church. He also
established a 501(c)3 mnonprofit, the
Metropolitan Community Action Serv-
ices Corporation, which has been a
sponsor of the Young African American
Male Conference.

The list of Reverend Skinner’s ac-
complishments is long, his altruism is
broad. Last year, Metropolitan cele-
brated its 100th anniversary, and today
is a fitting capstone to his service to
the church, the community and now to
the country.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain up to 15 one-
minute speeches on each side.

———

ADMINISTRATION WANTS TO TALK
TO IRAN WHILE PLANNING WAR

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, the ad-
ministration now says it wants to talk
to Iran. At the same time it is making
plans to attack Iran. By saying it
wants to talk to Iran and Syria, the ad-
ministration appears to be reversing
course after spending 2 months pump-
ing the media full of anonymously
sourced articles reporting to link Iran
to the Iraq war.

Now it says it wants to talk. Making
it appear that it wants to avoid an-
other war. Right. Think about it. Air-
craft carriers to the region, mine
sweepers to the Persian Gulf, arming
neighboring countries with Patriot
missiles, ordering an increase in a
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Strategic Petroleum Reserve, antici-
pating an oil embargo. When this ad-
ministration puts the guns on the table
and says let’s talk, chances are it is
going to shoot first and ask questions
later, just like in Iraq.

Wake up, Congress. This administra-
tion is planning an attack on Iran with
or without the permission of this
House.

———

THE HURRICANE AND TORNADO
MITIGATION INVESTMENT ACT

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

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, my
State of Florida is going through a cri-
sis, a crisis that began with the dev-
astating hurricanes that ripped
through my State in recent years, a
crisis made worse by the overwhelming
tornados that plagued central Florida
earlier this month.

These and other natural disasters
have pushed homeowners’ insurance
rates to unaffordable levels. As a re-
sult, many of my constituents have
been forced to leave the area they call
home. It is incumbent upon this body
to pass legislation that would help my
State and others affected by these
forces reduce the cost of skyrocketing
homeowners’ insurance rates.

I have introduced H.R. 913, the Hurri-
cane and Tornado Mitigation Invest-
ment Act to do just that. My bill would
provide tax incentives to home and
business owners to better protect their
homes and businesses from major
storms to reduce the loss of innocent
lives and destruction of private prop-
erty. The end result would be more
manageable insurance rates.

Mr. Speaker, hurricane season begins
in a few months, but the tornados that
hit my State are a stark reminder that
Mother Nature doesn’t keep a calendar.
I encourage my colleagues to support
and help me pass H.R. 913.

———

THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET AND
NATIONAL DEBT

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

Mr. WALZ of Minnesota. Mr. Speak-
er, President Bush recently released
his seventh budget, and it is more of
the same. The Bush administration’s
2008 budget continues the same fiscal
irresponsibility of the past 6 years,
sending us spiraling ever further into
debt while failing to address this Na-
tion’s critical issues.

During this administration and past
Republican-led Congresses, they took a
10-year surplus of $5.6 trillion left over
from the Clinton administration and
turned it into a $8.2 trillion deficit that
mortgages our children’s future. De-
spite the President’s continuous prom-
ise to balance the budget by 2012, the
current budget gets us no closer.

Mr. Speaker, this budget is not only
fiscally irresponsible, it is morally ir-
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responsible. We should not be piling
mounds of debt owed to foreign nations
onto the backs of America’s children,
while giving massive tax cuts to the
wealthiest few.

Democrats are working to restore fis-
cal responsibility, economic prosperity
for all and pay-as-you-go policy to the
Federal budget. It is time the Presi-
dent joined us. The American people al-
ready have.

———

CARD CHECK = PEER PRESSURE

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, tomorrow the House will con-
sider the unfortunately named Em-
ployee Free Choice Act. Contrary to
the title’s implication, this bill will re-
peal employees’ rights to hold secret
ballot elections when deciding whether
to form a union.

The so-called card check provision of
the bill would force union membership
by the signing of a form and thus deny-
ing employees having secret ballot
elections. As citizens of a democratic
Nation, Americans have the right to
elect their public officials in secrecy
and without coercion.

Republicans will fight to uphold a
worker’s rights by offering an alter-
native to this misguided legislation.
This alternative, championed by the
late Congressman Charlie Norwood,
guarantees workers the right of a se-
cret ballot election and prohibits any-
one from coercively subjecting employ-
ees to a card check campaign.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September 11.

BUSH ADMINISTRATION’S SPIN ON
BRITISH TROOP WITHDRAWAL
NOT HELPFUL FOR THE FUTURE

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

Mr. HARE. Mr. Speaker, last week
British Prime Minister Tony Blair an-
nounced that he plans to withdraw
1,600 British troops this summer. The
administration’s response, this is good
news, because it shows that some good
things are happening in Iraq. Nice spin.
But one has to wonder why our closest
ally in this war is pulling out troops at
the very same time this administration
wants to send 21,500 additional U.S. sol-
diers into Iraq.

The British say they are withdrawing
their troops because the Shiite-domi-
nated southern region is relatively
calm. That is, indeed, good news. But if
the British really believed, as this
President does, that expanding number
of troops in Baghdad would lead to the
same results there, wouldn’t they
choose to move these troops into Bagh-
dad rather than pull them out com-
pletely?

No matter how the Bush administra-
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drawal is not good news for the admin-
istration’s troop escalation plan. Why
should we be sending thousands more
of our troops to Iraq when Britain and
other coalition members are pulling
out? It is time the administration
stops spinning and instead answers
these questions.

———

VETERANS ADMINISTRATION
MISMANAGEMENT

(Mrs. BLACKBURN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I
come to the floor today with a heavy
heart and a new set of questions for the
bureaucracy here in Washington, DC. 1
am here because it appears that our
veterans, who have been wounded and
are in dire need of medical care, have
received shamefully substandard care
by the Veterans Administration, the
agency charged with treating the vet-
erans who have sacrificed their body
and soul for our country, and they have
fallen short of their mission.

Reports from our government audits,
and, recently, the report here in News-
week really shines the light on the
travesty that is a bureaucratic boon-
doggle at the VA. Many men and
women who were casualties of war,
they are looking for help, they are ei-
ther being given the bureaucratic run
around or substandard care or housed
in decrepit facilities, if they are lucky.

I have repeatedly voted to increase
the VA funding. They have received a
lot of money. They have got plenty of
it, and I think it is disgraceful that our
military, many severely injured, have
received anything less than stellar
health care from this agency. The exec-
utive branch, starting with the admin-
istration, has fallen short.

——————

THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET AND
NATIONAL DEBT, TIME TO RE-
STORE FISCAL DISCIPLINE IN
WASHINGTON

(Mr. KLEIN of Florida asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. KLEIN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
the President’s 2008 budget proposal
does not properly address the concern
of American families. President Bush
once again proposes substantial cuts to
programs so important to our districts
like Medicare, Medicaid, education and
the environment. He then uses those
funds not to offset our country’s mas-
sive debt, but instead to fund expensive
tax cuts that do not grow our economy
and give it to people who need it the
least. Unfortunately, budgets like this
are what we have come to expect from
an administration with the worst fi-
nancial fiscal record in our Nation’s
history.

During the 6 years of the Bush ad-
ministration, the government has post-
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squandering billions of dollars in budg-
et surpluses and making massive cuts
to vital programs. The President’s mis-
guided priorities have forced him to
borrow money from foreign nations
like China and Japan, more than all of
42 Presidents combined. This is not a
record to be proud of.

Mr. Speaker, we simply cannot han-
dle more of the same, and unfortu-
nately that is what this budget pro-
poses. I stand ready to work with
Democrats and Republicans to take our
Nation in a new direction of fiscal re-
sponsibility. We plan to do that.

———————

VICTIMS OF USS “COLE” AND
JUSTICE

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

Mr. POE. Mr. Speaker, as the USS
Cole patrolled the seas around Yemen,
a boat piloted by al-Qaeda interna-
tional criminals drew near to the Navy
destroyer and bombed the ship. On that
day in the year 2000, 17 American sol-
diers were murdered.

The families of these 17 soldiers are
now suing the Sudanese Government
for damages. Why? Because the Sudan
funded and provided training for these
terrorists. The Sudanese Government
is outraged that they should be held fi-
nancially responsible. However, a U.S.
Federal court judge disagrees and is al-
lowing the victims’ families to con-
tinue their pursuit.

Sudan is now asking the U.S. Su-
preme Court to dismiss this unique
lawsuit. But the Supreme Court must
allow this case to proceed and the vic-
tims to obtain justice. Sudan fed the
terrorist cells that attacked the Cole.
They gave them safe harbor and let
them exist.

U.S. citizens murdered by inter-
national terrorists overseas must be
able to seek damages from the country
responsible for the crime. The message
to these nations that sponsor terror,
you too will pay for your sins when you
sponsor international outlaws.

And that’s just the way it is.

———
O 1015

PRESIDENT BUSH’S BUDGET IS
FISCALLY AND MORALLY IRRE-
SPONSIBLE

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

Mr. SIRES. Mr. Speaker, it is easy to
tell where President Bush’s priorities
lie when you look at his proposed fiscal
year 2008 budget. It is with big business
and the wealthiest 1 percent.

This proposed budget is fiscally irre-
sponsible, creating trillions of dollars
in new deficit, but it is also morally ir-
responsible for slashing funding for
Medicare, education, energy, homeland
security and veterans.

The President’s budget slashes Medi-
care and Medicaid funding by about
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$300 billion over the next 10 years,
without offering relief to millions of
Americans without health insurance.
The Bush budget also cuts funds for re-
newable energy grants, despite his
State of the Union pledge to tackle our
Nation’s energy crisis. He even reduces
State homeland security preparedness
grants. Perhaps worst of all, the Bush
budget cuts veterans health care by
$3.5 billion.

Mr. Speaker, Democrats will put the
needs of working families first in our
budget in the coming weeks.

———

AFGHANISTAN’S OPIUM PROBLEM

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

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, America
has a drug problem, and I am not refer-
ring to the war on drugs on our streets.
I am referring to the booming illegal
opium trade in Afghanistan. This is our
problem, Mr. Speaker, because the
huge profits from growing opium in Af-
ghanistan are being used against our
troops.

Though illegal, opium production has
skyrocketed in Afghanistan in recent
years, and the results are deadly. Enor-
mous profits often end up in the hands
of the Taliban and local warlords who
use it to buy weapons, pay fighters and
bribe officials.

We must adjust our policies if we are
to see sustained stability in Afghani-
stan. Eradicating opium must become
a priority. We must crack down on the
drug lords, train local law enforce-
ment, and help build the Afghan econ-
omy to provide opportunities for mak-
ing an honest living. And we must ask
our friends in Afghanistan’s govern-
ment to help us in this effort. The safe-
ty of our troops depends on it.

——————

INJURED TROOPS DESERVE BET-
TER THAN WHAT THEY GOT AT
WALTER REED’S BUILDING 18

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

Ms. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, thanks
to a 4-month investigation by the
Washington Post, the world learned
last week that our Nation’s injured sol-
diers are not receiving the care they
deserve once they return from active
duty.

The Post investigation described con-
ditions at Walter Reed Hospital that
are deplorable. One of the buildings at
the facility, Building 18, showed signs
of neglect everywhere: mouse drop-
pings, cockroaches, stained carpets,
cheap mattresses and mold on the ceil-
ings. After the Post printed its findings
last week, the Pentagon finally started
renovating Building 18, but it should
not have taken the embarrassment of
this investigation for the Pentagon to
do the right thing.

American soldiers who have put their
lives on the line for this Nation deserve
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better than what they are getting at
Building 18. The Pentagon says it was
forced into housing hundreds of troops
there after all the other buildings were
filled to capacity, and now the Presi-
dent wants to send more troops to Iraq.

Mr. Speaker, it is critical that this
Congress ensure that the Pentagon
meets the needs of our injured soldiers.

————

CARD CHECK BILL

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

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op-
position to the so-called Employee
Free Choice Act which provides em-
ployees anything but free choice. Con-
trary to its title, the bill would strip
workers of their right to privacy in
union organization elections by remov-
ing the option of a secret ballot.

This paradoxical bill will kill private
voting rights, making workers vote
publicly through a mandatory card
check where union bosses gather au-
thorization cards supposedly signed by
workers expressing their desire for a
union to represent them. Such manda-
tory card checks make workers’ per-
sonal votes known to their coworkers,
their union organizers and their em-
ployers, stripping workers of the right
to choose freely and anonymously
whether to unionize. This leaves work-
ers vulnerable to coercion, pressure,
outright intimidation and threats.

Supporters of the bill claim it is nec-
essary to preserve workers’ rights,
when, in reality, this bill is not about
workers at all. Rather, it is about Big
Labor’s last desperate attempt to re-
tain power.

I urge my colleagues to vote for
workers’ rights by voting ‘‘no’ on this
bill.

—————

EMPLOYEE FREE CHOICE ACT

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

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to support the Employee Free Choice
Act. Too many workers are being har-
assed by their employers because they
want to form a union. We must put an
end to scare tactics. This bill restores
the right of workers to bargain for a
better life. It will help 6 million work-
ers join for better wages, benefits,
working conditions and improving the
quality of life. No more employer har-
assment. Simple and fair. The card-
based system is pressure free. When
workers choose, bargaining results are
more peaceful, worker-friendly. Please
vote for this important legislation.

————
BLACK HISTORY MONTH

(Mr. AL GREEN of Texas asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, this is the very last day of the
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month of February, which is Black His-
tory Month, and today I rise to thank
the many Members who have supported
H. Res. 198, which recognizes the sig-
nificance of Black History Month.

This piece of legislation is supported
by conservatives, moderates and lib-
erals. It is a piece of legislation that I
received not one negative comment on.
Every person that we requested agreed
to support the legislation. So I thank
those who supported it.

But I also, Mr. Speaker, want to
apologize to the many that I did not
approach and ask for support because
my belief is that this kind of legisla-
tion will receive the support of all per-
sons of goodwill. African Americans in
the diaspora in America merit this
kind of support. The Members of this
House have given it to African Ameri-
cans and to persons of goodwill, and I
thank them all.

——————

NEW HOUSE DEMOCRATIC CON-
GRESS FIGHTS FOR THE RIGHTS
OF MIDDLE-CLASS FAMILIES

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

Mr. HODES. Mr. Speaker, when
Democrats gained the majority in this
House last November, we pledged to
fight to make America better for all
Americans, not just the privileged few.
This Congress has already passed legis-
lation increasing the minimum wage
and making college more affordable to
middle-class families.

This week, in a bipartisan fashion,
we will continue our work on behalf of
middle-class families by bringing legis-
lation to the floor that would restore
workers’ rights to form unions and to
collectively bargain for better salaries
and better benefits.

At a time when corporate executives
are routinely negotiating lavish pay
and retirement benefits for themselves,
workers have little leverage to nego-
tiate for a better life. This has been
particularly concerning over the last 6
years when wages have remained stag-
nant while everyday costs like housing,
transportation, education and health
care have increased dramatically.

The Employee Free Choice Act says
that if the majority of workers at a
workplace sign cards saying they want
a union, they get a union. The act pro-
tects the rights of employers, too. The
legislation shares bipartisan support
and is supported by an overwhelming
majority of Americans. Let’s pass it
this week.

———

DWINDLING INTERNATIONAL
SUPPORT FOR THE WAR IN IRAQ

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

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, what do
our international friends know that
the Bush administration doesn’t?

It seems everywhere you turn, the
““Coalition of the Willing”’ is con-
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cluding it is time to get out of Iraq,
while the Bush administration wants
to send 21,500 more U.S. troops.

Just last week our biggest ally in the
Iraq war, Britain, announced that it
was withdrawing 1,600 troops from Iraq
in the coming months. The same day
Denmark said it, too, would pull out
all of its 460 troops by the end of the
summer. And then South Korea decided
that 1,100 of its 2,300 troops would be
withdrawn from Iraq in April, with the
rest following later this year.

With this news, the ‘‘Coalition of the
Willing”’ is no longer so willing, dwin-
dling to about 10,000 troops. What is it
that these countries know that the
Bush administration still can’t figure
out?

Could it be that they see the writing
on the wall; that they have concluded,
as many others have here in the United
States, that the Iraq war can no longer
be won militarily?

Mr. Speaker, our dwindling coalition
should serve as another wake-up call to
the Bush administration that it is time
for a new direction in Iraq.

THE REAL WAR ON TERROR IS
NOT IRAQ

(Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, Members of the House, fi-
nally, but 4 years too late, the Bush ad-
ministration, with Vice President CHE-
NEY’s trip to Afghanistan, has recog-
nized that the real war on terror is not
Iraq; that Iraqg has been a diversion
against that war on terror; that, in
fact, the real war on terror is in Paki-
stan and Afghanistan and in the border
area. They are starting to discover
that the Government of Pakistan has
not been our friend as we have tried to
stabilize Afghanistan and the Karzai
government, as we have tried to build
democracy in Afghanistan, as we have
tried to root out the Taliban and al
Qaeda; that, in fact, because of the di-
version and our early leaving of Af-
ghanistan for Iraq, that we have now
allowed the al Qaeda to come back in
command and control and to build
their membership, to recruit around
the world.

We have seen the Taliban come back
into Afghanistan and start to threaten
and overturn village leaders and demo-
cratically elected leaders in villages in
various parts of Afghanistan. Only
now, 4 years too late, does the Bush ad-
ministration recognize that this is the
real war on terror, and they have failed
to fight it, failed to deal with it and
failed to prepare for it.

————
NATIONAL SECURITY FOREIGN IN-
VESTMENT REFORM AND

STRENGTHENED TRANSPARENCY

ACT OF 2007

Mr. ARCURI. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 195 and ask for its
immediate consideration.
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The Clerk read as follows:
H. RES. 195

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 556) to ensure
national security while promoting foreign
investment and the creation and mainte-
nance of jobs, to reform the process by which
such investments are examined for any ef-
fect they may have on national security, to
establish the Committee on Foreign Invest-
ment in the United States, and for other pur-
poses. The first reading of the bill shall be
dispensed with. All points of order against
consideration of the bill are waived except
those arising under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI.
General debate shall be confined to the bill
and shall not exceed one hour equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Financial Services. After general debate
the bill shall be considered for amendment
under the five-minute rule. It shall be in
order to consider as an original bill for the
purpose of amendment under the five-minute
rule the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Committee on
Financial Services now printed in the bill.
Each section of the committee amendment
in the nature of a substitute shall be consid-
ered as read. Notwithstanding clause 11 of
rule XVIII, no amendment to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute
shall be in order except those printed in the
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 8 of rule
XVIII and except pro forma amendments for
the purpose of debate. Each amendment so
printed may be offered only by the Member
who caused it to be printed or his designee
and shall be considered as read. At the con-
clusion of consideration of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. Any Mem-
ber may demand a separate vote in the
House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ARCURI) is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. ARCURI. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
pose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my colleague
from Washington (Mr. HASTINGS). All
time yielded during consideration of
the rule is for debate only.

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

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

J 1030

Mr. ARCURI. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 195 provides for consider-
ation of H.R. 556, the National Security
Foreign Investment Reform and
Strengthened Transparency Act of 2007
under an open rule with a preprinting
requirement. The rule provides 1 hour
of general debate equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee
on Financial Services.
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The rule waives all points of order
against consideration of the bill except
for clause 9 and 10 of rule XXI. The rule
makes in order the amendment in the
nature of a substitute reported by the
Committee on Financial Services as an
original bill for purpose of amendment,
which shall be considered for amend-
ment by section with each section con-
sidered as read.

The rule provides that any amend-
ment to the committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute must be
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
prior to consideration of the bill. Each
amendment so printed may be offered
only by the Member who caused it to
be printed or his designee or her des-
ignee and shall be considered as read.
Finally, the rule provides one motion
to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

Mr. Speaker, foreign investment cre-
ates jobs and serves as a vital compo-
nent of our Nation’s economy. How-
ever, we as a Nation cannot afford to
sacrifice the safety and security with a
foreign investment review process that
jeopardizes American lives. Take, for
instance, our Nation’s ports, which em-
ploy thousands of Americans and han-
dle a large majority of U.S.-bound
cargo. New Yorkers and many of my
colleagues take the security of these
ports very, very seriously. We as a
country cannot go halfway on port se-
curity. We must take all the necessary
steps to ensure the safety and security
of our infrastructure and, more impor-
tantly, our constituents.

We took a giant step in the right di-
rection on port security a few weeks
ago when we approved legislation that
would require screening of 100 percent
of all U.S.-bound shipping containers
over the next b years. And today we are
taking another step by reforming and
strengthening the interagency Com-
mittee on Foreign Investment in the
United States, also known as CFIUS,
process by which the Federal Govern-
ment reviews foreign investments in
the United States for their national se-
curity implications.

As a new Member of Congress, I am
new to this institution, but the con-
troversy surrounding the Dubai Ports
scandal last year echoed far beyond the
Washington Beltway. I, along with
many of my constituents, was troubled
by the administration’s approval of a
deal to allow a company owned by a
government of the United Arab Emir-
ates to manage terminal operations at
six major U.S. ports. It was clear that
the administration dropped the ball
and that the national security review
process for foreign investments had
failed.

The National Security FIRST Act
would significantly reform the foreign
investment review process so that we
never have another Dubai debacle, by
ensuring that the proper steps are
taken to keep our ports, our cities, and
our citizens safe and secure. The Na-
tional Security FIRST Act also re-
quires the interagency Committee on
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Foreign Investment in the TUnited
States to conduct a 30-day review of
any national security-related business
transaction. After a 30-day review is
conducted, it would be required to con-
duct a full-scale, 45-day investigation
of the effects the business transaction
would have on national security, if
deemed necessary.

In addition, the legislation requires
the committee to file semi-annual re-
ports to Congress, keeping the Amer-
ican people informed and shedding
some much-needed sunlight and trans-
parency on foreign investments in the
U.S. infrastructure that could have po-
tentially devastating consequences to
our security and our citizens.

And while the legislation strengthens
and reforms the process, it also allows
the critical flow of foreign investment
into the United States economy to con-
tinue, which is critical if we are going
to successfully compete with the rest

of the world in this age of
globalization.

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ARCURI)
for yielding me the customary 30 min-
utes, and I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

(Mr. HASTINGS of Washington asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, most Americans, including
some Members of Congress, had never
heard of the Committee on Foreign In-
vestment in the United States, that is,
until the proposed purchase of commer-
cial operations of six U.S. ports by the
Dubai Ports World, a company con-
trolled by the United Arab Emirates.

After reviewing the way in which the
Committee on Foreign Investment in
the United States operates, it became
clear that we must revamp the process
by which foreign investments are ex-
amined for any effect that they may
have on national security. The House
acted and passed legislation last year,
but, unfortunately, differences with
the Senate were not resolved. That is
why we are here again today to con-
sider the bipartisan National Security
FIRST Act, of which I am proud to be
a cosponsor.

I would like to take this opportunity
to thank my friends on the majority
for bringing to the floor a bill that mir-
rors legislation championed in the last
Congress by Republican whip Mr.
BLUNT, the National Security FIRST
Act, which passed the U.S. House of
Representatives by a unanimous vote
last year of 424-0.

This underlying bill would for the
first time establish in law the Com-
mittee on Foreign Investment in the
United States, which is currently a cre-
ation of a 1975 executive order. It would
require the committee to increase its
scrutiny of foreign acquisitions of U.S.
assets whenever the transactions in-
volve firms owned by foreign govern-
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ments. The bill would also enhance
congressional oversight of the com-
mittee by ensuring that leaders of both
parties in Congress are briefed on in-
vestigative results before the com-
mittee completes its reviews of the
takeover bids.

Following the tragedy of September
11, 2001, protecting our homeland must
be a top priority for Congress. We face
no greater challenge than protecting
Americans from an enemy without bor-
ders that we all know is determined to
destroy our Nation by any means nec-
essary.

Mr. Speaker, it is vital that we act to
revise and review the investigative
process for foreign investment activi-
ties that may affect our national secu-
rity. In the wake of the Dubai Ports
World controversy, the current foreign
investment process lacks confidence,
predictability, and reliability, trade-
marks, I might say, of the U.S. securi-
ties markets.

The underlying bill, the National Se-
curity FIRST Act, restores confidence,
predictability, and reliability while
continuing to encourage foreign invest-
ments and preserve the over 5 million
American jobs that foreign investment
supports in the United States.

In my home State of Washington, Mr.
Speaker, U.S. subsidiaries of foreign
companies play a vital role in sup-
porting jobs, employing over 83,000
Washingtonians. This bill has been
carefully balanced so as not to discour-
age these important investments.

I urge my colleagues to support this
open rule, and I hope this will not be
the last open rule that we have pro-
viding for consideration of legislation
impacting our national security.

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

Mr. ARCURI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3

minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
FRANK), the chairman of Financial
Services.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I appreciate the Rules Com-
mittee’s complying with our preference
for this rule, which allows any amend-
ments to be offered that are germane.

And I just want to touch a little bit
on a discussion we had in the Rules
Committee yesterday about whether or
not it makes any sense to have an open
rule. There were a couple Members, one
in particular, who said, This is no big
deal because, after all, this bill passed
last year overwhelmingly and it could
have been done on suspension. And the
argument that it is an equivalent to
pass a bill on a suspension and to give
it an open rule if it is likely to pass by
an overwhelming majority is deeply
flawed and misunderstands the legisla-
tive process, and I want to make sure
that people have addressed this.

The important question on a bill may
not be ‘“‘yes’ or ‘‘no.” There is a large
number of bills that are going to pass.
There are bills that are going to pass
because politically they are perceived
as impossible to oppose. There are bills
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that achieve a purpose that everyone is
for. In many cases, and it would appear
to be the case with this bill, the impor-
tant question is not whether or not it
passes but in what form. That is, the
amending process has a relevance and
an importance, whether or not the bill
is ultimately going to pass. And when
you rely, as it was suggested yesterday
that we should, on a suspension, as
long as we know the bill is going to
pass because, as Members understand,
a suspension does not allow for the
amendment process, then you are con-
stricting the ability of Members to leg-
islate sensibly.

The question is not just ‘‘yes” or
“no.” That, as I said, is a denigration
of the legislative process. And having
an open rule, as opposed to a suspen-
sion, means a number of amendments
are offered. I am opposing many of the
amendments, as are my colleagues on
the other side. I am not opposing all of
the amendments. Even where an
amendment is defeated, remember, our
purpose is not simply to stamp out an
end result. It is to participate in the
democratic process of discussion and
debate. The process is diminished when
a bill that is important is given only 40
minutes with no amendments because
it is noncontroversial. We will talk for
more than 40 minutes today. We will
have some amendments.

So I hope this will stand, this process
today, as a repudiation of the notion
that it is an equivalent to pass a bill
under suspension of the rules, with no
amendments and only 40 minutes of de-
bate, and to go through this process of
an open rule. Even though I expect this
bill to pass overwhelmingly, as it
passed last year, this House, this coun-
try, this democratic process benefit.
And, of course, it is just one bill.

As a general rule, I would hope that
we would not use the suspension proc-
ess for bills that are complex where
Members might have some difference of
view not as to whether or not the bill
should pass, but in what form it should
pass. This process today, I think, will
show the superiority of the choice we
are making under the current leader-
ship of the Congress to go ahead with a
more open debate than last year when
the question was simply can we get the
votes to pass, and if so, let’s shut down
the debate and shut down the amend-
ment process. That is ill-served democ-
racy. Today is a much better way, and
I thank the Rules Committee for it.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I appreciate the gentleman
from Massachusetts for making his re-
marks. For a minute I thought he was
making an argument about the debate
we had last week regarding the Iraq
resolution where we were asking for an
open debate.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to yield 2
minutes to my friend from Illinois (Mr.
MANZULLO).
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Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of H.R. 556. This bill
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strikes the correct balance between the
need to increase foreign direct invest-
ment and national security.

Let me first make clear that I am a
strong supporter of foreign direct in-
vestment, which represents the
insourcing of capital and local jobs to
America. The congressional district
that I am pleased to represent has had
several manufacturing facilities that
have benefited, and some have been
saved as a direct result of foreign di-
rect investment. This includes invest-
ment from businesses located in Great
Britain, Sweden, Canada, Israel, Den-
mark, Germany, the Netherlands,
Switzerland, Japan, Brazil and Italy.
Even a Chinese enterprise bought a
nonsecurity-sensitive manufacturing
facility in my congressional district at
a time when no other financing was
available.

These investments have been critical
for saving and creating jobs in the 16th
District of Illinois. While I very much
am interested in maintaining full for-
eign direct investments, I recognize it
is important for our national security
to regulate the types of businesses that
receive such investment.

The bill before us ensures us that the
Committee on Foreign Investments in
the United States, known as CFIUS,
will conduct an extended review when a
foreign government tries to purchase a
company within the United States. The
bill also mandates greater trans-
parency by ensuring that Congress is
informed of a CFIUS investigation in a
timely manner.

I encourage my colleagues to vote in
favor of the rule and in favor of final
passage.

Mr. ARCURI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman, my col-
league from the Rules Committee, Ms.
SUTTON.

Ms. SUTTON. I thank the distin-
guished gentleman from New York.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
556, the National Security FIRST Act,
and I believe this bill is a good example
of how we can ensure our Nation’s se-
curity and still encourage foreign in-
vestment to help create and maintain
jobs.

While I didn’t have the honor to
serve in the last Congress, I can tell
you that the Dubai Ports World deal
was not well received in northeast
Ohio. Myself, and many of our con-
stituents, wondered how such a con-
cerning deal could have been approved.
The answer was that there was little
accountability, oversight and trans-
parency with the way the Committee
on Foreign Investment and the United
States, or CFIUS, worked. The DPW
deal was so concerning to this Congress
last year, as has been mentioned, that
legislation very similar to that which
we are passing today passed over-
whelmingly by a vote of 424-0. H.R. 556
ensures that these matters are ad-
dressed and gives both the administra-
tion and Congress greater responsibil-
ities for dealing with foreign invest-
ment in our Nation.
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We can have oversight, account-
ability and transparency and still sup-
port American businesses and workers.
That is the lesson of this bill. This bill
enjoys broad support, including the
Chamber of Commerce, the National
Association of Manufacturers and
other business organizations. This bill
represents another bipartisan success. I
am pleased to support it, and I encour-
age its passage to ensure our national
security.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 5 min-
utes to the distinguished Republican
Conference chairman, Mr. PUTNAM of
Florida.

Mr. PUTNAM. I thank the gentleman
for yielding time, and I thank my
former colleagues on the Rules Com-
mittee for bringing to the floor the sec-
ond open rule of the year. I think that
it yields better policy when all of us
work together and hash things out on
the floor and can move forward with
something that is productive for the
entire Nation.

The virtues of this legislation are
well known to Members on both sides
of the aisle. The bill brings much need-
ed clarity and oversight to the
insourcing process. More importantly,
it applies a post-9/11 mindset to a pre-
9/11 infrastructure.

It was about a year ago at this time
that Dubai Ports World’s acquisition of
a stake in our ports became a very hot
topic around America. When we discov-
ered the DP World transaction, we re-
acted as strongly as we did not only be-
cause of the potential imminent threat
being posed to our security, but be-
cause the deal was so far along in the
process before it came to light. So we
acted in the last Congress to pass a
substantially similar bill to what we
are considering today, giving CFIUS
the authority necessary to review le-
gitimate foreign transactions. The Re-
publican bill considered last year
passed the House unanimously, again,
a bipartisan product, on an issue im-
portant both to national security and
the national economy.

Here we are a year later with the
benefit of hindsight, but our charge re-
mains the same, to establish that bal-
ance between the momentum of the
global market and the needs of our na-
tional and homeland security. Our
ports remain an important example of
why this legislation, which involves all
foreign transactions, is so critical. The
worldwide shipping industry sends to
our shores over 9 million shipping con-
tainers each year. These containers are
transported on megaships that can de-
liver 3,000 containers at a time. And at
the same time our ports are critical to
keeping our economy competitive in a
global marketplace. These 9 million
containers account for a whopping 95
percent of our imports by weight, and
75 percent by value.

Keeping foreign transactions secure
is our first priority, and this legisla-
tion is a very important start because
we must put in place an interagency
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review process that is comprehensive
without being counterproductive.

This bill should not be the launching
point for legislative micromanagement
of foreign transactions. Unnecessary
bureaucracy will certainly deter for-
eign companies from investing their re-
sources here, which is precisely what
we want to be, a magnet for invest-
ment from around the world.

And there is a danger of politicizing
the foreign investment process. There
is clearly a difference between a trans-
action that runs contrary to an indi-
vidual’s parochial priorities as opposed
to one that conflicts with this body’s
national priorities. And we must,
again, be careful not to send the wrong
message to the world’s investors that
America is closed for business. Our
citizens, also, should be aware that our
national security is not for sale.

This bill should become law without
delay. It strengthens our national secu-
rity, while recognizing our role, Amer-
ica’s role, in a global market. If we are
diligent in seeing these reforms
through, we can have both safer trans-
actions and a stronger economy.

I thank all of the authors and the
sponsors of the bill and the work that
has gone into this.

Mr. ARCURI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. MALONEY).

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. I
thank the gentleman for yielding, and
I thank him so much for his leadership
on this bill and so many other impor-
tant issues to our State and country.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
for National Security FIRST, the un-
derlying bill, and in strong support for
the open rule that is before us.

Democrats have pledged a return to
democracy on the floor of the House of
Representatives with an open rule
process, and I am very happy to sup-
port that pledge with a debate on my
bill, H.R. 556.

As Congressman DREIER said last
night in the Rules Committee, he said
that this doubles the amount of times
the Republicans allowed for an open
rule on a legislative bill in the last
Congress; of course this is legislative
bills, not appropriations bills. And even
though this bill has strong bipartisan
support, we did get several amend-
ments last night.

I appreciate deeply that Chairman
FRANK supported and called for an open
rule, and that in addition he asked for
and obtained a preprinting require-
ment, since the bill is complicated, and
Members on both sides of the aisle need
to have time to read the amendments
and put them in context.

This is the second time this bill has
come to the floor. It passed overwhelm-
ingly last year, 421-0, and it is a sound
bill that strengthens national security,
while encouraging safe foreign invest-
ment that helps create American jobs.

I hope and expect that the bipartisan
effort that got this bill passed in the
last Congress will be here today, and I
believe that this open rule reflects the
spirit of our bipartisan work.
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I would just like to point out that a
year has passed since the Dubai
World’s fiasco, the scandal, and if you
had told me that it would take a year
to pass this bill, I would not have be-
lieved it. And I think my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle share this sense
of urgency to get this bill done. I am
deeply grateful for their support. This
is not a political issue; it deserves
strong bipartisan support. Nothing is
more important than our national se-
curity, our homeland security and pro-
moting American jobs.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield as much
time as he may consume to the distin-
guished ranking member of the Rules
Committee, Mr. DREIER of California.

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of this rule and the un-
derlying legislation.

I have to say, as I listen to my good
friend from New York (Mrs. MALONEY),
who has worked long and hard on this,
it didn’t take a year for us to pass this
measure through the House of Rep-
resentatives; it passed, as the gentle-
woman said, by a vote of 421-0 in the
last Congress, and that was in response
to the DPW deal, which obviously
raised a number of concerns from a
number of people in this institution.

Mr. Speaker, this is a Republican
bill, which, as the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Financial
Services pointed out in the Rules Com-
mittee last night, enjoys strong bipar-
tisan support, and it enjoys the kind of
support that motherhood and apple pie
enjoy. There is no controversy to this
bill whatsoever. And I am very proud of
the fact, as the gentlewoman from New
York said, that we are now, by passing
an open rule for the second time in the
110th Congress, doubling the record
that we had in the 109th Congress when
it came to open rules. But the true test
will come when we are dealing with a
controversial issue that does not enjoy
strong bipartisan support. That is
where this Madisonian vision of a clash
of ideas is very important, Mr. Speak-
er.

And so I hope very much that as we
bring measures, both of which in the
110th Congress were passed by unani-
mous votes in the 109th Congress, to
the floor, and we are very proud of the
fact that they are being considered on
an open rule, I hope very much that we
will do everything that we possibly can
to ensure that debates like the one
that we had 2 weeks ago on the issue of
Iraq are considered under a process
that will allow maybe a chance for the
minority to consider a substitute, or a
process that would, again, bring that
clash of ideas, because it is very clear
there was complete agreement on the
fuels bill that we dealt with 2 weeks
ago under an open rule, extraordinarily
strong Dbipartisan support. There is
complete agreement on the goal of
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CFIUS reform. Yes, we know that 12
amendments were filed by seven Mem-
bers last night that will be considered
here on the House floor under this open
amendment process, but at the end of
the day, Republicans and Democrats
will come together in support of this.

The true test, Mr. Speaker, will be
whether or not we take up a measure
where there is strong, vigorous dis-
agreement on the part of our Members.
But I will say that we need to recog-
nize that the two most important
issues that we face as Members of this
institution are the issues of, first and
foremost, our national security; and,
second, ensuring that we create eco-
nomic opportunity for all Americans
and maintain the strong, bold, dynamic
growth that we have in our economy.

This measure that we are addressing
today actually addresses both issues,
Mr. Speaker. It will strengthen the
process by which our national security
stakeholders in the administration,
from the Defense Department to the
National Security Agency, review and
investigate foreign investors in the
U.S. economy. It focuses in particular
on those companies that are controlled
by foreign governments or are based in
countries that support terrorism.
These are commonsense reforms that
again enjoy strong bipartisan support
that will provide an adequate level of
scrutiny to ensure that no investment
poses a national security threat to our
interests. However, it also ensures a
process that, while thorough, is not
prohibitive. This legislation is a reflec-
tion of the need for a review process
that does not close us off to the vital
foreign investment that is a major
source of our economic strength.

I again praise the distinguished Chair
of the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices who last night in the Rules Com-
mittee talked about the importance of
foreign direct investment. FDI is very
important to us, and if we look at our
economic growth, there is a strong,
strong reliance that we have had. Be-
cause economic security underpins na-
tional security, it is absolutely impera-
tive that we work to ensure that our
economy remains the world’s best
place to invest and do business.

Mr. Speaker, let me provide some
numbers that not everyone is familiar
with. Foreign companies currently em-
ploy 5.3 million Americans here in the
United States. We just got the report
of this Toyota plant that is going to be
opening in Tupelo, Mississippi. It is im-
portant to note that those foreign in-
vestors who employ 5.3 million Ameri-
cans actually pay wage rates that are
50 percent higher than the average
wage paid here in the United States.
Companies 1like Toyota, Siemens,
Novartis come to the United States in
order to tap into our powerful market,
innovative environment and superior
workforce. In the process, they gen-
erate greater economic activity, create
high-paying jobs and improve our
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standard of living. And we have en-
joyed these benefits, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause of the openness, strength and dy-
namism of the U.S. economy.

As we debate the need for national
security reforms to our review process,
we must recognize that to close off our
economy to the world’s investors would
be to close ourselves off to the pros-
perity and opportunities that we have
long enjoyed as the world’s best invest-
ment. We cannot lose sight of the fact
that we have prospered not in spite of,
but because of our Nation’s openness.

I believe that this bill charts a smart
path that preserves both national secu-
rity and our ability to attract invest-
ment and grow our economy. My col-
leagues, as I said, all agree with me.
We have been through this process be-
fore, as I said, in the 109th Congress.

J 1100

The bill that was passed in the last
Congress was sponsored by the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT), the
distinguished minority whip, and this
legislation which is virtually identical
to the bill we are considering today,
was considered by an overwhelming
unanimous bipartisan vote.

Personally, I would very much like
to see these good, well-crafted utterly
noncontroversial bills where they be-
long, and that is on the suspension cal-
endar where we passed it quickly and
expeditiously in the last Congress.

But the fact of the matter is we are
where we are, Mr. Speaker. It is impor-
tant for us to recognize our priorities
of national security, number one; and,
number two, our economic strength
and making sure that we expand that
economic growth.

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

Mr. ARCURI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. FRANK).

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I want to make clear the
flaws in the reasoning we have just
heard.

Equating a suspension of the rules
procedure which allows only 40 minutes
of debate and no amendments with an
open rule simply because the final bill
will get a large vote misunderstands,
indeed, denigrates the democratic proc-
ess.

The gentleman says this belongs on
the suspension calendar. There are
amendments offered, some I will sup-
port and will improve the bill; others
that will not. But for one thing, why
only 20 minutes of debate on each side
on an important issue. When the gen-
tleman says noncontroversial bills be-
long on the suspension calendar, he
undervalues the process of debate and
amendment. Very often the questions
are not whether the bill will pass ulti-
mately or not, but in what form. And
let us be very clear, the suspension cal-
endar eliminates amendments.

To say because a bill can ultimately
pass with a large majority Members
should not be given a chance on the
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floor to alter it or amend it seems to
me to denigrate the process.

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

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I would
simply argue that the need for us to
consider measures under an open
amendment process is something I sup-
port. I am standing here in support of
this open rule. I also would like to say
that the argument for us to come for-
ward and debate issues here on the
floor is very important. The issue of
Iraq was considered under an open rule.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I am
reclaiming my time because the gen-
tleman is evading the point he made.
He is the one who said this should be
suspension. He is the one who said sus-
pension is where, if it is going to pass
by a lot in the end, you don’t need an
open rule you can have suspension. He
said we should put these noncontrover-
sial bills back on the suspension cal-
endar.

There are two separate sets of bills.
There are bills that are going to be
controversial in the end that you have
to debate, and there are also bills that
are controversial in part.

As far as the committee I chair is
concerned, unlike the practice under
the gentleman’s chairmanship of the
Rules Committee, we will be bringing
out the bills from our committee that
are controversial in all aspects open to
amendment if I have anything to say
about it, and I will fight for that. But
that doesn’t mean that you go for sus-
pension and no amendments.

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

I would like to thank my colleagues
on both sides of the aisle for bringing
this National Security FIRST Act
under an open rule today.

As we move forward, Mr. Speaker,
when we have important bills, and I am
glad to hear my friend from Massachu-
setts say if there are controversial bills
that come out of his committee, if he
has anything to say, he will ask for an
open process. I think that is good, and
I commend him for that. I would hope
as we move forward with bills regard-
ing national security, health care and
education, as they are brought to the
Rules Committee and to the floor, I
hope that all Members will be able to
offer input and shape legislation
through an open process.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I
yield to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I
would just say to the gentleman that I
intend to make the same request for
openness this year from our committee
that I did last year when he was in the
majority. I am hoping for a better re-
sult this time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. The
gentleman, I remember, I am sure he

Mr.
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was part of the majority that when the
process was closed, there was a great
deal of outrage. I would hope, I would
hope that if there is a more closed
process under a new majority that
there would be similar outrage from
the gentleman.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. If the
gentleman would continue to yield, I
am talking about the last year when
the gentleman was on the Rules Com-
mittee and when the committee I was
on brought forward amendments to the
Rules Committee and offered amend-
ments, the Rules Committee wouldn’t
allow us to vote on them on the floor.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Re-
claiming my time, I would just remind
my friend that when that happened
last year, which is acknowledged on
our side, that there was a bit of out-
rage on your side. I am simply saying
I would hope as we move forward and
you ask for the same consideration as
you asked last year, but say it was de-
nied, I hope that there will be the same
outrage on your side if you are denied
an open process. That is all I am say-
ing. I am looking prospective. That is
all I am saying.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Well, I
am hoping for votes, not outrage.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, last night during the
debate in the Rules Committee, some
questions were raised as to the appro-
priateness of an open rule as opposed to
bringing this bill under a suspension of
the rules.

I think that question was answered
clearly in that 12 amendments were
filed on the bill, three by Democrats
and nine by Republicans. I think that
question was clearly answered, an open
rule is preferable and there are amend-
ments filed.

Protecting the safety and security of
Americans is without question our top
priority as Members of this institution.
It is overwhelmingly clear that the
current process is in place for the Fed-
eral Government to review foreign in-
vestment is broken.

The National Security FIRST Act
will provide the necessary reforms to
the process and Kkeep our infrastruc-
ture, our cities, and most importantly,
our constituents safe and secure.

It will also ensure that a debacle like
the one that occurred last year at
Dubai Ports does not happen again,
while still continuing to encourage the
very important foreign investment in
our economy here in this country. I
would strongly urge a ‘‘yes’ vote on
the rule, and the previous question.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
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all Members may have 5 legislative
days in which to revise and extend
their remarks on H.R. 556, and insert
into the RECORD extraneous material.

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

There was no objection.

————

NATIONAL SECURITY FOREIGN IN-
VESTMENT REFORM AND
STRENGTHENED TRANSPARENCY
ACT OF 2007

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ARCURI). Pursuant to House Resolution
195 and rule XVIII, the Chair declares
the House in the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union
for the consideration of the bill, H.R.
556.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 556) to
ensure national security while pro-
moting foreign investment and the cre-
ation and maintenance of jobs, to re-
form the process by which such invest-
ments are examined for any effect they
may have on national security, to es-
tablish the Committee on Foreign In-
vestment in the United States, and for
other purposes, with Mr. PASTOR in the
Chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered read the
first time.

The gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. FRANK) and the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. BACHUS) each will con-
trol 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK).

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Last year the Bush administration
made a grave error. A proposal came
from the country of Dubai to buy a
company that ran our ports. The re-
sponse from the administration, and
there was an intergovernmental com-
mittee called the Committee on For-
eign Investment in the U.S. which
Members will hear us abbreviating as
CFIUS, should have said to Dubai, you
know, we have found you to be a rea-
sonable group of people, but you are in
an area of the world where there is
great tension, where there are violent,
armed people who wish us ill. You will
be subjected to great pressures. There
will be efforts to infiltrate and there
will be assaults on your integrity, and
that makes us nervous about your con-
trolling something as sensitive to secu-
rity as ports. We have been worrying
about the possibility of the shipping
ports being entry ports for harmful ac-
tivity.

So the people of Dubai should have
been told, look, we mean you no ill, but
we think it is a mistake for you to buy
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these ports. There are, I would have
thought, many other investments I
think they could have made.

Instead, incredibly, a series of people
from the White House’s various offices,
from the Departments, did not see this
coming; and in consequence, they gave
an approval which led to an entirely
predictable outcry in the country.

Our job, Mr. Chairman, is to prevent
this great lapse in judgment by the
Bush administration over the Dubai
situation from leading to bad public
policy that would extend to restricting
and discouraging foreign direct invest-
ment in general.

Members should be very clear when
we talk about foreign direct invest-
ment. All three words are important.
We are not talking about buying equi-
ties and we are not talking about for-
eign countries holding our debt, which
can be problematic. We are talking
about foreign investors, mostly, in
some cases government, but mostly
private investors, taking money and
investing it in real economic activity
in the U.S. That is what direct invest-
ment means.

And that inevitably, not inevitably,
that, in fact, will produce more eco-
nomic activity here. It is very much in
our interest as a Nation to have people
investing in real economic activity.
That creates jobs and that creates tax-
ation for local governments and that
creates the kind of economic activity
that we thrive on.

The fear again was that others in
other parts of the world, seeing the re-
action to Dubai would say, you know
what, we better not invest there.

One of the great assets America has
economically is we are about as stable
a place as there is in the world to in-
vest your money. This is a problem. It
is a problem for Russia. Russia is suf-
fering I believe legitimately because of
concern from people that if they invest
in Russia their investments will not be
as fully protected as they should be.
The security legally and in every other
way of money invested in the U.S. in
direct ways is an asset for us. We do
not want the political fallout from the
Dubai mistake to discourage this.

What we then decided to do together,
and while there was an earlier ref-
erence to this being a Republican bill,
which I regret because this has been a
genuinely bipartisan bill and that sort
of partisanship doesn’t help, the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Mrs.
MALONEY) who was then the ranking
member on the relevant committee;
the gentlewoman from Ohio, who is
with us now who was Chair of that sub-
committee; the minority whip, then
the majority whip; myself; the former
chairman of the committee, Mr. Oxley
of Ohio, we all worked together to say,
look, let us give a set of rules and pro-
cedures so that people with money in
other countries who want to invest it
in the U.S. in ways that will be bene-
ficial to us can get some assurance
that they can make that investment
and not be buffeted politically.
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People say, Look what happened to
Dubai. First they got approval, and
then it was withdrawn. We want to
have a good process so that people can
invest with assurance. People who are
investing money need stability and cer-
tainty.

They also need a certain amount of
privacy before the fact. One of the
things that we jointly did was to reject
efforts to expose potential investments
to wide publicity and the political
process at too early a stage. There is
no point in scaring these things off.

Now it should be noted that entirely
independent of this bill authority ex-
ists in the President of the United
States, delegated as he chooses, to re-
ject investments that would jeopardize
our national security. There are also
separate statutes that limit invest-
ment in particular parts of the econ-
omy. Some of those, I think, go too far.
None of those are altered. In other
words, this bill does not weaken any
existing statutory protection against
investment that might undermine our
security.
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What it says is that the great bulk of
investments not only do not undermine
our security, but add to our prosperity
by providing more resources here with-
in the country for good, beneficial, eco-
nomic activity. We will have a process
which gives you some assurance that
you can go ahead with that invest-
ment. That is what this bill does.

There are some questions about it.
There will be some amendments, but
that is the core of the bill. It is in the
interest of our economy. It protects na-
tional security even more than cur-
rently because it does have some proce-
dures to require a kind of inspection
that would have prevented, we believe,
the Dubai mistake.

I should say that this bill is widely
supported. We have worked closely
with the administration. The Treasury
has been very helpful, and they do not
like everything in this bill, but on the
other hand, I do not like everything in
the Treasury. In fact, if you look at the
great bulk of it, we are together on
this, and this is a bill which the Treas-
ury, I am pleased to say, and you can
see in the statement of administration
policy, regards this as an advance.
They would like some changes, but
they clearly regard this bill as an ad-
vance. A broad swath of the business
community is in favor of it, and all
should be in favor of it.

While there are controversial aspects
of international policy, this is one that
should not be controversial. This is one
which welcomes foreign investors who
want to take money and engage in real,
beneficial, safe economic activity in
the United States.

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

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong
support of H.R. 556, the National Secu-
rity FIRST Act. It makes important



H1988

reforms to the process by which we en-
sure our national security is protected,
while maintaining and welcoming a
healthy flow of foreign investment into
the United States.

Reform of the Nation’s foreign in-
vestment vetting process became an
issue last year, as we all know, when
the Committee on Foreign Investment
in the United States, CFIUS, received
criticism for failing to question the
safety and security implications stem-
ming from the Dubai Ports World’s
purchase of commercial operations of
American ports.

The bipartisan legislation we have
before us today makes needed changes
in the CFIUS process, changes that
were highlighted by the Dubai Ports
deal.

It promotes executive branch ac-
countability enforced by a requirement
that the chairman and vice chairman
of CFIUS sign every decision. It in-
creases interagency coordination with-
in CFIUS and ensures that the Director
of National Intelligence does a thor-
ough analysis of any proposed trans-
action without becoming part of the
policy-making aspects of the review. It
dramatically improves CFIUS report-
ing to Congress on its activities so that
Congress can perform regular and
much-needed oversight of the process
to ensure that the CFIUS process re-
mains vigilant, but does not unneces-
sarily interfere with foreign invest-
ment or discourage foreign investment.

But, Mr. Chairman, of everything I
would say here today, I would like to
stress that the key issues we face here
today transcend the Dubai Ports deal.
They transcend CFIUS. They are more
important than the CFIUS process.

H.R. 556 meets our challenges by ad-
vancing three important objectives,
while leaving the essential sound foun-
dation of CFIUS intact.

The first objective of this legislation
is to continue to encourage opportuni-
ties for foreign investment in our econ-
omy. The surest way to ensure Amer-
ica remains strong and secure is to
strengthen our economy and maintain
global competitiveness. While we
should never underestimate the threat
to U.S. interests from economic espio-
nage or from critical technologies fall-
ing into the wrong hands, we must also
recognize that discouraging foreign in-
vestment or otherwise restricting glob-
al capital flows poses a very serious
threat to our economic security and
prosperity as well. The welcome mat
for foreign investment must be out.

In fact, last year, and we hear lots
about American capital going overseas
and American companies investing
overseas, but last year alone, over a
half a trillion, $500 billion, net inflow
of foreign capital in our country, more
than foreign outflows of capital.

Because of the Dubai Ports situation,
we have seen a fall-off on a lot of these
inflows. We talk about our deficit. We
talk about the need to export more.
Well, in fact, foreign investment in this
country, if you took away the foreign
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investment in this country, the recent
foreign investment, it would reduce our
exports by between 15 and 20 percent.
The foreign-owned companies or for-
eign investments have created jobs in
this country which result in about one-
fifth of our exports today.

Also, the majority of a lot of those
companies are actually owned by
Americans. The Wall Street Journal
talks about a company today in an edi-
torial that 55 percent of it is owned by
Americans, a Swedish company. I be-
lieve it was a Swedish company.

The second objective of this legisla-
tion, while we want to continue to say
to foreigners investment in the United
States, it is a good market, America is
a good investment, we also want trans-
parency in the process when they do in-
vest. Many Members of Congress
learned of the Dubai Ports deal when
they picked up the newspaper or turned
on the TV. This bill will ensure that as
a matter of policy that does not happen
again. CFIUS keeps Congress informed,
this CFIUS legislation.

Third, we need empowerment of ex-
perts best qualified to assess national
security issues. To that end, this bill
ensures that the Director of National
Intelligence can provide important and
timely input into the CFIUS process
based on the most current intelligence
available, and guarantees the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security will be a
full participant in the process.

Mr. Chairman, we moved legislation
very similar to this in the last session
of Congress. The gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. BLUNT) constructed that leg-
islation, led that effort along with the
former chairman of the committee, Mr.
OXLEY, and Ms. PRYCE from Ohio, and I
would like to acknowledge at this time
their contributions last year. This Con-
gress, this body, passed that legislation
last year because we wanted nothing to
stand in the way of people investing in
our country, creating jobs here, cre-
ating capital here, and that legislation
passed unanimously.

This legislation is even stronger than
that legislation, and I commend Chair-
man FRANK for having the insight and
the intellect to make this one of his
first priorities in the new Congress be-
cause, as we saw yesterday, when the
stock market in Shanghai fell, we are
in a global economy, and the worst
thing that can happen in that global
economy is outflows of capital from
the United States. This legislation will
ensure that those outflows continue to
come to America to create jobs here in
America.

I will comment during the manager’s
amendment on some important
changes in this legislation that have
been proposed by the gentleman from
California (Mr. HUNTER), which I be-
lieve greatly strengthens this legisla-
tion, but let me close simply by saying
this.

Mr. Chairman, the world is a lot dif-
ferent than it was back in 1975 when
President Ford first created CFIUS,
and it is far different than 1988 when
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the outline of the current review proc-
ess was established. Terrorism requires
us to exercise increased vigilance,
while the demands of the global econ-
omy necessitate that America compete
aggressively for foreign investment
capital.

The siren song of protectionism is
one that must be resisted if we are to
be serious about maintaining Amer-
ica’s competitive standing in the
world.

This bill modernizes the way CFIUS
does business, ensuring that both our
security and economic needs are met,
but without fundamental changes
which make this country a protec-
tionist country.

The foreign markets and people
wanting to invest in America are
watching us today, waiting to see what
we do. For this reason, Mr. Chairman,
I congratulate the sponsors of this leg-
islation, and I urge the Members of this
body to unanimously join together and
pass this legislation and send it to the
other body.

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

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 6 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Mrs.
MALONEY), who was one of the major
authors of this bill and has been a
strong proponent of it to this time.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for
yielding and for his leadership.

I want to thank in particular Chair-
man FRANK for making this bill, the
National Security FIRST Act, a pri-
ority of this Congress. Democrats and
Republicans have supported this bill,
demonstrating a desire to enhance na-
tional security while avoiding a freeze
of beneficial and safe economic invest-
ment in our country.

I would like to thank in addition my
other Democratic colleagues, LUIS
GUTIERREZ and JOE CROWLEY, and my
colleagues on the other side of the
aisle, DEBORAH PRYCE, ROY BLUNT and
Ranking Member BACHUS, for their
continued support and leadership on
this important legislation.

A year ago, Mr. Speaker, Americans
woke up to find out that six of the
largest ports in our Nation would be
controlled by a foreign government,
the United Arab Emirates, under the
Dubai Ports World. Even worse, this
deal had been approved by our govern-
ment through a secretive process no
one had ever heard of. In fact, Congress
and senior administration officials
learned about this deal by reading
about it in the newspapers.

Even before the Dubai Ports World fi-
asco, the General Accountability Office
had criticized the Committee on For-
eign Investments in the United States,
or CFIUS, for being overly focused on
bureaucratic goals, basically getting
deals done with little oversight, with-
out causing a fuss.

Well, the Dubai Ports World deal
showed the world the weaknesses in
the CFIUS process. The decision was
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made, and when they did make that de-
cision, they did not involve any high-
level government officials. They did
not report to Congress. They used a
very out-of-date definition of national
security.

Surely anyone in a post-9/11 world
would consider our largest ports a na-
tional security concern. The 9/11 Com-
mission called it one of the areas that
we have the most problems and one
that needs the most attention.

As a Representative from New York,
which is both target number one for
terrorism and the financial capital in
our Nation, I felt very strongly that we
needed to get something done.

At the time, along with DEBORAH
PrRYCE, I was the ranking member on
the subcommittee which we both
served on with jurisdiction over
CFIUS, and so we had a front-line re-
sponsibility for the issue, and we
worked together to put forward this
legislation.

Our legislation passed the last Con-
gress 421-0. We hope we get the same
result today, and we resubmitted the
bill again earlier this year. It is past
time to get this done. If you had told
the American people that a year after
Dubai Ports World and the scandal in-
volved with it we would still be debat-
ing CFIUS reform and had not
strengthened the system already, I
think they would be very surprised.

The need for reform remains even
after DPW. The CFIUS process is not
catching all the deals that it should.

Last year I personally called to the
attention of CFIUS the fact that a
company with ties to the Venezuelan
Government had purchased a major
voting machine manufacturer in our
country. CFIUS did initiate a review,
and after some time in the process, the
company announced that it would
withdraw from the U.S. market. Surely
we would consider a foreign govern-
ment owning our voting machines a na-
tional security concern.

In the end the process did work, but
it worked only after prodding, and it
should work better. That is what this
bill would accomplish. It puts national
security first, addressing the weak-
nesses in the Dubai Ports World.

The bill requires high-level attention
and sign-off on every transaction, and
particular attention to transactions in-
volving foreign-government-owned en-
tities.
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The bill also creates a formal role for
the intelligence community and sets up
an independent intelligence assess-
ment. It requires a broad and flexible
definition of national security that in-
cludes the concerns of 12 different
agencies, and it sets up a system for
monitoring deals that are withdrawn
from the process.

The bill contains very tough provi-
sions to protect national security, in-
cluding the ability of CFIUS to reopen
reviews when companies do not comply
with mitigation agreements designed
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to reduce security risks. This is such a
severe remedy that we have hedged it
with many procedural protections, and
we expect CFIUS to use it only in ex-
ceptional cases.

This bill also puts Congress in the
picture, making sure that we learn
about these deals from CFIUS, not
from the newspapers but after the deci-
sions have been made. And by pro-
viding greater certainty and predict-
ability in the process, we can encour-
age foreign investors. I am glad he
yielded me this time, because a very
important part of CFIUS is we build in
predictability and clarity for foreign
investment, so that it is not gray, but
black and white of where they can go
to get a swift approval for safe foreign
investment.

This is critical to our economy. Over
5.1 million jobs came into our economy
from foreign investment in 2004, and
there were 50,000 jobs recently created
in New York City after 9/11 from for-
eign investment. It is very important
to economic growth in our country. We
want to encourage it, but at the same
time, we want to protect our citizens,
our number one responsibility.

Mr. Chairman, may I say to Ms.
PELOSI, I appreciate your making this
a priority and moving it to the floor so
quickly. We will be able to work with
our colleagues in the Senate to get a
strong bill and pass it and sign it into
law. I appreciate the support from the
business community, the intelligence
community, and from the executive of-
fice.

I request unanimous consent to place
in the RECORD the statement from the
Executive.

What can I say, it is a win-win situa-
tion. It is a bipartisan bill. Let’s move
forward and pass it and enact it into
law.

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY
H.R. 556—NATIONAL SECURITY FOREIGN INVEST-

MENT REFORM AND STRENGTHENED TRANS-

PARENCY (REP. MALONEY (D) NY AND 58 CO-

SPONSORS)

The Administration supports House pas-
sage of H.R. 56 and appreciates the efforts of
the House Financial Services Committee to
strengthen the Committee on Foreign In-
vestment in the United States (CFIUS). The
Administration regards the Nation’s security
as its top priority. In addition, the Adminis-
tration views investment, including invest-
ment from overseas, as vital to continued
economic growth, job creation, and building
an ever-stronger America. Therefore, the Ad-
ministration seeks to improve the CFIUS
process in a manner that protects national
security and ensures a strong U.S. economy
and an open investment environment that
will serve as an example and thereby support
U.S. investment abroad.

In light of the President’s responsibility to
ensure the Nation’s security, and in the con-
text of comity between the executive and
legislative branches, we believe the Presi-
dent should retain substantial flexibility to
determine CFIUS’s membership and adminis-
trative procedures and to make adjustments
when national security so requires. Accord-
ingly, the Administration has concerns with
some of the provisions of H.R. 556 and looks
forward to working with Congress to address
these concerns, to strengthen CFIUS, and to
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ensure the protection of America’s homeland
and the strength of our economy.
Establishment and membership of CFIUS

The President should retain the flexibility
to determine and adjust the appropriate Ex-
ecutive Branch membership of CFIUS and
their roles. H.R. 556 should not mandate that
CFIUS have Vice Chairs, nor that CFIUS in-
clude members of the Executive Office of the
President. Further, the President should re-
tain the flexibility to determine roles and re-
sponsibilities of CFIUS and its members. For
example, the Administration opposes any
language in Section 6 that would call for the
designation of a lead agency or agencies to
represent other agencies or the Committee
in negotiating, entering into, imposing,
modifying, monitoring, or enforcing mitiga-
tion agreements.

Deliberations and decision-making of the
committee

The Administration is concerned that the
legislation imposes procedural requirements,
such as roll call voting and motions, which
are ill-suited for executive bodies such as
CFIUS and are inconsistent with the vesting
of the executive power in the President.
Given the bill’s reporting requirements, such
procedures will deter the full and open inter-
agency discussion that is required to con-
sider CFIUS cases properly.

The Administration fully shares Congress’
goal of ensuring senior-level accountability
for CFIUS decisions. The Administration
supports requiring the Secretary, Deputy
Secretary, or an Under Secretary of the
Treasury to sign CFIUS decisions at the con-
clusion of a second-stage (45-day) investiga-
tion, as H.R. 556 provides. With respect to
cases for which CFIUS concludes its action
at the end of the first-stage (30-day) inves-
tigation, the Administration supports the
House Financial Services Committee’s deci-
sion to authorize delegation of this author-
ity. However, in view of the volume and vari-
ety of cases and to ensure that our most sen-
ior officials are able to focus on those cases
that do raise national security concerns, this
authority should be further delegable to
other officials appointed by the President
and confirmed by the U.S. Senate.

The Administration believes that the cur-
rent 30-day and 45-day time frames for first-
stage and second-stage investigations pro-
vide CFIUS with sufficient time to examine
transactions. The possibility of extensions
may discourage foreign investment by gener-
ating uncertainty and delay for the parties
to proposed transactions. The Administra-
tion therefore opposes allowing CFIUS to ex-
tend the second stage (45-day) investigation
period. The Administration notes that the
current CFIUS practice of encouraging par-
ties to transactions to consult with CFIUS
prior to filing provides CFIUS with addi-
tional time and flexibility to examine com-
plex transactions.

The Administration supports the role of
the intelligence community as an inde-
pendent advisor to CFIUS and appreciates
the bill’s inclusion of a provision that en-
sures that the Director of National Intel-
ligence (DNI) is provided adequate time to
complete the DNI’s analysis of any threat to
the national security of a covered trans-
action. However, language in H.R. 556 also
appears to provide the DNI with the ability
to force a second-stage (45-day) investigation
if the DNI has identified particularly com-
plex intelligence concerns and CFIUS was
not able to satisfactorily mitigate the
threat. Such a policy role would be incon-
sistent with the independent advisory role of
the DNI envisioned in the legislation and
supported by the Administration.

Notification and reports to Congress

The Administration supports enhanced
communication with Congress on CFIUS
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matters to better facilitate Congress’ per-
formance of its functions. CFIUS should be
required to notify Congress of transactions
only after all deliberative action is con-
cluded, as H.R. 556 provides. As discussed
above, roll call voting, particularly if re-
ported outside the Executive Branch, would
deter the full and open interagency discus-
sion that is required to consider CFIUS
cases, and reporting on internal Executive
Branch deliberations, including the positions
of individual CFIUS members, should not be
required.
Authorities of CFIUS

The Administration believes current law
and regulations give the President and
CFIUS adequate authority to gather all in-
formation needed to conduct CFIUS inves-
tigations. The Administration is concerned
that provisions of the bill that provide
CFIUS with additional statutory authority
to collect evidence and require the attend-
ance and testimony of witnesses and the pro-
duction of documents would make the CFIUS
process more adversarial and less effective.

The Administration believes its ability to
protect national security would be enhanced
by a statutory grant of authority to impose
civil penalties for a breach of a mitigation
agreement. This authority to seek civil pen-
alties, which could be calibrated to the seri-
ousness of the non-compliance, would be a
useful and effective tool for enforcing those
agreements.

Presidential review and decision

The Administration supports requiring the
President to make the final decision on a
case only when CFIUS recommends that a
transaction be blocked or when CFIUS fails
to reach a consensus after a second-stage in-
vestigation. Requiring Presidential action in
a broader set of cases would undermine the
President’s ability to determine how best to
exercise Executive Branch decision-making
authority.

The Administration looks forward to work-
ing with Congress on these important issues.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Ohio. And as I do, I would
like to commend her for her leadership
last year when the Dubai Ports deal
came to light, in shepherding that bill
through.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
appreciate our ranking member yield-
ing the time. And I want to thank
Chairman FRANK and Ranking Member
BACHUS for making this bill a priority
in this new Congress. I want to espe-
cially thank Chairman FRANK for as-
suring that the goodwill and the hard
work that went into this bill in the
last Congress has not gone to waste.
And I want to thank my good friend,
CAROLYN MALONEY, for this is not the
first bill that we have worked on nor
will it be the last.

The National Security FIRST Act is
not a compromise between Democrats
and Republicans, it is a product of bi-
partisan consensus. We often pay lip
service to bipartisanship in this Cham-
ber, but today we have a chance to pass
a sincerely bipartisan product.

Americans were appalled by the
Dubai Ports fiasco, as they should have
been. And the answer to the Dubai
Ports problem could have been an over-
reacting, overreaching, protectionist
response.

It is often joked that legislative bod-
ies do two things well: Nothing and
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overreact. But that is not the case
here. Instead, this legislation puts na-
tional security first, while not sacri-
ficing job creation and important rela-
tionships with our trading partners.
America is a good investment. The Na-
tional Security FIRST Act makes im-
portant changes to CFIUS. Responsi-
bility is restored by requiring the
chairman and the vice chairman of
CFIUS to put their signature on every
deal. A formal intelligence assessment
must be conducted for every trans-
action. CFIUS must be accountable to
Congress through committee notifica-
tion of individual deals and an annual
report on every CFIUS transaction.

Investors in the United States de-
serve certainty that the process by
which deals are reviewed is objective,
thorough, and straightforward. This
bill ensures that we continue to pro-
tect the United States’ national and
economic security while promoting
beneficial foreign investment.

Mr. Chairman, in my State of Ohio, a
State admittedly struggling to keep
our manufacturing jobs, international
employers provide jobs for more than
200,000 of us. We have seen the benefits
of open markets and foreign invest-
ment. Honda Motor Corporation’s cap-
ital investment alone topped $6.3 bil-
lion during its time in our State.
Honda’s North American plants pur-
chased more than $6.5 billion in parts
from 150 different Ohio suppliers in 2005
alone.

H.R. 556 clearly outlines an objective
review process that will encourage fu-
ture investment in Ohio and elsewhere,
just like the Honda investment, and
will help protect American companies
from possible retaliatory measures by
other countries. But, most impor-
tantly, the American people can feel
confident that this legislation insti-
tutes the oversights and protections
needed to determine if a foreign invest-
ment transaction is really in the best
interests of the United States’ national
security and the safety of our citizens.

I want to thank once again Chairman
FRANK, Ranking Member BACHUS, Ms.
MALONEY, our whip Mr. BLUNT, Rep-
resentative CROWLEY, and everyone
who worked so hard on this issue. I
urge support for a clean bill.

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

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute to simply say that as
we close this debate on the main text
of H.R. 556, I hope that all Members of
this body recognize the benefits to our
economy from the robust level of for-
eign investment that is coming into
this country. A few minutes ago, I
mentioned a company that 55 percent
of it was owned by one American com-
pany, and it is Nokia, which is a Finn-
ish company, yet 55 percent of the
stock in that company is owned by
American companies.

So even those foreign companies are
making investments in the TUnited
States. A large percentage of those
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companies are American-owned. You
have these foreign investments in our
country, foreign-owned companies, the
subsidiaries of them employ 5.5 million
Americans, and the average wage for
those workers is $60,000.

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

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself 1 minute just
to say, before I yield back, that there
has been a debate about whether or not
an open rule was controversial or not.
I know in today’s Wall Street Journal,
there is an editorial grudgingly giving
us some credit for moving on this. Es-
sentially they are surprised that, given
that we are Congress, we didn’t do a lot
worse.

But I will note that in the Wall
Street Journal editorial this morning,
there are two negative references to an
open rule. It is clear from this that
they are among those that did not
want an open rule because they said
they were afraid that protectionists in
the House would ruin the bill.

So I do, again, want to note the idea
that the open rule was somehow some-
thing of no particular consequence.
This contradicted the Wall Street
Journal in its editorial today, and I
urge Members to read it. I am not
going to put the whole thing in the
RECORD because it takes some shots at
some Members that I think are unfair.
But I urge Members who think that
this was some sort of a slam dunk to
read the Wall Street Journal.

| am submitting the following jurisdictional
correspondence on H.R. 566:

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, February 23, 2007.
Hon. BARNEY FRANK,
Chairman, Committee on Financial Services,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN FRANK: I am writing to
you concerning the bill, H.R. 556, the Na-
tional Security Foreign Investment Reform
and Strengthened Transparency Act of 2007.
There are certain provisions in the legisla-
tion which fall within the Rule X jurisdic-
tion of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, in-
cluding provisions relating to the Defense
Production Act of 1950, as it pertains to the
Committee on Foreign Investment in the
United States.

In the interest of permitting your Com-
mittee to proceed expeditiously to Floor
consideration of this important bill, I am
willing to waive this Committee’s right to
sequential referral. I do so with the under-
standing that by waiving consideration of
the bill, the Committee on Foreign Affairs
does not waive any future jurisdictional
claim over the subject matters contained in
the bill, which fall within its Rule X jurisdic-
tion. I request that you urge the Speaker to
appoint Members of this Committee to any
conference committee which is named to
consider any such provisions.

Please place this letter into the Com-
mittee report on H.R. 556 and into the Con-
gressional Record during consideration of
the measure on the House Floor. Thank you
for the cooperative spirit in which you have
worked regarding this matter and others be-
tween our respective committees.

Cordially,
ToM LANTOS,
Chairman.
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COMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL SERVICES,
Washington, DC, February 23, 2007.
Hon. ToM LANTOS,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Affairs,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your
letter concerning H.R. 556, the National Se-
curity Foreign Investment Reform and
Strengthened Transparency Act of 2007. This
bill was introduced on January 18, 2007, and
was referred to the Committee on Financial
Services, and in addition to the Committees
on Foreign Affairs and Energy and Com-
merce. The bill was ordered reported by the
Committee on Financial Services on Feb-
ruary 13, 2007. It is my expectation that this
bill will be scheduled for floor consideration
in the near future.

I recognize that certain provisions in the
bill fall within the jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs under Rule X of
the Rules of the House of Representatives.
However, 1 appreciate your willingness to
forego action on H.R. 556 in order to allow
the bill to come to the floor expeditiously. I
agree that your decision will not prejudice
the Committee on Foreign Affairs with re-
spect to its jurisdictional prerogatives on
this or similar legislation. I would support
your request for conferees on those provi-
sions within your jurisdiction should this
bill be the subject of a House-Senate con-
ference.

I will include this exchange of correspond-
ence in the Committee report and in Con-
gressional Record when this bill is consid-
ered by the House. Thank you again for your
cooperation in this important matter.

Yours truly,
BARNEY FRANK,
Chairman.
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE,
Washington, DC, February 27, 2007.
Hon. BARNEY FRANK,
Chairman, Committee on Financial Services,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I write with regard to
H.R. 556, legislation to overhaul the process
for reviewing foreign investment in the
United States, which was reported favorably
by your Committee on February 13, 2007.

As you know, the Committee on Energy
and Commerce received a referral of the bill.
The bill concerns section 721 of the Defense
Production Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2170).
The Committee, together with the Senate
Committee on Commerce, wrote that sec-
tion, which is the so-called ‘‘Exon-Florio
Amendment’ to the Act. (See section 5021 of
Public Law 100-418; 102 Stat. 1425.) Addition-
ally, the bill concerns the Committee on
Foreign Investment in the United States
(‘““CFIUS”). The membership of CFIUS in-
cludes the Secretaries of Commerce and En-
ergy. The Secretary of Commerce is a vice
chair of CFIUS. CFIUS’s annual report will
also be directed to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce, and the Department of Com-
merce must be consulted on the study of for-
eign investment in critical infrastructure
and industries affecting national security.

I have reviewed the manager’s amendment
that was approved by your Committee. In
general, I support the passage of the bill
with that amendment. I will not hold a
markup of the bill in the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce, notwithstanding the
Committee’s strong jurisdictional and policy
interests, because it is my understanding
that you agree with me on the following:

(1) The term ‘‘national security’’ should
not be defined in the statute. The term is
meant to encompass a wide variety of cir-
cumstances, as indicated by the origins of
the Exon-Florio amendment.

(2) The decision to remove from the bill
the requirement of Inspector General reports
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should be reconsidered. The Committee on
Energy and Commerce has always found IG
reports to be very effective tools for account-
ability and oversight. The bill’s requirement
of annual reports, while important for the
purpose that they serve, are not an adequate
substitute. The Dubai Ports deal, GAO’s crit-
ical report, and CFIUS’s failure to file re-
quired quadrennial reports, as well as the
multi-agency and department structure of
CFIUS, argues in favor of having an inde-
pendent entity conduct performance and sys-
tems audits and evaluations in order to iden-
tify problems quickly and efficiently.

(3) The inaction of the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce with respect to the bill
does not in any way serve as a jurisdictional
precedent as to our two Committees.

In the main, I applaud the work that your
Committee has done on this bill. I request
that you send me a letter confirming our
agreement and that, as part of the consider-
ation of the bill on the House floor, you in-
sert our exchange of letters in the Congres-
sional Record. If you wish to discuss this
matter further, please contact me or have
your staff contact Consuela Washington,
Chief Counsel/Commerce, Trade, and Con-
sumer Protection to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce, at extension 5-2927.

Sincerely,
JOHN D. DINGELL,
Chairman.
COMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL SERVICES,
Washington, DC, February 28, 2007.
Hon. JOHN D. DINGELL,
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Commerce,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your
letter concerning H.R. 556, the National Se-
curity Foreign Investment Reform and
Strengthened Transparency Act of 2007. This
bill was introduced on January 18, 2007, and
was referred to the Committee on Financial
Services, and in addition to the Committees
on Foreign Affairs and Energy and Com-
merce. The bill was ordered reported by the
Committee on Financial Services on Feb-
ruary 13, 2007. The bill is scheduled for floor
consideration on February 28th.

I appreciate your input on this bill and am
pleased to confirm our agreement on this
bill. I recognize that certain provisions in
the bill fall within the jurisdiction of the
Committee on Energy and Commerce under
Rule X of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives. However, 1 appreciate your
willingness to forego action on H.R. 556 in
order to allow the bill to come to the floor
expeditiously. I agree that your decision will
not prejudice the Committee on Energy and
Commerce with respect to its jurisdictional
prerogatives on this or similar legislation. I
agree that the term ‘‘national security’
should not be defined in the statute and I
will offer an amendment re-instating the In-
spector General reporting requirement as
previously discussed.

I will include this exchange of correspond-
ence in the Congressional Record when this
bill is considered by the House. Thank you
again for your cooperation in this important
matter.

Sincerely,
BARNEY FRANK,
Chairman.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in support of H.R. 556 the National Security
Foreign Investment Reform and Strengthening
Transparency Act of 2007. | want more foreign
investment in America, not less, but | do not
want the kind that threatens our security.
CFIUS exists to make the distinction, and we
need to know that it's doing a good job.

We don’t automatically fear foreign investors
here in America. The money provided by for-
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eign investors creates jobs, growth and oppor-
tunity here at home. | just want to ensure the
investment we attract does not jeopardize na-
tional security.

H.R. 556 provides consistent criteria with
appropriate discretion and will improve the re-
view process without impairing our ability to
attract significant and needed foreign invest-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, | fully support the legislation
before us. Importantly, it provides for manda-
tory review of foreign-government controlled
transactions and any transaction that affects
national security. Additionally, it provides clear
and consistent review criteria for all other
commercial investments, it adds the Secretary
of Energy to the Committee, and it makes the
Secretary of Commerce a co-vice chair of the
Committee. Most important, it adds trans-
parency in the process for Congressional
oversight and establishes new reporting re-
quirements many of us feel are essential to
this process.

| support H.R. 556 and urge my colleagues
to approve the measure.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, | am pleased that
the House is considering this measure today,
and | intend to vote for it.

According to the Congressional Research
Service, in 2005, direct foreign investment in
the U.S. totaled some $109 billion. By year-
end 2004, the latest year for which detailed
data are available, foreign firms employed 5.6
million Americans (just under 4% of the U.S.
civilian labor force) and owned over 30 thou-
sand individual business establishments.
While the impact of foreign investment on our
economy is generally positive, last year we
saw how inadequate monitoring of the foreign
investment process can produce threats to our
security.

It was just over a year ago that we learned
from media reports that the Bush administra-
tion had quietly approved the sale of an Amer-
ican port operations company to Dubai Ports
World (DPW), an entity owned by the govern-
ment of the United Arab Emirates. The deal
was approved by a little-known government
entity, the Committee on Foreign Investment
in the United States, or CFIUS for short.
CFIUS was created by President Ford in 1975
via executive order in response to Congres-
sional concerns over OPEC’s investment ac-
tivities in the United States.

In the DPW case, we subsequently learned
that at least some elements of the intelligence
community had expressed concerns about the
security implications of the DPW transaction.
In Congress, we were concerned that CFIUS
had ignored or downplayed any potential se-
curity issues surrounding the transaction. We
were told that DPW is well run and efficient.
That may be, but there was good reason for
concern.

The UAE, which owned and controlled the
acquiring company in this case, had previously
been identified as a key transfer point for ship-
ments of nuclear components that were sent
to Iran, North Korea, and Libya, which were
sold by Pakistan’s nuclear scientist A.Q. Khan.
In addition, the UAE was one of only 3 coun-
tries (including Pakistan and Saudi Arabia) to
recognize the Taliban as the legitimate gov-
ernment of Afghanistan prior to 9/11. Two of
the 9/11 hijackers were UAE nationals (Fayez
Banihamrnad and Marwan al-Shehhi), and the
Federal Bureau of Investigation had previously
claimed the money used for the attacks was



H1992

transferred to the 9/11 hijackers primarily
through the UAE’s banking system. Further-
more, after the 9/11 attacks, the Department
of Commerce complained of a lack of co-
operation by the UAE and other Arab coun-
tries as the U.S. was trying to track down
Osama bin Laden’s bank accounts.

The Bush administration initially denied
there were any such security concerns sur-
rounding the DPW deal, so | worked to get a
portion of the United States Coast Guard intel-
ligence estimate declassified so the public
would know the truth. The Coast Guard finally
provided me with the declassified executive
summary on May 25, 2006, and | want to
make sure my colleagues and the public are
aware of what this assessment says.

While the USCG assessment stated that the
DPW deal posed no “immediate” threat to the
United States, it also stated that the deal
“could also provide a potential vector for
Dubai-based terrorists to enter the United
States, exploiting the port facilities in the same
way that other terrorists have exploited indi-
vidual shipping companies.”

| note for the record that | spent three
months pressing Coast Guard officials to de-
classify this single page. Congress should not
have to haggle with the executive branch to
get intelligence assessments on potential se-
curity threats to our people in a manner that
protects intelligence sources and methods.
The bill before us contains changes in the law
governing CFIUS that should help prevent a
repeat of the Dubai Ports World fiasco, par-
ticularly with regards to intelligence assess-
ments and Congressional notification.

Specifically, the bill before us requires a
mandatory 45—-day investigation for all acquisi-
tions involving foreign governments, to include
a requirement that the Director of National In-
telligence play a direct role in evaluating the
national security implications of such acquisi-
tions. The bill also requires automatic notifica-
tion of Congress within five days after the con-
clusion of each investigation. Finally, the bill
requires the Secretaries or Deputy Secretaries
of the Departments of Treasury and Homeland
Security to personally approve such trans-
actions. These are common sense reforms of
the CFIUS process that are long overdue, and
| urge my colleagues to join me in voting for
this important legislation.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of H.R. 556, the National Security
FIRST Act. | would like to thank the Chairman
of the Financial Services Committee, Mr.
FRANK, for his efforts in making this legislation
one of the committee’s first priorities. | would
also like to commend my colleague from New
York, Mrs. MALONEY, for sponsoring this im-
portant legislation.

Mr. Chairman, it's been a year since the
Bush administration thought it would be a
good idea to hand over commercial operations
of six of our nation’s ports to the government
of Dubai—a country that the 9/11 Commission
report named as a source of terrorist financing
and which two of the 9/11 hijackers called
home. We have since learned that, during the
review process undertaken by the Committee
on Foreign Investment in the United States, or
CFIUS, administration officials did not perform
a required thorough investigation of the deal to
a satisfactory level and chose not to require
Dubai Ports World to follow certain security
conditions at some of the busiest ports in the
country—over 4 years after 9/11.
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Mr. Chairman, the Dubai Ports World deba-
cle was a paragon of bureaucratic ineptitude
and the shining example of why this legislation
is needed. Even those who believe that DPW
should currently be administering our nation’s
ports must concede that the process is bro-
ken.

The CFIUS process needs more trans-
parency, better oversight and increased fail-
safes to ensure that the administration doesn’t
next absent-mindedly sell our nation’s airports
to Iran Airports World.

This bill mandates that any proposed deal
that involves an entity owned by a foreign gov-
ernment trigger an automatic—and thorough—
CFIUS review. To be clear, this legislation
does not increase barriers for foreign govern-
ments interested in investing in the United
States—H.R. 556 merely puts in place nec-
essary safeguards to ensure that investments
in the United States do not threaten our na-
tional security.

This legislation also requires that the Securi-
ties of Treasury and Homeland Security, or
their Deputy Secretaries or Under Secretaries,
sign off on all deals before they are com-
pleted. We now know that, during the review
of the Dubai Ports World deal, low-level bu-
reaucrats approved the transaction without the
knowledge of the relevant Cabinet members.
By mandating that the under-secretary level is
the lowest level authorized to approve these
transactions, we will build another fail-safe into
the CFIUS process, and, perhaps more impor-
tantly, we will put in place a system of ac-
countability, rather than one of finger-pointing.

Mr. Chairman, this is a vitally important
piece of legislation, which passed unanimously
in the last Congress. | ask my colleagues to
once again support this important national se-
curity measure.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, as a cosponsor
of H.R. 556, | am pleased the new majority is
moving quickly to consider this legislation,
which passed the House in the last Congress
by an overwhelming bipartisan vote. This leg-
islation would require that all transactions in-
volving foreign state-owned companies be
automatically subject to a full 45-day investiga-
tion.

Last year, the attempt by Dubai Ports World
(DP World), a port operations company owned
by the government of the United Arab Emir-
ates (UAE), to purchase operating terminals at
six U.S. ports was a clear indicator we must
reform the CFIUS process.

Whenever a foreign investment affects
homeland security, it deserves greater scru-
tiny. It seems to me, this legislation strikes the
proper balance between strengthening our
economy and protecting the American people.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues to sup-
port this legislation.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong
support of H.R. 556, the National Security
FIRST Act, introduced by the Gentlelady from
New  York, Congresswoman  CAROLYN
MALONEY.

A year ago, a secretive committee at the
Treasury Department that most Americans
had never heard of approved a transaction to
give a company owned by the United Arab
Emirates control over terminal operations at 6
major U.S. ports.

The decision by the Committee on Foreign
Investment in the United States—or CFIUS—
to approve this purchase by Dubai Ports
World shined a bright light on an obscure
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committee and the process it uses to make
decisions that can have important con-
sequences for the security of our country.

Clearly, the Dubai Ports World transaction
did not receive the scrutiny it deserved. The 9/
11 Commission had identified the government
of the UAE—the same entity that would own
the terminals at major U.S. ports—as a “per-
sistent counterterrorism problem”. Two of the
9/11 hijackers were from the UAE. The 9/11
Commission concluded that the UAE banking
system was used as a conduit for funds for
the September 11th attacks.

Moreover, the UAE was a key transfer point
for illegal shipments of nuclear components to
Iran, North Korea and Libya. The UAE was
one of only three nations to recognize the le-
gitimacy of the Taliban government and still
does not recognize the State of Israel.

Despite all of these warning signs, the pro-
posed port deal did not even lead the Bush
Administration to conduct a 45-day investiga-
tion, which is provided in current law and
should have been interpreted as being manda-
tory when foreign governments—whether in-
volving the UAE, the UK, the Ukraine or any
other nation—seek mergers, acquisitions or
similar transactions that could affect U.S. na-
tional security.

Public outrage ultimately sunk the Dubai
deal. Last March, Dubai Ports World agreed to
divest itself of the U.S. port operations in-
volved in the transaction, and AIG purchased
these assets earlier this month.

| commend Congresswoman MALONEY for
crafting this strong legislation. It closes the
loopholes that had, unbelievably, allowed com-
merce to trump commonsense. Specifically,
this bill requires that a transaction involving
foreign governments receive extra scrutiny by
mandating that the chairman and vice-chair-
man of CFIUS certify that the transaction
poses no national security threat or the trans-
action must be subjected to a second-stage
45-day national security investigation; ensures
that senior level officials are held accountable
for CFIUS decisions by requiring that the
chairman and vice chairman of CFIUS ap-
prove all transactions where CFIUS consider-
ation is completed within the 30-day review
period and mandating that the president ap-
prove all transactions that have been sub-
jected to the second-stage 45-day national se-
curity investigation; and provides for much-
needed congressional oversight by requiring
CFIUS to report to the congressional commit-
tees of jurisdiction within five days after the
final action on a CFIUS investigation. CFIUS
also must file semi-annual reports to Congress
that contain information on transactions han-
dled by the committee during the previous six
months.

Passage of this bill is an important step to-
wards making our country safer. As we con-
tinue to learn the lessons of the Dubai Ports
World transaction, we also must push forward
with efforts to require that all shipping con-
tainers are scanned for nuclear bombs before
they leave foreign countries bound for our
shores and sealed to prevent tampering en
route.

The 100 percent scanning mandate was in-
cluded in the 9/11 Commission recommenda-
tions bill that passed the House last month on
a bi-partisan basis. As the other body con-
siders its version of the bill, this vital provision
should be retained. In New York Times col-
umnist Frank Rich’s piece last Sunday, he re-
ported that the former head of the C.I.A. bin
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Laden unit, Michael Scheuer has stated that
the Taliban and Al Qaeda, having regrouped
in Afghanistan and Pakistan, are “going to
detonate a nuclear device inside the United
States.”

Mr. Scheuer is not alone in making this as-
sessment. Harvard University arms control ex-
pert Graham Allison has said that “more likely
than not” there will be a terrorist attack using
a nuclear bomb in our country. He has de-
scribed the detonation of a nuclear explosive
device in a cargo container in one of our ports
as a nightmare scenario for our nation.

Port security expert and former Coast Guard
officer Stephen Flynn has written about the
“catastrophic consequences of terror in a box”
that would result if a nuclear device hidden in
a cargo container were donated in our coun-
try. Admiral James Loy, the former Coast
Guard commandant and former Deputy Sec-
retary of Homeland Security, has said that
there is evidence that al Qaeda terrorists are
already involved in the maritime trades.

Through the Secure Freight Initiative, the
Bush Administration has begun the process of
establishing pilot programs overseas to test
the feasibility and effectiveness of scanning all
U.S.-bound containers before they are loaded
onto container ships headed to our country.

The provision in the 9/11 Recommendations
bill that Congressman NADLER and | authored
would require that lessons learned during the
Secure Freight Initiative are incorporated into
a comprehensive 100 percent scanning and
sealing policy for every container headed to
our country. Our provision contains a sensible
time frame—3 years for large overseas ports
and 5 years for smaller ones—to implement
the 100 percent scanning mandate.

Dubai Ports World—the same company that
triggered the reform process that led us to
consideration of the legislation before us
today—is planning to incorporate the capability
to perform 100 percent scanning at its oper-
ations overseas.

We have the technology. We know the
risks. We need to take action to require 100
percent scanning and sealing of all U.S.
bound cargo containers OVERSEAS, before
they arrive at our shores. If we detect a nu-
clear bomb in a container once it arrives at a
U.S. port, it’s too late. Once again, | commend
the gentlelady from New York for her leader-
ship on this important issue, and | urge an
“aye” vote.

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, first
| would like to commend Chairman FRANK,
Ranking Member BACHUS and Congress-
woman MALONEY for putting together this im-
portant bill that exemplifies the bipartisan work
of the Financial Services Committee. H.R. 556
succeeds in striking a balance that ensures
neither the national security of the United
States nor the investment climate will be com-
promised.

This bill was originally introduced in the
109th Congress in response to the public out-
cry after the Dubai Ports World case. H.R. 556
formalizes the role of the Director of National
Intelligence in the CFIUS process, establishes
accountability in CFIUS by ensuring senior of-
ficials are involved in clearing transactions and
establishes better communication with Con-
gress so that we can perform our oversight
function.

However, | am a strong believer in simpli-
fying processes to achieve the best possible
outcome. | do not think we should make
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CFIUS an overly complicated and burdensome
process for foreign investment. The goal is to
maintain the attractiveness of the U.S. mar-
kets as a destination for foreign investment,
while protecting our national security.

While | submitted three amendments to H.R.
556 that | was unable to offer today, they ad-
dress important issues that deserve consider-
ation as the bill moves through the Senate
and into a conference committee.

Two of my amendments would eliminate the
roll call requirement for both the approval of a
deal and as recorded in the annual report. As
we have gone through the Committee process
in the 109th Congress and in the 110th, | have
learned a great deal about how the CFIUS
process works. | think it is important that we
incorporate this suggestion from the Adminis-
tration on CFIUS. Currently, the different
agencies that make up the CFIUS committee
work as a team until they arrive at a con-
sensus view. It is my understanding that the
committee does not take roll call votes agen-
cy-by-agency on each transaction deal that is
examined. The current CFIUS approach is
much more holistic and fosters a team effort.

| have concerns that requiring a roll call vote
on each deal could discourage one agency
from raising an issue if all the others are pre-
pared to sign off. | would not want a roll call
vote to have any unintended consequences.

| do not believe we should override the way
CFIUS currently works as a team. It is effec-
tive and encourages the agencies to interact
and communicate throughout the examination
of the deal.

The third amendment | submitted would
eliminate unnecessary bureaucracy for the
transaction deals that are relatively easy to
approve by allowing the actual signing off
process to be accomplished by a Senate con-
firmed official. This of course does not mean
the Secretary and Deputy Secretary are un-
aware of the deal or left out of the loop on
CFIUS matters. They are briefed on every
deal on a regular basis. And they will still be
required to sign off on certain cases that are
of concern to Congress. However, this amend-
ment would provide for a more expedient
CFIUS process for the majority of transactions
that pose no threat to national security.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, today, the new
Democratic Majority in the House has brought
legislation to the Floor—the National Security
FIRST Act—which will strengthen our national
security by addressing a glaring deficiency
that became public last year.

Many Members of Congress—and millions
of Americans—were shocked when it was re-
ported in 2006 that the Bush Administration
had approved a deal allowing Dubai Ports
World—a company owned by the government
of the United Arab Emirates—to manage ter-
minal operations at six major ports in the
United States.

Let me be clear: There is nothing wrong
with foreign investment in our nation. In fact,
we have reason to encourage it. But what was
shocking about the Dubai Ports World deal
was that it was approved by the secretive
Committee on Foreign Investment in the
United States with only minimal review, and
without the 45-day national security investiga-
tion that clearly should have occurred.

In fact, the deal was approved despite the
fact that the Department of Homeland Security
had raised security concerns. And, approval
occurred without the input of senior Adminis-
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tration officials, such as the Secretaries of the
Treasury and Homeland Security, and even
the President himself.

Thus, today, | want to congratulate Chair-
man FRANK of the Financial Services Com-
mittee for his strong leadership on this bipar-
tisan legislation. In short, this bill addresses
key failings in the current CFIUS review proc-
ess.

First, it will require that in cases involving a
company controlled by a foreign government
that either the CFIUS Chairman (the Treasury
Secretary) or the Vice-Chairman (the Home-
land Security Secretary) certify that the trans-
action poses no national security threat, or
that a 45-day security investigation occur after
the initial 30-day review period. In cases
where the second stage 45-day review ap-
plies, the bill requires the President to approve
such transactions.

In addition, the bill improves CFIUS ac-
countability to Congress. Recall that last year,
Congress was not notified of the Dubai Ports
World deal. Now, CFIUS must report to the
committees of jurisdiction within five days after
the final action on a CFIUS investigation.

Finally, this legislation requires that every
transaction be subjected to an investigation by
the Director of National Intelligence.

Again, this is important legislation that will
strengthen our national security. | urge Mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle to support it.

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Chair-
man, | stand here today as chairman of the
Committee on Homeland Security in support
of H.R. 556, the National Security Foreign In-
vestment Reform and Strengthened Trans-
parency Act of 2007. This bill provides needed
reform by formalizing and streamlining the
structure and duties of the Committee on For-
eign Investment in the United States (CFIUS).
Indeed, this bill addresses many of the con-
cerns raised about CFIUS during the past
twelve months, especially its current lack of
transparency and oversight. This bill rectifies
these concerns by formally establishing CFIUS
and its membership, while also streamlining
how and when a CFIUS review will be con-
ducted.

Mr. Chairman, the bill formalizes the CFIUS
membership and requires the following to
serve: (1) Secretaries of Treasury, Homeland
Security, Commerce, Defense, State, and En-
ergy; (2) Attorney General; Chair of the Coun-
cil of Economic Advisors; the U.S. Trade Rep-
resentative; Director of Office of Management
and Budget; Director of National Economic
Council; and (3) The Director of Office of
Science and Technology Policy; the Presi-
dent’s assistant for national security affairs;
and any other designee of the President from
the Executive Office.

Under this bill, the Treasury Department will
be the Chair with the Secretaries of Com-
merce and Homeland serving as the Vice
Chairs. CFIUS will conduct a review of any
national security related business transaction
in which the outcome could result in foreign
control of any business engaged in interstate
commerce in the U.S. After reviewing the pro-
posed business transaction, CFIUS will make
a determination, the outcome of which could
require conducting a full investigation if one of
four circumstances exists: (1) Transaction in-
volves a foreign government-controlled entity;
(2) Transaction threatens to impair national
security and the review cannot mitigate those
concerns; (3) National Intelligence Director
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identifies intelligence concerns and CFIUS
could not agree upon methods to mitigate the
concerns; or, (4) Any one (1) CFIUS Member
votes against approving the transaction.

Incidents such as the Dubai Ports World
(DPW) and the China National Offshore Oil
Corporation’s attempted bid for control of oil
company Unocal raised and increased aware-
ness around transactions that should receive
CFIUS review. These incidents highlighted the
need for meaningful CFIUS reform.

The bill balances the need for continued for-
eign investment in the United States, but re-
viewing that investment to determine if it
would impair or threaten national security or
critical infrastructure.

This bill establishes accountability to key
Cabinet level agencies and, much like other
corporate reform, requires personal action by
the Secretaries of Treasury, Commerce, and
Homeland Security. Congressional Research
Service’s independent report found that for all
merger and acquisition activity in 2005, 13
percent of it was from foreign firms acquiring
U.S. firms. This is up from 9 percent almost
10 years before. This statistic shows that for-
eign investment in the U.S. is vital to the
economy. Only through this legislation, will
CFIUS have a formal budget, membership and
clear mission—protecting American security
while maintaining a free and growing econ-
omy.

In closing, let me thank my colleagues on
the Financial Services Committee for their
leadership on this legislation, especially my
Democratic colleagues Representative CARO-
LYN MALONEY and JOSEPH CROWLEY of New
York for their efforts.

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chairman, this urgently
needed bipartisan legislation constitutes an
important step forward in our efforts to im-
prove homeland security. H.R. 556 injects sig-
nificant doses of transparency, accountability,
and oversight into how our government re-
views and approves U.S. investments by for-
eign government-owned companies.

Before the proposed transfer of six major
eastern shipping terminals to Dubai Ports
World came to light last year, very few Ameri-
cans had heard of the Committee on Foreign
Investment in the United States, or CFIUS.
The concern that greater scrutiny was not ap-
plied to this transaction and its potential im-
pact upon the security of our ports became a
source of shock and outrage—and CFIUS be-
came synonymous for bureaucratic failure in
the face of the post 9—11 challenges America
confronts.

Congress began investigating the CFIUS
process immediately following the resolution of
this controversy. The House and Senate
passed legislation last year which enhanced
reporting standards while strengthening con-
gressional oversight; yet a final conference
agreement was not reached before the end of
the last Congress.

H.R. 556 builds upon last year’s efforts, pro-
viding the comprehensive CFIUS reform that
our national security requires without overbur-
dening the flow of commerce and capital upon
which our prosperity depends.

| have listened to American business own-
ers as they urged us to act for the sake of cer-
tainty and stability in international investment
markets—and | am pleased that acting to-
gether as Democrats and Republicans, we are
poised to pass legislation today that con-
stitutes real progress toward addressing their
concerns.
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We must remain vigilant in our oversight of
CFIUS and other long-established bureau-
cratic processes that can fundamentally im-
pact our economy and our security. We can—
and we must—protect our homeland while en-
suring that foreign investment remains strong
and New Mexico and America continue to be
the best places in the world to do business.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, the Committee
on Energy and Commerce supports the con-
sideration of H.R. 556 by the House today.
This bill adopts a number of needed reforms
to the process by which the Federal govern-
ment reviews foreign investments in the
United States for their national security impli-
cations. The free and fair flow of capital and
trade is an important goal. At the same time,
we face new challenges in a complex global
economy where countries increasingly have
clear national strategies on how to compete in
order to increase national power and their
standard of living.

In 1987, the leadership of the Congress was
troubled by our nation’s rising trade deficit,
and decided to craft an omnibus trade bill.
Congress passed the Omnibus Trade Act in
1988. The so-called Exon-Florio amendment
to the Defense Production Act, written by the
Senate and House Commerce Committees on
which Senator Exon and Congressman Florio
served, authorized the President to suspend
or prohibit foreign acquisitions of U.S. compa-
nies in instances where the foreign acquisition
poses a threat to national security. The Presi-
dent delegated this authority to the Committee
on Foreign Investment in the United States.

The 1988 Act's Conference Agreement
made absolutely clear that the term “national
security” was meant to be broadly interpreted.
H.R. 556 continues in this vein by including “a
security-related impact on critical infrastruc-
ture” and “whether the covered transaction is
foreign-government controlled” as additional
factors required to be considered. The Report
filed by the Committee on Financial Services
notes that: “The Committee expects that
CFIUS will consider all aspects of a covered
transaction to determine if the investment
threatens to impair national security.” | whole-
heartedly agree. The Report also makes clear
that national security encompasses critical en-
ergy-related infrastructure issues. The Energy
and Commerce Committee appreciates this
emphasis on matters within our jurisdiction
and of critical concern to the security of the
nation.

| also note that, under this legislation, the
membership of CFIUS includes the Secre-
taries of Commerce and Energy, the Secretary
of Commerce is a vice chair of CFIUS, the
Chairman and Vice Chairmen must approve
all covered transactions and must certify that
foreign government transactions pose no
threat to national security, CFIUS’s annual re-
port will also be directed to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce, and the Department
of Commerce must be consulted on the study
of foreign investment in critical infrastructure
and industries affecting national security. |
support these changes. | further note that the
Committee on Financial Services has agreed
to a request from Energy and Commerce to
require Inspector General reports as an impor-
tant oversight and accountability check on the
operations of CFIUS. This agreement is con-
tained in an exchange of letters to be inserted
in the Record.

| urge my colleagues to support this legisla-
tion. | look forward to working with the Com-
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mittees on Financial Services and on Foreign
Affairs to bring a good law to the President’s
desk.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I yield back the balance of
my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment
in the nature of a substitute printed in
the bill shall be considered by sections
as an original bill for purpose of
amendment, and each section is consid-
ered read.

No amendment to that amendment
shall be in order except those printed
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD and pro forma amend-
ments for the purpose of debate.
Amendments printed in the RECORD
may be offered only by the Member
who caused it to be printed or his des-
ignee and shall be considered read.

The Clerk will designate section 1.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the bill be printed in the RECORD
and open to amendment at any point.

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

There was no objection.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 556

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 ‘“‘National Secu-
rity Foreign Investment Reform and Strength-
ened Transparency Act of 2007,

SEC. 2. UNITED STATES SECURITY IMPROVEMENT
AMENDMENTS; CLARIFICATION OF
REVIEW AND INVESTIGATION PROC-
ESS.

Section 721 of the Defense Production Act of
1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2170) is amended by strik-
ing subsections (a) and (b) and inserting the fol-
lowing new subsections:

‘““(a) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the following definitions shall apply:

‘(1) COMMITTEE.—The term ‘Committee’
means the Committee on Foreign Investment in
the United States.

‘““(2) CONTROL.—The term ‘control’ has the
meaning given to such term in regulations
which the Committee shall prescribe.

““(3) COVERED TRANSACTION.—The term ‘cov-
ered transaction’ means any merger, acquisi-
tion, or takeover by or with any foreign person
which could result in foreign control of any per-
son engaged in interstate commerce in the
United States.

“(4) FOREIGN GOVERNMENT-CONTROLLED
TRANSACTION.—The term ‘foreign government-
controlled transaction’ means any covered
transaction that could result in the control of
any person engaged in interstate commerce in
the United States by a foreign government or an
entity controlled by or acting on behalf of a for-
eign government.

““(5) CLARIFICATION.—The term ‘national se-
curity’ shall be construed so as to include those
issues relating to ‘homeland security’, including
its application to critical infrastructure.

““(b) NATIONAL SECURITY REVIEWS AND INVES-
TIGATIONS.—

““(1) NATIONAL SECURITY REVIEWS.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—Upon receiving written no-
tification under subparagraph (C) of any cov-
ered transaction, or on a motion made under
subparagraph (D) with respect to any covered
transaction, the President, acting through the
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Committee, shall review the covered transaction
to determine the effects of the transaction on
the national security of the United States.

‘““(B) CONTROL BY FOREIGN GOVERNMENT.—If
the Committee determines that the covered
transaction is a foreign govermment-controlled
transaction, the Committee shall conduct an in-
vestigation of the transaction under paragraph
2).
““(C) WRITTEN NOTICE.—

‘““(i) IN GENERAL.—Any party to any covered
transaction may initiate a review of the trans-
action under this paragraph by submitting a
written motice of the transaction to the Chair-
person of the Committee.

““(ii) WITHDRAWAL OF NOTICE.—No covered
transaction for which a notice was submitted
under clause (i) may be withdrawn from review
unless—

“(I) a written request for such withdrawal is
submitted by any party to the transaction; and

‘““(11) the request is approved in writing by the
Chairperson, in consultation with the Vice
Chairpersons, of the Committee.

““(iii) CONTINUING DISCUSSIONS.—The approval
of a withdrawal request under clause (ii) shall
not be construed as precluding any party to the
covered transaction from continuing informal
discussions with the Committee or any Com-
mittee member regarding possible resubmission
for review pursuant to this paragraph.

““(D) UNILATERAL INITIATION OF REVIEW.—
Subject to subparagraph (F), the President, the
Committee, or any member acting on behalf of
the Committee may move to initiate a review
under subparagraph (4) of—

“(i) any covered transaction;

““(it) any covered transaction that has pre-
viously been reviewed or investigated under this
section, if any party to the transaction sub-
mitted false or misleading material information
to the Committee in connection with the review
or investigation or omitted material information,
including material documents, from information
submitted to the Committee; or

‘“(iii) any covered transaction that has pre-
viously been reviewed or investigated under this
section, if any party to the transaction or the
entity resulting from consummation of the
transaction intentionally materially breaches a
mitigation agreement or condition described in
subsection (1)(1)(4), and—

“(I) such breach is certified by the lead de-
partment or agency monitoring and enforcing
such agreement or condition as an intentional
material breach; and

‘“(II) such department or agency certifies that
there is nmo other remedy or enforcement tool
available to address such breach.

‘“(E) TIMING.—Any review under this para-
graph shall be completed before the end of the
30-day period beginning on the date of the re-
ceipt of written notice under subparagraph (C)
by the Chairperson of the Committee, or the
date of the initiation of the review in accord-
ance with a motion under subparagraph (D).

‘“(F) LIMIT ON DELEGATION OF CERTAIN AU-
THORITY.—The authority of the Committee or
any member of the Committee to initiate a re-
view under subparagraph (D) may not be dele-
gated to any person other than the Deputy Sec-
retary or an appropriate Under Secretary of the
department or agency represented on the com-
mittee or by such member (or by a person hold-
ing an equivalent position to a Deputy Sec-
retary or Under Secretary).

““(2) NATIONAL SECURITY INVESTIGATIONS.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—In each case in which—

“(i) a review of a covered transaction under
paragraph (1) results in a determination that—

‘“(I) the transaction threatens to impair the
national security of the United States and that
threat has not been mitigated during or prior to
the review of a covered transaction under para-
graph (1); or

‘““(11) the transaction is a foreign government-
controlled transaction;

“(ii) a roll call vote pursuant to paragraph
(3)(4) in connection with a review under para-
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graph (1) of any covered transaction results in
at least 1 vote by a Committee member against
approving the transaction; or

““(iii) the Director of National Intelligence
identifies particularly complex intelligence con-
cerns that could threaten to impair the national
security of the United States and Committee
members were not able to develop and agree
upon measures to mitigate satisfactorily those
threats during the initial review period under
paragraph (1),
the President, acting through the Committee,
shall immediately conduct an investigation of
the effects of the transaction on the national se-
curity of the United States and take any nec-
essary actions in connection with the trans-
action to protect the national security of the
United States.

“(B) TIMING.—

““(i) IN GENERAL.—Any investigation under
subparagraph (A) shall be completed before the
end of the 45-day period beginning on the date
of the investigation commenced.

“‘(ii) EXTENSIONS OF TIME.—The period estab-
lished under subparagraph (B) for any inves-
tigation of a covered tramsaction may be ezx-
tended with respect to any particular investiga-
tion by the President or by a rollcall vote of at
least 2/3 of the members of the Committee in-
volved in the investigation by the amount of
time specified by the President or the Committee
at the time of the extension, not to exceed 45
days, as necessary to collect and fully evaluate
information relating to—

“(I) the covered transaction or parties to the
transaction; and

“(I1) any effect of the transaction that could
threaten to impair the national security of the
United States.

“(C) EXCEPTION.—Notwithstanding subpara-
graph (A)()(1I), an investigation of a foreign
government-controlled transaction shall not be
required under this paragraph if the Secretary
of the Treasury, the Secretary of Homeland Se-
curity, and the Secretary of Commerce deter-
mine, on the basis of the review of the trans-
action under paragraph (1), that the trans-
action will not affect the national security of
the United States and no agreement or condition
is required, with respect to the transaction, to
mitigate any threat to the national security
(and such authority of each such Secretary may
not be delegated to any person other than the
Deputy Secretary of the Treasury, of Homeland
Security, or of Commerce, respectively).

“(3) APPROVAL OF CHAIRPERSON AND VICE
CHAIRPERSONS REQUIRED.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—A review or investigation
under this subsection of a covered transaction
shall not be treated as final or complete until
the results of such review or investigation are
approved by a majority of the members of the
Committee in a roll call vote and signed by the
Secretary of the Treasury, the Secretary of
Homeland Security, and the Secretary of Com-
merce (and such authority of each such Sec-
retary may not be delegated to any person other
than the Deputy Secretary or an appropriate
Under Secretary of the Treasury, of Homeland
Security, or of Commerce, respectively).

““(B) ADDITIONAL ACTION REQUIRED IN CERTAIN
CASES.—In the case of any roll call vote pursu-
ant to subparagraph (A) in connection with an
investigation under paragraph (2) of any for-
eign  government-controlled transaction in
which there is at least 1 vote by a Committee
member against approving the transaction, the
investigation shall nmot be treated as final or
complete until the findings and report resulting
from such investigation are signed by the Presi-
dent (in addition to the Chairperson and the
Vice Chairpersons of the Committee under sub-
paragraph (A)).

““(C) PRESIDENTIAL ACTION REQUIRED IN CER-
TAIN CASES.—In the case of any covered trans-
action in which any party to the transaction
is—
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‘(i) a person of a country the government of
which the Secretary of State has determined, for
purposes of section 6(j) of the Export Adminis-
tration Act of 1979 (as continued in effect pursu-
ant to the International Emergency Economic
Powers Act), section 40 of the Arms Export Con-
trol Act, section 620A of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, or other provision of law, is a gov-
ernment that has repeatedly provided support
for acts of international terrorism;

““(ii) a government described in clause (i); or

‘‘(iii) person controlled, directly or indirectly,
by any such government,

a review or investigation under this subsection
of such covered transaction shall not be treated
as final or complete until the results of such re-
view or investigation are approved and Signed
by the President.

““(4) ANALYSIS BY DIRECTOR OF NATIONAL IN-
TELLIGENCE.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—The Director of National
Intelligence shall expeditiously carry out a thor-
ough analysis of any threat to the national se-
curity of the United States of any covered trans-
action, including making requests for informa-
tion to the Director of the Office of Foreign As-
sets Control within the Department of the
Treasury and the Director of the Financial
Crimes Enforcement Network. The Director of
National Intelligence also shall seek and incor-
porate the views of all affected or appropriate
intelligence agencies.

“(B) TIMING.—The Director of National Intel-
ligence shall be provided adequate time to com-
plete the analysis required under subparagraph
(4), including any instance described in para-
graph (2)(A)(iii).

“(C) INDEPENDENT ROLE OF DIRECTOR.—The
Director of National Intelligence shall not be a
member of the Committee and shall serve no pol-
icy role with the Committee other than to pro-
vide analysis under subparagraph (A) in con-
nection with a covered transaction.

““(5) SUBMISSION OF ADDITIONAL INFORMA-
TION.—No provision of this subsection shall be
construed as prohibiting any party to a covered
transaction from submitting additional informa-
tion concerning the transaction, including any
proposed restructuring of the transaction or any
modifications to any agreements in connection
with the transaction, while any review or inves-
tigation of the transaction is on-going.

‘““(6) REGULATIONS.—Regulations prescribed
under this section shall include standard proce-
dures for—

‘“(A) submitting any notice of a proposed or
pending covered transaction to the Committee;

‘““(B) submitting a request to withdraw a pro-
posed or pending covered transaction from re-
view; and

“(C) resubmitting a mnotice of proposed or
pending covered transaction that was previously
withdrawn from review.”’.

SEC. 3. STATUTORY ESTABLISHMENT OF THE
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN INVEST-
MENT IN THE UNITED STATES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 721 of the Defense
Production Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2170) is
amended by striking subsection (k) and insert-
ing the following new subsection:

“(k) COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN INVESTMENT IN
THE UNITED STATES.—

‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Committee on For-
eign Investment in the United States established
pursuant to Erecutive Order No. 11858 shall be
a multi-agency committee to carry out this sec-
tion and such other assignments as the Presi-
dent may designate.

‘““(2) MEMBERSHIP.—The Committee shall be
comprised of the following members or the des-
ignee of any such member:

‘““(A) The Secretary of the Treasury.

‘““(B) The Secretary of Homeland Security.

“(C) The Secretary of Commerce.

‘““(D) The Secretary of Defense.

‘““(E) The Secretary of State.

‘“(F) The Attorney General.
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‘“(G) The Secretary of Energy.

‘““(H) The Chairman of the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisors.

“(I) The United States Trade Representative.

““(J) The Director of the Office of Management
and Budget.

‘“(K) The Director of the National Economic
Council.

‘““(L) The Director of the Office of Science and
Technology Policy.

‘(M) The President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs.

‘““(N) Any other designee of the President from
the Executive Office of the President.

““(3) CHAIRPERSON; VICE CHAIRPERSONS.—The
Secretary of the Treasury shall be the Chair-
person of the Committee. The Secretary of
Homeland Security and the Secretary of Com-
merce shall be the Vice Chairpersons of the
Committee.

‘““(4) OTHER MEMBERS.—Subject to subsection
(b)(4)(B), the Chairperson of the Committee
shall involve the heads of such other Federal
departments, agencies, and independent estab-
lishments in any review or investigation under
subsection (b) as the Chairperson, after con-
sulting with the Vice Chairpersons, determines
to be appropriate on the basis of the facts and
circumstances of the transaction under inves-
tigation (or the designee of any such department
or agency head).

‘““(5) MEETINGS.—The Committee shall meet
upon the direction of the President or upon the
call of the Chairperson of the Committee with-
out regard to section 552b of title 5, United
States Code (if otherwise applicable).

“(6) COLLECTION OF EVIDENCE.—Subject to
subsection (c), the Committee may, for the pur-
pose of carrying out this section—

““(A) sit and act at such times and places, take
such testimony, receive such evidence, admin-
ister such oaths; and

“(B) require the attendance and testimony of
such witnesses and the production of such
books, records, correspondence, memoranda, pa-
pers, and documents as the Chairperson of the
Committee may determine advisable.

‘“(7) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to the
Secretary of the Treasury for each of fiscal
years 2008, 2009, 2010, and 2011 expressly and
solely for the operations of the Committee that
are conducted by the Secretary, the sum of
$10,000,000.”.

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—The first sentence of section 721(c) of the
Defense Production Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App.
2170(c)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘“‘material filed with’’ and in-
serting ‘‘material, including proprietary busi-
ness information, filed with, or testimony pre-
sented to,”’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘or documentary material’’ the
second place such term appears and inserting ‘‘,
documentary material, or testimony’’.

SEC. 4. ADDITIONAL FACTORS REQUIRED TO BE
CONSIDERED.

Section 721(f) of the Defense Production Act
0f 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2170(f)) is amended—

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)—

(A) by striking “may’’ and inserting ‘‘shall’’;
and

(B) by striking ‘‘among other factors’’;

(2) by striking ‘“‘and’’ at the end of paragraph
(4);

(3) by striking the period at the end of para-
graph (5) and inserting a semicolon; and

(4) by adding at the end the following new
paragraphs:

““(6) whether the covered transaction has a se-
curity-related impact on critical infrastructure
in the United States;

‘““(7) whether the covered transaction is a for-
eign government-controlled transaction; and

‘“(8) such other factors as the President or the
President’s designee may determine to be appro-
priate, generally or in connection with a specific
review or investigation.”’.
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SEC. 5. NONWAIVER OF SOVEREIGN IMMUNITY.

Section 721(d) of the Defense Production Act
of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2170(d)) is amended by
adding at the end the following new sentence:
“The United States shall not be held liable for
any losses or other expenses incurred by any
party to a covered transaction as a result of ac-
tions taken under this section after a covered
transaction has been consummated if the party
did not submit a written nmotice of the trans-
action to the Chairperson of the Committee
under subsection (b)(1)(C) or did not wait until
the completion of any review or investigation
under subsection (b), or the end of the 15-day
period referred to in this subsection, before con-
summating the transaction.”.

SEC. 6. MITIGATION, TRACKING, AND POST-CON-
SUMMATION MONITORING AND EN-
FORCEMENT.

Section 721 of the Defense Production Act of
1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2170) is amended by insert-
ing after subsection (k) (as amended by section
3 of this Act) the following new subsection:

“() MITIGATION, TRACKING, AND
POSTCONSUMMATION MONITORING AND ENFORCE-
MENT.—

“(1) MITIGATION.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—The Committee or any
agency designated by the Chairperson and Vice
Chairpersons may, on behalf of the Committee,
negotiate, enter into or impose, and enforce any
agreement or condition with any party to a cov-
ered transaction in order to mitigate any threat
to the national security of the United States
that arises as a result of the transaction.

‘“(B) RISK-BASED ANALYSIS REQUIRED.—Any
agreement entered into or condition imposed
under subparagraph (A) shall be based on a
risk-based analysis of the threat to national se-
curity of the covered transaction.

“(2) TRACKING AUTHORITY FOR WITHDRAWN
NOTICES.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If any written notice of a
covered tramsaction that was submitted to the
Committee under this section is withdrawn be-
fore any review or investigation by the Com-
mittee under subsection (b) is completed, the
Committee shall establish, as appropriate—

“(i) interim protections to address specific
concerns with such transaction that have been
raised in connection with any such review or in-
vestigation pending any resubmission of any
written notice under this section with respect to
such transaction and further action by the
President under this section;

““(ii) specific timeframes for resubmitting any
such written notice; and

“(iii) a process for tracking any actions that
may be taken by any party to the transaction,
in comnection with the transaction, before the
notice referred to in clause (ii) is resubmitted.

“(B) DESIGNATION OF AGENCY.—The Com-
mittee may designate 1 or more appropriate Fed-
eral departments or agencies, other than any
entity of the intelligence community (as defined
in the National Security Act of 1947), as a lead
agency to carry out, on behalf of the Committee,
the requirements of subparagraph (A) with re-
spect to any covered transaction that is subject
to such subparagraph.

“(3) NEGOTIATION, MODIFICATION,
TORING, AND ENFORCEMENT.—

“(A) DESIGNATION OF AGENCY.—The Com-
mittee shall designate 1 or more Federal depart-
ments or agencies as the lead agency to nego-
tiate, modify, monitor, and enforce, on behalf of
the Committee, any agreement entered into or
condition imposed under paragraph (1) with re-
spect to a covered transaction based on the ex-
pertise with and knowledge of the issues related
to such transaction on the part of the des-
ignated department or agency.

““(B) REPORTING BY DESIGNATED AGENCY.—

““(i) IMPLEMENTATION REPORTS.—Each Federal
department or agency designated by the Com-
mittee as a lead agency under subparagraph (A)
in connection with any agreement entered into
or condition imposed under paragraph (1) with
respect to a covered transaction shall—
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‘(1) provide periodic reports to the Chair-
person and Vice Chairpersons of the Committee
on the implementation of such agreement or
condition; and

‘“(11) require, as appropriate, any party to the
covered transaction to report to the head of
such department or agency (or the designee of
such department or agency head) on the imple-
mentation or any material change in cir-
cumstances.

““(ii) MODIFICATION REPORTS.—Any Federal
department or agency designated by the Com-
mittee as a lead agency under subparagraph (A)
in connection with any agreement entered into
or condition imposed with respect to a covered
transaction shall—

‘“(I) provide periodic reports to the Chair-
person and Vice Chairpersons of the Committee
on any modification to any such agreement or
condition imposed with respect to the trans-
action; and

‘“(1I) ensure that any significant modification
to any such agreement or condition is reported
to the Director of National Intelligence and to
any other Federal department or agency that
may have a material interest in such modifica-
tion.”’.

SEC. 7. INCREASED OVERSIGHT BY THE CON-
GRESS.

(a) REPORT ON ACTIONS.—Section 721(g) of the
Defense Production Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App.
2170) is amended to read as follows:

““(9) REPORTS TO THE CONGRESS.—

‘(1) REPORTS ON COMPLETED COMMITTEE IN-
VESTIGATIONS.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 5 days after
the completion of a Committee investigation of a
covered transaction under subsection (b)(2), or,
if the President indicates an intent to take any
action authorized under subsection (d) with re-
spect to the transaction, after the end of 15-day
period referred to in subsection (d), the Chair-
person or a Vice Chairperson of the Committee
shall submit a written report on the findings or
actions of the Committee with respect to such
investigation, the determination of whether or
not to take action under subsection (d), an ex-
planation of the findings under subsection (e),
and the factors considered under subsection (f),
with respect to such transaction, to—

‘(i) the Majority Leader and the Minority
Leader of the Senate;

““(ii) the Speaker and the Minority Leader of
the House of Representatives; and

““(iii) the chairman and ranking member of
each committee of the House of Representatives
and the Senate with jurisdiction over any aspect
of the covered transaction and its possible ef-
fects on national security, including the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs, the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services, and the Committee on Energy
and Commerce of the House of Representatives.

‘“(B) NOTICE AND BRIEFING REQUIREMENT.—If
a written request for a briefing on a covered
transaction is submitted to the Committee by
any Senator or Member of Congress who re-
ceives a report on the transaction under sub-
paragraph (A), the Chairperson or a Vice Chair-
person (or such other person as the Chairperson
or a Vice Chairperson may designate) shall pro-
vide 1 classified briefing to each House of the
Congress from which any such briefing request
originates in a secure facility of appropriate size
and location that shall be open only to the Ma-
jority Leader and the Minority Leader of the
Senate, the Speaker and the Minority Leader of
the House of Representatives, (as the case may
be) the chairman and ranking member of each
committee of the House of Representatives or the
Senate (as the case may be) with jurisdiction
over any aspect of the covered transaction and
its possible effects on national security, includ-
ing the Committee on International Relations,
the Committee on Financial Services, and the
Committee on Emnergy and Commerce of the
House of Representatives, and appropriate staff
members who have security clearance.

““(2) APPLICATION OF OTHER PROVISION.—



February 28, 2007

““(A) IN GENERAL.—The disclosure of informa-
tion under this subsection shall be consistent
with the requirements of subsection (c). Mem-
bers of Congress and staff of either House or
any committee of the Congress shall be subject
to the same limitations on disclosure of informa-
tion as are applicable under such subsection.

‘“(B) PROPRIETARY INFORMATION.—Propri-
etary information which can be associated with
a particular party to a covered transaction shall
be furnished in accordance with subparagraph
(A) only to a committee of the Congress and
only when the committee provides assurances of
confidentiality, wunless such party otherwise
consents in writing to such disclosure.”.

(b) ANNUAL REPORT.—Section 721 of the De-
fense Production Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App.
2170) is amended by inserting after subsection (1)
(as added by section 6 of this Act) the following
new subsection:

““(m) ANNUAL REPORT TO THE CONGRESS.—

‘““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Chairperson of the
Committee shall transmit a report to the chair-
man and ranking member of each committee of
the House of Representatives and the Senate
with jurisdiction over any aspect of the report,
including the Committee on International Rela-
tions, the Committee on Financial Services, and
the Committee on Energy and Commerce of the
House of Representatives, before July 31 of each
year on all the reviews and investigations of
covered transactions completed under subsection
(b) during the 12-month period covered by the
report.

““(2) CONTENTS OF REPORT RELATING TO COV-
ERED TRANSACTIONS.—The report under para-
graph (1) shall contain the following informa-
tion with respect to each covered transaction:

““(A) A list of all notices filed and all reviews
or investigations completed during the period
with basic information on each party to the
transaction, the nature of the business activities
or products of all pertinent persons, along with
information about the status of the review or in-
vestigation, information on any withdrawal
from the process, any rollcall votes by the Com-
mittee under this section, any extension of time
for any investigation, and any presidential deci-
sion or action under this section.

‘““(B) Specific, cumulative, and, as appro-
priate, trend information on the numbers of fil-
ings, investigations, withdrawals, and presi-
dential decisions or actions under this section.

“(C) Cumulative and, as appropriate, trend
information on the business sectors involved in
the filings which have been made, and the coun-
tries from which the investments have origi-
nated.

‘(D) Information on whether companies that
withdrew notices to the Committee in accord-
ance with subsection (b)(1)(C)(ii) have later re-
filed such notices, or, alternatively, abandoned
the transaction.

‘““(E) The types of security arrangements and
conditions the Committee has used to mitigate
national security concerns about a transaction.

‘“(F) A detailed discussion of all perceived ad-
verse effects of covered transactions on the na-
tional security or critical infrastructure of the
United States that the Committee will take into
account in its deliberations during the period
before delivery of the next such report, to the
extent possible.

““(3) CONTENTS OF REPORT RELATING TO CRIT-
ICAL TECHNOLOGIES.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—In order to assist the Con-
gress in its oversight responsibilities with respect
to this section, the President and such agencies
as the President shall designate shall include in
the annual report submitted under paragraph
(1) the following:

‘(i) An evaluation of whether there is credible
evidence of a coordinated strategy by 1 or more
countries or companies to acquire United States
companies involved in research, development, or
production of critical technologies for which the
United States is a leading producer.

“(ii)) An evaluation of whether there are in-
dustrial espionage activities directed or directly

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

assisted by foreign governments against private
United States companies aimed at obtaining
commercial secrets related to critical tech-
nologies.

“(B) CRITICAL TECHNOLOGIES DEFINED.—For
purposes of this paragraph, the term ‘critical
technologies’ means technologies identified
under title VI of the National Science and Tech-
nology Policy, Organization, and Priorities Act
of 1976 or other critical technology, critical com-
ponents, or critical technology items essential to
national defense or national security identified
pursuant to this section.

“(C) RELEASE OF UNCLASSIFIED STUDY.—That
portion of the annual report under paragraph
(1) that is required by this paragraph may be
classified. An unclassified version of that por-
tion of the report shall be made available to the
public.”’.

(c) STUDY AND REPORT.—

(1) STUDY REQUIRED.—Before the end of the
120-day period beginning on the date of the en-
actment of this Act, the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, in consultation with the Secretary of State
and the Secretary of Commerce, shall conduct a
study on investments in the United States, espe-
cially investments in critical infrastructure and
industries affecting national security, by—

(A) foreign governments, entities controlled by
or acting on behalf of a foreign government, or
persons of foreign countries which comply with
any boycott of Israel; or

(B) foreign governments, entities controlled by
or acting on behalf of a foreign government, or
persons of foreign countries which do not ban
organizations designated by the Secretary of
State as foreign terrorist organizations.

(2) REPORT.—Before the end of the 30-day pe-
riod beginning upon completion of the study
under paragraph (1) or in the next annual re-
port under section 721(m) of the Defense Pro-
duction Act of 1950 (as added by subsection (b)),
the Secretary of the Treasury shall submit a re-
port to the Congress, for transmittal to all ap-
propriate committees of the Senate and the
House of Representatives, containing the find-
ings and conclusions of the Secretary with re-
spect to the study, together with an analysis of
the effects of such investment on the national
security of the United States and on any efforts
to address those effects.

SEC. 8. CERTIFICATION OF NOTICES AND ASSUR-

Section 721 of the Defense Production Act of
1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2170) is amended by insert-
ing after subsection (m) (as added by section
7(b) of this Act) the following new subsection:

““(n) CERTIFICATION OF NOTICES AND ASSUR-
ANCES.—Each notice required to be submitted,
by a party to a covered transaction, to the
President or the President’s designee under this
section and regulations prescribed under such
section, and any information submitted by any
such party in connection with any action for
which a report is required pursuant to para-
graph (3)(B)(ii) of subsection (1) with respect to
the implementation of any mitigation agreement
or condition described in paragraph (1)(A) of
such subsection, or any material change in cir-
cumstances, shall be accompanied by a written
statement by the chief executive officer or the
designee of the person required to submit such
notice or information certifying that, to the best
of the person’s knowledge and belief—

‘(1) the notice or information submitted fully
complies with the requirements of this section or
such regulation, agreement, or condition; and

““(2) the notice or information is accurate and
complete in all material respects.”’.

SEC. 9. REGULATIONS.

Section 721(h) of the Defense Production Act
of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2170(h)) is amended to
read as follows:

“(h) REGULATIONS.—The President shall di-
rect the issuance of regulations to carry out this
section. Such regulations shall, to the extent
possible, minimize paperwork burdens and shall
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to the extent possible coordinate reporting re-
quirements under this section with reporting re-
quirements under any other provision of Federal
law.”.

SEC. 10. EFFECT ON OTHER LAW.

Section 721(i) of the Defense Production Act of
1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2170(i)) is amended to read
as follows:

““(i) EFFECT ON OTHER LAW.—No provision of
this section shall be construed as altering or af-
fecting any other authority, process, regulation,
investigation, enforcement measure, or review
provided by or established under any other pro-
vision of Federal law, including the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers Act, or
any other authority of the President or the Con-
gress under the Constitution of the United
States.”.

SEC. 11. EFFECTIVE DATE.

The amendments made by this Act shall apply
after the end of the 90-day period beginning on
the date of the enactment of this Act.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. FRANK OF
MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I offer the manager’s
amendment to the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 3 offered by Mr. FRANK of
Massachusetts:

Page 20, line 12, insert ‘‘, conducted by the
Committee,” after ‘“‘analysis’.

Page 22, line 17, strike ‘‘provide periodic
reports” and insert ‘‘report, as appropriate
but not less than once in each 6-month pe-
riod,”.

Page 23, line 23, strike the
quotation marks and the 2nd period.

Page 23, after line 23, insert the following
new clause:

‘“(iii) CoMPLIANCE.—The Committee shall
develop and agree upon methods for evalu-
ating compliance with any agreement en-
tered into or condition imposed with respect
to a covered transaction that will allow the
Committee to adequately assure compliance
without—

“(I) unnecessarily diverting Committee re-
sources from assessing any new covered
transaction for which a written notice has
been filed pursuant to subsection (b)(1)(C),
and if necessary reaching a mitigation agree-
ment with or imposing a condition on a
party to such covered transaction or any
covered transaction for which a review has
been reopened for any reason; or

‘(II) placing unnecessary burdens on a
party to a covered transaction.”.

Page 25, line 6, insert *‘, at a minimum,”’
after ‘‘including”’.

Page 25, line 12, insert ‘‘, or on compliance
with a mitigation agreement or condition
imposed with respect to such transaction,”
after ‘‘covered transaction’.

Page 26, beginning on line 5, strike ‘‘the
Committee on International Relations’ and
insert “, at a minimum, the Committee on
Foreign Affairs”.

Page 27, beginning on line 10, strike ‘‘the
Committee on International Relations’ and
insert ““, at a minimum, the Committee on
Foreign Affairs”.

Page 28, line 23, insert ‘‘, including a dis-
cussion of the methods the Committee and
any lead departments or agencies designated
under subsection (1) are using to determine
compliance with such arrangements or con-
ditions’ before the period.

Page 30, line 21, insert ‘‘and annually
thereafter’’ after ‘‘of this Act’.

Page 31, line 13, strike ‘‘completion of the
study’” and insert ‘‘completion of each
study’’.

closing
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Page 31, line 21, insert ‘‘described in para-
graph (1)’ after ‘“‘to the study’’.

Page 31, after line 24, insert the following
new subsection:

(d) INVESTIGATION BY INSPECTOR GEN-
ERAL.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Inspector General of
the Department of the Treasury shall con-
duct an independent investigation to deter-
mine all of the facts and circumstances con-
cerning each failure of the Department of
the Treasury to make any report to the Con-
gress that was required under section 721(k)
of the Defense Production Act of 1950 (as in
effect before the date of the enactment of
this Act).

(2) REPORT TO THE CONGRESS.—Before the
end of the 270-day period beginning on the
date of the enactment of this Act, the In-
spector General of the Department of the
Treasury shall submit a report to the chair-
man and ranking member of each committee
of the House of Representatives and the Sen-
ate with jurisdiction over any aspect of the
report, including, at a minimum, the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs, the Committee on
Financial Services, and the Committee on
Energy and Commerce of the House of Rep-
resentatives, on the investigation under
paragraph (1) containing the findings and
conclusions of the Inspector General.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, this is a compendium of
amendments that came from some of
our sister and fellow committees. The
Chair and ranking member of the
Armed Services Committee, the gen-
tleman from Missouri, the gentleman
from California, collaborated on some
language. They, for instance, have
noted that when we say periodic re-
ports, that means not less than every 6
months. It also clarifies that CFIUS
will report to any committee having
jurisdiction over any aspect of the
transaction, not just the named com-
mittees. And at the insistence of the
gentleman from Missouri, which we
agreed with, it says that if there are
risk analysis performed by mitigation
agreement, they will be performed by
CFIUS.

The gentleman from Michigan, the
Chair of the Energy and Commerce
Committee, correctly pointed out that
the bill had stricken a report from the
Inspector General during our markup.
He believed, and his committee be-
lieved this is important to reinsert, we
agree, and it is reinserted. The gen-
tleman from California, the chairman
of the IR Foreign Affairs Committee,
moved that we make the one-time re-
port on how people deal with the Israel
boycott an annual report, and that has
been done. So these are seven amend-
ments that we have incorporated, all of
them recommended by three other
committees of jurisdiction. They are
supported on both sides. We believe
they enhance the bill. And I hope they
are adopted en banc as one amendment.

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

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend
Chairman FRANK for the manager’s
amendment. It makes a number of
changes to the bill that was passed
unanimously by the Financial Services
Committee 2 weeks ago.

Formerly, I thanked Mr. BLUNT and
Ms. PRYCE for their leadership on the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

bill. I omitted at that time to include
the lady from New York (Mrs.
MALONEY) who obviously has been a
key Member in maintaining this legis-
lation in a proinvestment stance and
ensuring that flows of capital invest-
ment are not restricted. So I thank
her.

As I said, the manager’s amendment
makes several key changes to the leg-
islation we passed 2 weeks ago, and
they are all designed to clarify existing
provisions. They are made at the sug-
gestion, as the chairman said, of the
gentleman from California (Mr.
HUNTER) with the consent, cooperation,
and assistance of the chairman of that
committee, Chairman SKELTON. They
dramatically strengthen both the way
CFIUS assures itself that companies
are complying with mitigation agree-
ments imposed as a condition of per-
mitting a transaction and the way that
CFIUS assures Congress that it is stay-
ing on top of compliance.

Every single one of these changes is
designed to protect national security,
and it is a significant strengthening of
the bill for which we all can thank Mr.
HUNTER and Chairman SKELTON.

Mr. Chairman, I urge strong support
for the passage of the amendment.

0 1145

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

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. KING OF
IOWA

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 4 offered by Mr. KING of
Towa:

Page 18, after line 20, insert the following
new paragraph (and redesignate subsequent
paragraphs accordingly):

‘(7) the potential effects of the covered
transaction on the efforts of the United
States to curtail human smuggling (and such
term, for purposes of this paragraph, means
any act constituting a violation of section
274(a) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act) and to curtail drug smuggling with re-
gard to any country which is not described
in paragraphs (1) and (2) of section 1003(a) of
the Controlled Substances Import and Ex-
port Act.”.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I
bring an, actually, very simple amend-
ment to the floor here. What it does is
it just adds to the list of the issues
that shall be considered by the Presi-
dent when considering one of the cov-
ered transactions. The simple language
out of the amendment is that the
President shall consider the potential
effects of the covered transaction on
the efforts of the United States to cur-
tail human smuggling and to curtail
drug smuggling. It covers a focus on
human smuggling and drug smuggling.

I support the underlying bill, and I
recognize the important role played by
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the Committee on Foreign Investment
in the United States in protecting the
American people and the security in-
terests of the United States.

One important piece of this legisla-
tion will require the President to con-
sider certain factors relating to na-
tional security when deciding whether
to prohibit the acquisitions, mergers or
takeovers that this legislation is in-
tended to scrutinize.

The provisions of the bill provide the
President with good criteria to use
when deciding what actions should be
taken to halt a merger acquisition, but
it does not go quite far enough.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment of this
bill would add a simple and straight-
forward requirement to the subject
matter of things that the President
should take into consideration when
making these decisions. My amend-
ment would require that the President
consider the potential effects of the
transaction on our work to stop human
smuggling and drug smuggling.

This bill rightfully calls for the
President to consider important fac-
tors relating to our national security,
but it doesn’t make any mention of the
two important national security issues
that threaten the United States, and
we face it every day, and that is human
smuggling and drug smuggling.

To give us some background, in the
year 2000, the Interagency Commission
on Crime and Security in U.S. Sea-
ports, reported that of the 12 major
U.S. seaports that it visited, narcotics
seized in commercial shipments at the
12 ports constituted 69 percent of the
total weight of cocaine, 55 percent of
the marijuana and 12 percent of the
heroin seized at U.S. borders.

Now that is the amount seized, not
necessarily the amount that crosses
across the border. There has been some
effectiveness there, but we know the
DEA has some numbers that also are
shocking and might have a little dif-
ferent sense of proportionality.

But not surprisingly, the commission
also stated that smuggling of illegal
aliens is a problem, and those same 12
ports in that period of time, 1,187 stow-
aways and 247 individual fraudulent
documents arrived aboard sea vessels.
This is something that needs to be fo-
cused on by the President, and that is
just those that were caught.

Of the many threats that face the
United States in the global war on ter-
ror, we must closely evaluate every
merger, every acquisition and every
takeover that could put our country at
risk, and especially those through drug
and human smuggling and especially in
this time when we are faced with this
global war on terror.

This amendment, I think, is an
amendment that improves the bill. I
support the underlying bill, and I ap-
preciate the work that is done on the
part of the Finance Committee and on
the part of the chairman and the rank-
ing member.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.
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Mr. Chairman, sometimes people get
up in the legislative body and say, Mr.
Chairman, I am opposed to this amend-
ment because it is unnecessary.

It has been my experience that no
one who says that is ever telling the
truth. That is, no one opposes an
amendment simply because it is unnec-
essary or superfluous or redundant.

Many us are lawyers. We are in the
most redundancy-prone profession in
the world. We rarely use one word
where we can use two, lewd and lasciv-
ious, although I do not suggest that
this amendment is either.

I say that because I do not think this
amendment is necessary. I don’t think
it adds a great deal, and I support it.
That is, it does not detract.

The reason I say that is I do not
think that an administration that was
cognizant of these elements would have
excluded them. The only reason I rise
to say that is this, and I hope we will
adopt the amendment, but I wouldn’t
want us to set a precedent that if a fac-
tor was not specifically enumerated, it
was not to be taken into account.

This enumerates factors that clearly
should be taken into account, and I
will therefore be supportive. I just
want to make clear there is a Latin
maxim, and my English does not al-
ways translate well over this micro-
phone, so I won’t try Latin, but it is
when you specify one, you exclude the
others. I just want to make clear that
this is not a precedent for that.

The fact that we are specifically here
singling these out, I am sure the gen-
tleman from Iowa agrees, does not, in
any way, denigrate the importance of
other factors not mentioned.

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

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to strike the last word.

I thank the gentleman from Arizona
for yielding me this time, and I want to
thank my good friend from Massachu-
setts, the Chair of the Financial Serv-
ices Committee, Mr. FRANK, for bring-
ing this legislation before us today.

In particular, I want to thank my
colleague and friend from New York,
CAROLYN MALONEY, who has done an
outstanding job in moving this bill so
quickly through the House this year,
through the committee, and now to the
floor. CAROLYN, as myself, being from
New York City, understands a number
of issues as they come together here on
this particular issue, that is, the need
to make sure that our country is se-
cure from the interests of terror, and,
at the same time, wanting to ensure
that our country is open to direct for-
eign investment.

Direct foreign investment is for two
reasons, one, because it is good for
America, it is good for New York, it is
good for America. But also what we do
here in the House of Representatives,
and how we transform and change the
CFIUS process, if we don’t do it quick-
ly and do it properly it can be recip-
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rocated in other parts of the world
against the interests of American cor-
porations.

I also want to thank my good friend
and colleague on the other side of the
aisle, Mr. BLUNT, a gentleman with
whom I had an opportunity to work
with last year on this very similar leg-
islation, as well as Representative
PRYCE, for their hard work in ensuring
that this bill came to the floor in such
a fashion.

I have to harken back to last year
just momentarily, and that is when we
look at the overall issue of what
brought this legislation to the floor
right now, we have to understand the
historical context that brought this
legislation to the floor. What happened
last year, what I call the Dubai Ports
debacle, in the administration’s inabil-
ity to explain to the American people
just what was happening and why it
was in the interests of the United
States to walk softly here.

But we have come a long ways since
then. Last year, in a very politically
contentious year, we would have passed
unanimously out of committee very
similar legislation as we have on the
floor today and then passed unani-
mously out of the House that legisla-
tion, again, in a very hotly contested
political year.

But this issue did not fade away be-
cause we failed to reach an agreement
with the Senate last year and were
never able to codify into law the
CFIUS process, which was an executive
order put into place in the early 1970s
that has been amended several times,
but never codified in a way which Mr.
FRANK wishes to do today, which I
would certainly wholeheartedly sup-
port.

This bill is a good jobs bill, it is pro-
business and it is pro-labor. That is
why I want to support this bill. This
bill is about keeping the flow in foreign
investment coming into the United
States and not driving these funds and
subsequent jobs out of the United
States.

But H.R. 556 includes new tough safe-
guards put in place to ensure the secu-
rity of America first. This entire legis-
lative initiative, which has been pur-
sued in a bipartisan fashion, is the re-
sult of the botched handling, again, of
the Dubai Ports deal. That transaction
involved a government-owned company
from Dubai buying into various port
assets here in the United States.

As a result, a significant and appro-
priate focus of the committee’s work
has been to toughen the scrutiny for
acquisition by government-owned com-
panies, since some government-owned
companies will make decisions based
on government interests and not mere-
ly on commercial interests.

No job, no deal, no transaction, is
worth threatening the safety of Ameri-
cans, and this bill puts those condi-
tions in place.

We all know this to be true, but,
again, being from New York, it is even
more true. This bill will provide strong
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new safeguards to ensure our Nation’s
security and to protect our critical in-
frastructure but also continues to give
CFIUS the flexibility to exercise dis-
cretion, allows CFIUS to focus on the
deals that raise real national security
issues and not get bogged down into
those deals with no national security
ramifications whatsoever.

This is a good bill protecting na-
tional security, guaranteeing the con-
tinued flow of direct foreign invest-
ment in the U.S. and ensure we will not
have a Dubai Ports debacle.

I therefore urge my colleagues to
support this very worthy piece of legis-
lation. Again, I want to thank the
Chair of the committee, the ranking
member for bringing this bill, Mr.
BACHUS, for bringing this bill so quick-
ly to the floor; the gentlelady from
New York, once again, CAROLYN
MALONEY, for all of her work on this
issue; my good friend, the minority
whip, Mr. BLUNT, for his work, as well
as Representative PRYCE.

This truly is a bipartisan piece of leg-
islation and deserves every Member’s
support.

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

I thank the gentleman for the time,
and I am particularly pleased to follow
my good friend, Mr. CROWLEY, at this
moment in the debate. I want to recog-
nize others later, but he and others, as
he just said, made this a real bipar-
tisan effort for many of us in the
Chamber.

September 11 fundamentally changed
the way we looked at the world. It also
changed a number of important and
substantive ways the way we defend
against and react to things that could
happen that would be unthinkable. It
was really within the context of that
change of rural view that Americans
expressed the outrage they did over the
Dubai Ports World deal last year.

The Committee on Foreign Invest-
ment in the United States, a previously
obscure government agency, known to
some and referred to in some debate,
often referred to as CFIUS, approved
that acquisition, and it didn’t take
long for the committee to attract all
sorts of critical attention.

The reason for all the concern is that
the CFIUS decision brought to light
some very serious national security
issues with equally serious implica-
tions for the safety and protection of
vital points of the American infra-
structure.

Thankfully, as the Congress set last
year to consider ways to shore up secu-
rity protocols over at CFIUS, we found
ourselves agreeing that any reform of
CFIUS ought to take great care to both
encourage foreign investment in the fu-
ture of America while balancing the
need to maintain a strong program of
national security. We can, as this bill
does, protect America’s families phys-
ically while protecting their jobs, their
investments, and their pension plans.

Congress has no more important re-
sponsibility than to ensure the secu-
rity of the Nation. But I don’t believe
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that wholesale protectionism either
protects our vital national security in-
terest or advances our economic inter-
est in the world.

During the last Congress, Congress-
woman PRYCE, Congresswoman
MALONEY, Congressman CROWLEY and I
crafted a responsible bipartisan bill
that addressed the problems exposed in
the CFIUS process during the Dubai
Ports World incident. Congressman
FRANK and Congressman BACHUS
helped to see that we got that debate
on the floor and have done so much to
see that we bring that debate back.

While the bill we passed didn’t have a
single dissenting vote, even though we
asked for and had a roll call, we
weren’t able to resolve our differences
with the other body before the end of
the Congress, and so we didn’t get that
bill done. Today we come back with es-
sentially an identical bill, I think
slightly improved, that Congress-
woman MALONEY was the principal
sponsor of. Our goal is to strike the
right balance here between securing
the country and open engagement in a
global economy.

The bill before us today accomplishes
these objectives while dealing with the
main issues the Dubai Ports World in-
cident exposed.
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It does this in a couple of ways.
First, it reaffirms congressional intent
relating to the so-called Byrd rule,
which mandates a 45-day investigation
for companies controlled by foreign
governments. Any state-owned enter-
prise that poses any type of security
risk will trigger an automatic CFIUS
investigation.

Secondly, it increases accountability
in the CFIUS process by establishing
CFIUS in statute and adding the De-
partment of Homeland Security and
the Department of Commerce as vice
chairs of the committee.

Third, our bill greatly expands con-
gressional oversight and includes im-
portant language protecting propri-
etary business information.

The administration has raised some
concerns regarding how these things
will impact the process operationally. I
look forward to working with the ad-
ministration as we move forward to
achieve our shared goal of creating a
reasonable framework for approving
foreign investments in the TUnited
States, while at the same time pro-
tecting our national security and en-
suring that the mistakes of the Dubai
Ports situation are not repeated.

The other thing we don’t want to do
also is make it so hard to invest in this
country that American businesses
aren’t able to invest in other countries.
We don’t want to start an investment
war, and this bill clearly is headed in
the right direction to do the things it
needs to do. We are fortunate to have
the bill on the floor.

Congresswomen PRYCE and MALONEY,
Congressmen FRANK, BACHUS, CROW-
LEY, KING, HOEKSTRA and BARTON have
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all been instrumental in coming with a
bill that doesn’t just respond to the ex-
citement of the moment, but reaches a
long-term conclusion that protects
Americans and also protects the value
of American companies. I am pleased
to support it.

AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. BARROW

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 12 offered by Mr. BARROW:

Page 24, line 26, strike ‘‘and’ after the
semicolon.

Page 25, line 9, strike the period at the end
and insert ‘‘; and”’.

Page 25, after line 9, insert the following
new clause:

‘“(iv) Senators representing States and
Members of Congress representing congres-
sional districts that would be significantly
affected by the covered transaction.”.

Mr. BARROW. Mr. Chairman, it is
long past time to fix what is broke
with the CFIUS process, and I want to
commend all involved in bringing us
thus far on the project. I want to thank
Mrs. MALONEY and Mr. FRANK and the
Financial Services Committee for their
work in bringing this important legis-
lation to the floor.

Last year, in response to the Dubai
business, we had sort of a reprise of the
Dubai business in my district. We had
yvet another CFIUS deal that actually
came to public light, the Doncaster’s
deal that affected a plant and a busi-
ness in my district. In response to the
concerns that were swirling then
around the Dubai business, I intro-
duced a bill in the Congress last time,
the Protect America First Act. And I
am pleased to say that the bill before
us incorporates many of the basic fea-
tures of the Protect America First Act
that I drafted in the last Congress.

One important area that I want to
focus on has to do with the subject of
postapproval oversight, the process or
the lack of process under the existing
law whereby Congress knows what is
going on as it happens and after it hap-
pens. Congress has had no effective
postapproval oversight of the project
for the last 14, 16 years, and as a result,
we have had many, many transactions
without anybody having any idea what
is going on.

Section 7 of the bill before us greatly
addresses that problem by providing
some meaningful postapproval over-
sight, the first real, effective oversight
that Congress has had in this process
since it was launched back in 1988.

The purpose of my amendment is to
significantly enhance the postapproval
oversight of Congress by making sure
that not just folks with the greatest
need to know, but the folks who know
the most about the deals are also pro-
vided postapproval oversight.

My amendment does one thing and
one thing only; it simply expands the
universe of those folks who will be told
what has happened after it has hap-
pened, to include the Members of the

February 28, 2007

United States Senate from the States
affected; and the Members of the
House, not just the chairmen of the re-
spective committees, but the Members
of the House whose districts include
the businesses and the employees of
the businesses involved. That is the
purpose of my amendment. That is all
it does. I urge approval of the amend-
ment.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word. And I think what the gentleman
from Georgia has offered is very con-
structive. He called this to my atten-
tion. I have discussed this with the
ranking member. I certainly believe it
improves the bill. He pointed out an in-
stance where he as a Member in whose
district an important transaction took
place had taken initiative and come up
with some information that was di-
rectly relevant that should have been
shared. I regard Members as useful
input sources here.

Now, again, let’s understand. The
way this is drafted and the gentleman
agreed to offer it, no one can say that
this is the kind of amendment that
might jeopardize the investment. Noth-
ing in here would in any way lead to an
investment not going forward. This is
postapproval. If there is disapproval,
then the issue doesn’t arise.

What this does is, and we have all
agreed that it is important to be able
to monitor these arrangements, it lets
the Member of Congress in whose dis-
trict a transaction took place join in
the monitoring.

Frankly, I guess as the chairman of
the committee, I get a lot of these re-
ports. I want to tell the Members that
the extent to which I am personally
going to travel around to these areas
and monitor this, I hope no one is rely-
ing heavily on that.

On the other hand, knowing that the
Members in whose districts these are
happening are available and then come
and talk to me, talk to the ranking
member and talk to others, I think
that improves what we had in there. So
I hope the amendment is adopted.

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

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. MCCAUL OF

TEXAS

Mr. McCAUL of Texas. Mr.
man, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 5 offered by Mr. McCAUL
of Texas:

Page 30, line 17, strike the closing
quotation marks and the second period.

Page 30, after line 17, insert the following
new paragraph:

“(4) CONTENTS OF REPORT RELATED TO BAR-
RIERS TO INVESTMENT INTO THE UNITED
STATES.—In order to assist the Congress in
its oversight role of ensuring the national se-
curity of the United States by ensuring a
healthy investment climate, the President,
and such agencies as the President shall des-
ignate, shall include in the annual report

Chair-



February 28, 2007

submitted under paragraph (1) a detailed dis-
cussion of factors, including the effective
rate of taxation on entrepreneurs and busi-
nesses and other sources of capital in the
United States as compared to other coun-
tries, that affect the number of filings,
changes in the types of business sectors in-
volved in filings, and changes in the number
of investments originating from specific
countries.”.

Mr. McCAUL of Texas. First, Mr.
Chairman, I want to commend the
chairman of the committee and the
ranking member for their important
work on this bill. As a member of the
Homeland Security Committee, I cer-
tainly see the importance and value of
what we are doing here today.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
this amendment which requires the
Secretary of the Treasury to include in
his reporting information the rate of
taxation in the United States as com-
pared to other countries and how that
would affect the investments examined
by CFIUS.

And while I support the underlying
bill, this amendment improves on the
oversight requirements included in it.
It requires the report to include infor-
mation on how taxation affects foreign
investment in the United States. Con-
gress will be better informed on how
our actions make it harder or easier for
foreign countries to invest in our crit-
ical infrastructure.

The report is also required in the
text of the bill, and this amendment
merely ensures that we, as a Congress,
know all the information we need to
perform effective and better oversight.

The underlying bill is about how for-
eign investment affects national secu-
rity, and there is no way to understand
why foreign investments would be
made here, or what it would do to our
economy, without understanding the
economic factors such as taxes.

I ask my colleagues to support this
amendment and support a thorough re-
port that examines all the factors af-
fecting foreign investments in the
United States.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment and its siblings which
are apparently to follow.

I gather, I guess, an open rule, we
have had so few of them, people can’t
resist the temptation to take advan-
tage of them, even on matters that are
not relevant to the bill.

Now, there is a different between rel-
evance and germaneness. You can
make a bill germane with a certain
amount of ingenuity, or an amend-
ment. But ingenuity does not affect
logic. It only affects parliamentary
rules.

This is a requirement that the ad-
ministration do a report about tax-
ation as it affects business. It says, to
be germane to this bill, that it should
see how it affects the foreign busi-
nesses. But, in fact, no one thinks that
foreign direct investment or foreign-
owned businesses are differentially af-
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fected than others. This is a call for an
annual report on the effective taxation
on business.

Apparently the gentleman may think
that the Council of Economic Advisors
annual report doesn’t do a very good
job. It is the kind of subject that they
are supposed to be talking about. It is
an effort, I think, to introduce an ideo-
logical debate, which is an entirely le-
gitimate one, into a bill that it really
does not pertain to.

I can say we have worked closely
with the administration. The Treasury,
on behalf of the administration, is not
supporting this. They have, in fact,
been saying, please Kkeep this to na-
tional security.

Now, national security, in the CFIUS
context, is meant to be clearly defined.
It is possible, of course, to say that ev-
erything is national security. Health is
a matter of national security. Farm
policy, agricultural policy is a matter
of national security. But if you try to
do everything, you often wind up not
doing anything very well.

This is a narrowly targeted bill to
talk about the extent to which foreign
direct investment does or doesn’t affect
national security in a very specific def-
inition of national security.

This amendment, and the following
amendments, say, let’s require the ad-
ministration to do general reports on
the effect of regulation, taxation, and
something else, I don’t remember what
it was, on the economy. And it sort of
bootstraps it into here.

It is not useful. It is a diversion. If
Members think such a report ought to
be done, then there are other fora in
which to do it. To burden the CFIUS
process with this would be a mistake,
and I, therefore, hope that the amend-
ment is defeated.

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

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

Mr. McCAUL of Texas. Mr.
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 Texas will be postponed.
AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. MCCAUL OF

TEXAS

Mr. McCAUL of Texas.
man, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 6 offered by Mr. McCAUL
of Texas:

Page 30, line 17, strike the closing
quotation marks and the second period.

Page 30, after line 17, insert the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(4) CONTENTS OF REPORT RELATED TO BAR-
RIERS TO INVESTMENT INTO THE UNITED
STATES.—In order to assist the Congress in
its oversight role of ensuring the national se-
curity of the United States by ensuring a
healthy investment climate, the President,
and such agencies as the President shall des-
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ignate, shall include in the annual report
submitted under paragraph (1) a detailed dis-
cussion of factors, including the amount of
burdensome regulation in the United States
as compared to other countries, that affect
the number of filings, changes in the types of
business sectors involved in filings, and
changes in the number of investments origi-
nating from specific countries.”’.

Mr. McCAUL of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today in support of this
amendment which requires the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to include in his
reporting information on the amount
of regulation in the United States, as
compared to other countries, and how
it affects the investments, the foreign
investments, examined by CFIUS.

I support the underlying bill. This
amendment simply improves on the
oversight requirements. By requiring
the report to include information on
how burdensome regulation affects for-
eign investment in the United States, I
believe Congress will be better in-
formed on how our actions in the Con-
gress can either make it harder or easi-
er for foreign countries to invest in our
critical infrastructure.

It is already required in the text of
the bill. This would ensure us better
oversight capability.

The underlying bill again is about
foreign investment. I believe foreign
investment affects national security.
Issues relating to taxation and regula-
tion certainly impact the foreign in-
vestments that are made both in this
country and outside.

I ask my colleagues to support this
bill.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to simply
conclude that, and the chairman is cer-
tainly an expert and a leader in terms
of financial security issues. Certainly
he would recognize that our viability
as an economic superpower is vitally
important in this country as we look
at countries like China and India.

So I do believe it is relevant. I be-
lieve our ability to globally compete is
not just an economic issue, but really
is an issue of national security.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will
the gentlewoman yield to me for 30 sec-
onds?

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. I yield
to the chairman.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I
would just say to the gentleman from
Texas, yes, everything is connected to
everything. Everything that rises must
converge. But that does not mean that
you don’t try to deal with it before it
has risen and converged.

The fact is that if you define every-
thing as national security, you really
can’t do the piece by piece that you
want to. And an inability to make
those distinctions gets in the way of
good public policy. This grew out the
Dubai Ports situation. It grew out of a
fear that things that were generally
good for us economically might have
an element that compromised national
security narrowly defined, that they
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might lead to physical or other kind of
problems, espionage, terrorism. And it
is an effort to try and harmonize those.
It doesn’t mean that taxation and
health care and a whole range of other
things, elementary and secondary edu-
cation, aren’t ultimately related to na-
tional security. It does mean that try-
ing to use this specific bill, in which we
try to make sure that what is our na-
tional economic interest doesn’t im-
pinge on national security, but trying
to load everything into that gets in the
way of the committee that is charged
with it, which is why the Treasury
doesn’t support it, among others.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Re-
claiming my time, I will yield to the
gentleman on his own time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the gentleman’s amendment. The
CFIUS process already requires com-
prehensive reporting to Congress on
just about every factor conceivable
that is relevant to the subject of na-
tional security and foreign direct in-
vestment. That is the purpose of this
bill.

This is not the place to evaluate
whether our tax or our regulatory sys-
tem, our jobs should be changed to en-
courage foreign investment. That is
not the purpose of this bill, and we can-
not dress it up like a Christmas tree
with all these other items.

I would suggest the gentleman put
forward a stand-alone bill or address it
in an economic development package,
but that is not the purpose of this leg-
islation.
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The CFIUS process is put in place
and should focus on national security.
And while we value foreign investment,
we certainly do not want CFIUS to be
weighing the value of foreign invest-
ment, as per regulation or tax burden
or jobs, against any national security
risk. The primary purpose is national
security. And if there are national se-
curity risks that cannot be fixed with
an agreement, these transactions
should not go forward, period.

I would like to add that the process
that we have, the CFIUS process, re-
quires annual reporting to a board
setup of a committee on, among other
things, all filings with CFIUS, details
on the trends in filings, investigations,
withdrawals, and Presidential deci-
sions. It requires reporting on mitiga-
tion agreements and enforcement, the
impact of foreign investment on crit-
ical infrastructure, critical tech-
nologies, and whether there is a coordi-
nated strategy by one or more coun-
tries to acquire critical technologies in
the United States.

But to force CFIUS to opine on pol-
icy matters outside of its mandate and
expertise, CFIUS is not the right body
to report on regulation matters or tax
matters that the gentleman has put
forward in his amendment, and this re-
quirement will also distract CFIUS
from focusing on its prime focus, which
is protecting our American citizens,
our national security first.
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These are legitimate issues to raise,
and I compliment the gentleman on his
thoughtful research and concern, but
this is not the area where it should be
legislated.

So I join the chairman in strongly
urging a ‘“‘no’’ vote on the gentleman’s
amendment.

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

I, too, want to rise in opposition to
my good friend from Texas’s amend-
ment, which I believe is a noble at-
tempt to improve the legislation. I just
don’t think it belongs here, as the gen-
tlewoman from New York described as
well.

What you are asking for, though,
that is kind of interesting, is requiring
CFIUS to report on the burdens placed
upon potential companies entering into
the United States through direct for-
eign investment. Where does this end?
We could have an investigation on the
burdens, on the burdens, on the bur-
dens, creating more burden for both
the companies that have to be inves-
tigated, asking them to give that infor-
mation to CFIUS, as well as placing ad-
ditional burdens on CFIUS. As the gen-
tlewoman has said, diverting them
from the attention that they need to
focus on: national security.

And as the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts has said, what is national se-
curity? What we have thought was an
issue of national security 10 years ago
no longer is today, and what we think
of national security today may not be
an issue of national security 10 years
from now. It is ever changing and in
flux. But clearly, creating more burden
on direct foreign investment is not
helpful in this process, I really believe.

Therefore, I would ask my colleagues
to reject this amendment, to vote ‘‘no”
on this amendment.

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

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

Mr. McCAUL of Texas. Mr.
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 Texas will be postponed.
AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. MCCAUL OF

TEXAS

Mr. McCAUL of Texas.
man, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 7 offered by Mr. McCAUL
of Texas:

Page 30, line 17, strike the closing
quotation marks and the second period.

Page 30, after line 17, insert the following
new paragraph:

‘“(4) CONTENTS OF REPORT RELATED TO BAR-
RIERS TO INVESTMENT INTO THE UNITED
STATES.—In order to assist the Congress in
its oversight role of ensuring the national se-
curity of the United States by ensuring a
healthy investment climate, the President,
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and such agencies as the President shall des-
ignate, shall include in the annual report
submitted under paragraph (1) a detailed dis-
cussion of factors, including a detailed dis-
cussion, including trend information on the
number of jobs in the United States related
to foreign investment resulting from covered
transactions, that affect the number of fil-
ings, changes in the types of business sectors
involved in filings, and changes in the num-
ber of investments originating from specific
countries.”.

Mr. McCAUL of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today in support of this
amendment, which requires the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to include in his
report information on the net effect of
foreign investment on American jobs.

While I support the underlying bill,
this improves our oversight capability
and gives the information to Congress
that we need on how jobs will be im-
pacted by foreign investment. Congress
will be better informed on how our ac-
tions lead to the creation or
outsourcing of American jobs overseas.
This report is already required in the
text. This amendment will ensure we
have better oversight.

The underlying bill is about, again,
how foreign investments affect na-
tional security. There is no way to un-
derstand why foreign investments
would be made here or what it would
do to our economy without informa-
tion, understanding the effect on jobs
that foreign investments would have. I
ask my colleagues to support this
amendment.

And I would like to respond, if I may,
that it is hard to imagine how our tax-
ation and regulatory process is not re-
lated to foreign investment. And when
we look at taxation, regulatory poli-
cies in this country, and when we look
at jobs, ©particularly jobs Dbeing
outsourced in countries like China and
India, when we talk about viability, I
appreciate the chairman’s arguments
and the gentleman from New York and
the gentlewoman from New York, but
it is hard for me to differentiate and
dissect how national security is not
impacted by our economic security and
economic viability. If we are not a
global superpower anymore, if we are
not economically viable in this coun-
try, if we are losing jobs in this coun-
try, if our taxation and regulatory bur-
den is so cumbersome that we are dis-
couraging investment, including for-
eign investment in this country, I
would argue that we are impacting our
national security.

It is hard for me to conceive why the
Congress wouldn’t want this kind of in-
formation in evaluating our national
security policies as they relate to eco-
nomics. And the chairman, again, is an
expert on financial security. I don’t un-
derstand why you wouldn’t want this
information.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

The gentleman said he is unable to
differentiate. I agree. He asked why
don’t I want this information. Mr.
Chairman, I want lunch too, but I am
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not asking CFIUS to bring it to me.
The question is not what I want. An in-
telligent, mature adult has a whole set
of wants but differentiates, to use a
word with which the gentleman said he
had difficulty, in where and how you
get them.

Yes, it is important to know what
the effect of taxation is on the econ-
omy, and the Ways and Means Com-
mittee should be doing a lot of work on
that. It is important to know about
regulation. And our committee deals
with regulation. Energy and Commerce
deals with regulation. Other commit-
tees deal with regulation. The point is
not that these things are not at some
point useful, but whether a specific
governmental entity, the Committee
on Foreign Investment in the U.S.,
which is being created for a very spe-
cific purpose, ought to be given the
burden of doing all that.

We have a Council of Economic Ad-
visers. It is charged with many of these
duties. We have the Federal Reserve
system. They, under the Humphrey-
Hawkins bill, make a monetary report
twice a year. It is not that you don’t
have the information.

Here is, again, the situation. As a re-
sult of the Dubai Ports, there was a
fear that that reaction would discour-
age people, foreigners, from investing
in the U.S. This has a very specific pur-
pose: to create a system in which peo-
ple can be reassured that foreign direct
investment has no negative effect on
national security. In the sense that the
gentleman is talking about that, that
is not relevant to this bill. No one
thinks foreign direct investment un-
fairly affects the tax system or the reg-
ulatory system. The concern is that we
might have foreign direct investment
that would put foreigners not loyal to
this country, perhaps even inimical to
this country, in positions where they
could do us damage, through espionage,
through sabotage, through the planting
of bombs. That is what this bill is
about.

The gentleman said, Isn’t taxation
important? Of course it is. Climate
change is important. Should they re-
port on climate change? Nutrition is
important. Education in the sciences is
important. There are a whole 1ot of im-
portant issues. Burdening this par-
ticular intergovernmental committee,
which has a very specific focus, with
all of these other problems doesn’t
make any sense. That is why, as I said,
it is not supported by administration.
It is opposed by the business commu-
nity. The business community would
share many of the gentleman’s views,
many of them, on the specifics of tax-
ation and regulation, but they don’t
want to dilute the mission of this very
specific committee.

Now, in this particular bill, frankly,
even in its own terms I have trouble
understanding what the gentleman is
getting at. He says we ‘‘shall include a
detailed discussion of factors ... in-
cluding trend information on the num-
ber of jobs” that affect the filing. Now,
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unemployment, it is hard for me to un-
derstand how that affects the filing.
Does the gentleman mean that if un-
employment goes too low, foreign in-
vestors won’t come to America because
wage rates may go up? I mean, this is
an important datum to have. We have
this problem. We have annual reports,
monthly reports on jobs.

The point we are making is that you
should not, for whatever purpose, ideo-
logical or whatever else, inject this
into this very specific, very important
function. We want these people to thor-
oughly vet whether or not there is a
purchase by foreign investors in Amer-
ica that could lead to national security
issues in the narrow definition. That
doesn’t mean that there are not broad-
er factors, such as, as I said, education
and the environment and agricultural
production, that affect national secu-
rity. But this is not a bill on national
security in general. It is a bill to say
that we want very careful vetting of
foreign direct investment to make sure
that that in itself doesn’t do negative
things to national security.

There is broad agreement within the
administration, within the business
community, within our committee that
that is an important function. The gen-
tleman has broader purposes. I wish
the jurisdiction of the committee en-
compassed that. We don’t have juris-
diction over taxation.

Mr. McCAUL of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I will
yield.

Mr. MCCAUL of Texas. You correctly
state the issue and the purpose of the
bill, and that is a fear of discouraging
foreign investments. And I would argue
that our system of taxation and regu-
latory burden in this country has a di-
rect impact on foreign investments.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Ex-
cuse me. Under the rules, I reclaim my
time.

Mr. McCAUL of Texas. And the loss
of jobs, outsourcing of jobs is a na-
tional security issue, in my view.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.
Chairman, I reclaim my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
FRANK) has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. FRANK of
Massachusetts was allowed to proceed
for 2 additional minutes.)

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I would say this. He is now
focused on the issue. This is not about
a bill about national security in gen-
eral, and it is not a bill about anything
that might discourage foreign invest-
ment. That is precisely the point. We
want to focus on the extent to which
the fear of the Dubai situation would
discourage foreign investment.

There are other issues that might af-
fect foreign investment. Currency. The
gentleman didn’t mention currency ex-
change rates. There are a whole num-
ber of things, environmental policies
and other things, that might affect for-
eign investment. The gentleman has
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stated this is not a bill about whatever
might affect foreign investment. We
wouldn’t have the jurisdiction and no-
body in the administration wants to do
that particularly. They want to focus
specifically on national security. And
what the gentleman would do would be
to the move the focus on sabotage, es-
pionage, terrorism, those very specific
issues that call that forward.

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

Mr. Chairman, during this debate we
have talked about, and I think cor-
rectly so, the need to attract foreign
investment. And that is one thing that
we bipartisanly agree on, that it is
very, very important.

There are barriers to foreign invest-
ment today, and I do believe it is ap-
propriate in this legislation because
this is the committee for foreign in-
vestment in the United States to look
to see if there are not barriers to that
foreign investment, which is chilling
those investments that are so impor-
tant for the economy. For that reason,
I am supporting the gentleman’s
amendment.

Now, I do want to say this, not about
the gentleman’s amendment, and I rise
to say at this time we, in the CFIUS
bill as it moves forward, have got to re-
sist the temptation to load this bill up
like a Christmas tree, and I am not
talking about the gentleman from
Texas’ legislation, because every re-
quirement that we put on foreign in-
vestment has a tendency to alienate
those making those foreign invest-
ments. And most of the time they are
our allies.

In fact, even with Dubai Ports, Dubai
is one of our strongest allies in the
Middle East, and anyone that thinks
that terminating that transaction is
not without risk in the Middle East is
simply naive because we took a coun-
try that welcomes our Armed Forces
and is one of our strongest allies, and
we basically told them, We don’t trust
you.

And that is a problem. Alienating
one’s allies, scaring away investors.
And as this bill moves forward, my
point is national security and foreign
investment are not mutually exclusive.
We can have both, but we should not
use this mantra of national security to
undermine our economy, whether it is
through a CFIUS process that foreign
investors just throw up their hands and
walk away from to our detriment or
through regulations over excessive tax-
ation because this money is going to go
into competitive markets.

So I think the gentleman from Texas
and the gentleman from Massachusetts
are both right in that we need to take
a serious look at anything which says
to foreign investors, who are basically
financing our economy today, anything
that is said to them that has a chilling
effect on their investments.
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I yield to the gentleman from Texas.
Mr. McCAUL of Texas. Mr. Chair-

man, this is a healthy discussion, a
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healthy debate. This bill is about for-
eign investment. This bill is a report-
ing requirement, hardly an outrageous
request; I think a very sound request to
the contrary on, as the gentleman stat-
ed, what are the barriers in this coun-
try to foreign investment?

It is hard for me to completely dis-
sect our security and viability from
one of national security, which is ap-
parently what the gentleman from
Massachusetts is attempting to do. I
think they go hand in hand. I think we
need to look at our ability to compete
globally in this country. And when we
do that, we are talking about national
security. And when we talk about that
issue, we have to examine our taxation
and regulation policies in this country.
And we have to look at the impact that
these investments are having on jobs in
this country. It is hard to tell the
American people that their job is not
an area of importance; it is important
to our economic viability and security,
and I would argue, I know the gen-
tleman disagrees, that it is important
to our national security.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word, and I
yield to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. There
is room for honest disagreement, but to
suggest that I in any way said jobs
aren’t important is simply silly. Of
course jobs are important. A lot of
things are important. The war in Iraq
is important. Global warming is impor-
tant. They don’t all go in the same bill.
The gentleman’s inability to distin-
guish between what is important and
what you try to accomplish in a spe-
cific piece of legislation is dis-
appointing, although it does not quite
reach the level of a threat to national
security.

Mr. CROWLEY. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, can anyone argue that
investment in the United States does
not create jobs? I mean, that is what
this is all about, encouraging direct
foreign investment from other coun-
tries in helping to create jobs here in
the United States.

How the job market is touched in
some way by the CFIUS process by a
loan from direct foreign investment is,
I am sure, an issue that someone may
have some desire to know more about,
but that is not the role of CFIUS.

Mr. MCCAUL of Texas. Will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. CROWLEY. I will yield in a mo-
ment.

That is the role of the Commerce De-
partment to do those kind of studies.
They can do that. Let them spend the
time. Let’s not divert the attention of
CFIUS, which is to allow for a steady
stream of flow of foreign investment in
the United States, and at the same
time checking the national security in-
terests of our country, making sure
that state-owned businesses that are
entering into foreign investment of the
United States are not in some way
compromising our national security,
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the private-owned industry that are
making investments in the TUnited
States are not jeopardizing or compro-
mising our national security. That is
the role of CFIUS.

It is not for CFIUS to become the
Commerce Department. They have a
role to do as well. They can do studies
on the implications of the CFIUS proc-
ess and foreign investment and how it
is affecting the growth or loss of jobs
in the United States, not the role of
CFIUS.

I would yield to the gentleman.

Mr. McCAUL of Texas. I thank the
gentleman from New York.

Again, this bill is about foreign in-
vestment. Is the gentleman arguing
that our economic policies in the
United States have nothing to do with
foreign investment?

Mr. CROWLEY. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, no one is arguing that
the CFIUS process and the direct for-
eign investment has an implication on
the jobs of the United States. I am ar-
guing that it will actually increase op-
portunities for jobs in the TUnited
States.

And it is not the role of CFIUS to
make those investigations, that is the
job of the Commerce Department.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

I join Chairman FRANK and my col-
league from New York in stressing that
the CFIUS process is first and foremost
for national security, and to give clear
guidelines and predictability to foreign
businesses to invest in America.

The CFIUS process is supported, if
the gentleman is concerned about jobs
and the private sector, this is sup-
ported almost unanimously by the
business sector of our country. They
have come out, a whole list of groups,
supporting this well-balanced legisla-
tion and have called upon it not to be
dressed up like a Christmas tree. My
other colleague said this did not dress
it up like a Christmas tree, yet it is
adding unrelated items to the bill. We
have bills on commerce, we have bills
on education, we have bills in other
areas, and that is where this should be
discussed.

Foreign investment is very impor-
tant to our country. It provides 5.1 mil-
lion American jobs, $1.9 trillion in eq-
uity investment; and some 50,000 jobs
in New York City are created at this
point by foreign investment. But not
one of these jobs or dollars is worth
risking our national security. That is
why we have CFIUS. We do not want to
risk our national security for any job,
and we have a template, we have a pro-
cedure placed in the CFIUS process for
direct, safe foreign investment.

I join my colleague in opposing this
amendment.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word,
and I yield to my colleague from Texas.

Mr. McCAUL of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, just in a very short conclusion, I
think we are ready to move on, but it
is a healthy debate that we are having.
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The relevance, as the gentlelady from
New York mentioned, of jobs and na-
tional security, the relevance of our
taxation policies and our economic
policies and regulatory policies and our
economic security does directly impact
our national security in this country.

I fully support the underlying bill. It
is needed legislation. It is a great piece
of legislation. I commended the chair-
man and ranking member for this bill
in response to the Dubai Ports issue.
But, again, I don’t think we can look
at this, and why wouldn’t we want this
information in the Congress? Our tax-
ation policy in this country or regu-
latory burden, does that have an im-
pact on foreign investment? Why
wouldn’t we want that information in
the Congress? Wouldn’t we want to
know whether foreign investment one
way or the other impacts jobs in this
country? I would argue that is a
healthy examination that is useful in-
formation for the Congress in exam-
ining our economic viability as a su-
perpower, our economic security in
this country, which again is a national
security issue.

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

Let me thank the chairman of the
full committee and Chairman FRANK
and the ranking member of the full
committee for the heavy lifting that
has been done.

I rise to support H.R. 556, and in the
course of it, let me try to remind my
colleagues why we got here. Among
many reasons, I think the incident in-
volving the Dubai Ports was not only a
shock to the very fine Financial Serv-
ices Committee, but a shock to Home-
land Security, it was a shock to Amer-
ica. And the focus was not around I
don’t want jobs created by foreign in-
vestment; it was around, you mean to
tell me we have been exposed to the po-
tential of terrorist activities or con-
trol? Certainly some of the suggestions
and allegations were probably far-
blown because people are fearful. And
that is why we have come together to
work on these issues from a collective
Financial Services perspective and a
number of other jurisdictions. On the
CFIUS committee is the Secretary of
Commerce, is the Secretary of Home-
land Security, so therefore, these di-
verse issues can be addressed.

I rise to support H.R. 556 because of
one particular reason. There is trans-
parency. There is no more of the shock
value. Across America we are now sell-
ing roads. We don’t know what else we
will be selling. We may be selling doors
to banks as it relates to foreign invest-
ment. Not that we disagree with for-
eign investment. We want it to be bal-
anced. And the way the bill has been
constructed, one, there is a wide diver-
sity of responsibility, including the
Secretaries of Treasury, Homeland Se-
curity, Commerce, Defense, State and
Energy, very appropriate, Attorney
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General, Chair of the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers, the U.S. Trade Rep-
resentative, Director of Office of Man-
agement and Budget, Director of Na-
tional Economic Council, and the Di-
rector of the Office of Science and
Technology Policy. I can’t imagine a
more inclusive group to be able to
make a very studied assessment, one,
of protecting us, which is the real ques-
tion that Americans ask, who’s in my
backyard, who’s at my back door, and
also not to reject legitimate, forthright
and job-creating opportunities.

In the transaction process that has
been laid out by this bill, it is a study
in thoughtfulness. And I think it will
work. This determination will be as-
sessed: whether the transaction in-
volves a foreign government-controlled
entity, whether the transaction threat-
ens to impair national security, and
the review cannot mitigate the con-
cern. So there you are again, no cover-
up, transparent. The National Intel-
ligence Director identifies concerns
and if CFIUS cannot agree upon meth-
ods to mitigate these concerns, any one
CFIUS member agency votes against
approving the transaction. So one enti-
ty, it may be Commerce, it may be
Homeland Security, can raise a con-
cern about this transaction.

This is, I think, a fast action on a
matter that could not be addressed and
did not get addressed in the last Con-
gress. But we are here today talking
about ways of securing America and
working financially and businesswise
with the various constituencies that
would be impacted. I find this as a won-
derful first step. Coming from the
State of Texas, I can assure you that
there is a lot of busy-ness about selling
roads. It again raises its head of con-
cern about security questions. I have
always made the point, do we put mak-
ing money over security? I believe that
we have made a very important first
step to strengthen this process, of rec-
ognizing the balance. My  sub-
committee on this question looks for-
ward to hearings after the fact on the
actual practical aspects of the selling
of infrastructure in the United States,
but we now have a body of thought
through H.R. 556 which we can use as a
form of study and relief.

In conclusion, let me again thank the
sponsors of this bill, I am a cosponsor
of it as well, but the chairman and
ranking member and also for moving
this swiftly and quickly and really an-
swering the question of both trans-
parency, jobs and security, might I say
security being number one. I ask my
colleagues to support the bill.

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

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

Mr. McCAUL of Texas. 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 Texas will be postponed.

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

I rise today in support of H.R. 556.
This bill will make national security
an important factor in foreign business
transactions. Last year’s news that the
Government of the United Arab Emir-
ates was going to take control over a
number of U.S. ports shocked many
Americans and it alarmed us here in
Congress as well, even though the
United Arab Emirates is a close and re-
spected ally.

Congress came to understand that
the Committee on Foreign Investment
in the United States, or CFIUS process
is broken. This process by which the
United States sells property and assets
to a foreign entity is not fully dis-
closed, has no congressional oversight
and merely glances at the national se-
curity implications before a decision is
made. Today we are working on pass-
ing the National Security FIRST Act
to fix this problem.

As cochairman of the Port Security
Caucus and the Member who represents
the Port of Baltimore, we must commit
to strong security while not adversely
impacting commerce. After an initial
review is conducted, CFIUS would im-
mediately conduct a full-scale inves-
tigation on the effects the transaction
has on national security. Under-
standing the national security implica-
tions is vital to these transactions, but
it must be done in a reasonable time
frame. We live and conduct business in
a global environment and we must re-
main competitive. But we need to
make sure that we keep our national
security at the forefront of any deci-
sion.
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

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. 5 by Mr. McCAUL of
Texas;

Amendment No. 6 by Mr. McCAUL of
Texas;

Amendment No. 7 by Mr. McCAUL of
Texas.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. MCCAUL OF
TEXAS

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on amendment No. 5 offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. McCAUL) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

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 198, noes 228,
not voting 12, as follows:
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Aderholt
AKkin
Alexander
Altmire
Bachmann
Bachus
Baker
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp (MI)
Campbell (CA)
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Carney
Carter
Castle
Chabot
Coble
Cole (OK)
Conaway
Crenshaw
Davis (KY)
Davis, David
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Doolittle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
English (PA)
Everett
Fallin
Feeney
Ferguson
Flake
Forbes
Fortenberry
Fortuno
Fossella
Foxx

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Arcuri
Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Barrow
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bordallo
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd (FL)
Boyda (KS)
Braley (IA)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps

[Roll No. 106]

AYES—198

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gohmert
Goode
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Hall (TX)
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hulshof
Inglis (SC)
Issa
Jindal
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jordan
Keller
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kline (MN)
Knollenberg
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Lamborn
Latham
LaTourette
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul (TX)
McCotter
McCrery
McHenry
McHugh
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Murphy, Tim
Musgrave

NOES—228

Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Castor
Chandler
Christensen
Clarke
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Cramer
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Dayvis, Lincoln
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
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Myrick
Neugebauer
Nunes

Paul

Pearce
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts

Platts

Poe

Porter
Price (GA)
Putnam
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reynolds
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Sali

Saxton
Schmidt
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shays
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Stearns
Sullivan
Tancredo
Terry
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Turner
Upton
Walberg
Walden (OR)
Walsh (NY)
Wamp
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emanuel
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Faleomavaega
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Giffords
Gillibrand
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
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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 197, noes 231,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 107]

Hare McDermott Sarbanes
Harman McGovern Schakowsky
Hastings (FL) McIntyre Schiff
Herseth McNerney Schwartz
Higgins McNulty Scott (GA)
Hill Meehan Scott (VA)
Hinchey Meek (FL) Serrano
H}nOJosa Meeks (NY) Sestak
Hirono Mglancon Shea-Porter
Hodes Michaud Sherman
Holden Millender-
Holt McDonald Shuler
Hooley Miller (NC) Sires
Hoyer Miller, George Skelton
Israel Mitchell Slaughter
Jackson (IL) Mollohan Smith (WA)
Jackson-Lee Moore (KS) Snyder

(TX) Moore (WI) Solis
Jefferson Moran (VA) Spratt
Johnson (GA) Murphy (CT) Stupak
Johnson, E. B. Murphy, Patrick  Sutton
Jones (OH) Murtha Tanner
Kagen Nadler Tauscher
Kanjorski Napolitano Taylor
Kaptur Neal (MA) Thompson (CA)
Kennedy Norton Thompson (MS)
Kildee Oberstar Tierney
Kilpatrick Obey
Kind Olver Towns
Klein (FL) Ortiz Udall (C0)
Kucinich Pallone Udall (NM)
Lampson Pascrell Van Hollen
Langevin Pastor Velazquez
Lantos Payne Visclosky
Larsen (WA) Perlmutter Walz (MN)
Larson (CT) Peterson (MN) Wasserman
Lee Pomeroy Schultz
Levin Price (NO) Waters
Lewis (GA) Pryce (OH) Watson
Lipinski Rahall Watt
Loebsack Rangel Waxman
Lofgren, Zoe Reyes Weiner
Lowey Rodriguez Welch (VT)
Mishone (FL) Rogbal-Allarg  WOLler

y ybal-Alla, ;
Maloney (NY) Ruppersberger \xllson (OR)
oolsey

Markey Rush Wu
Marshall Ryan (OH)
Matheson Salazar Wynn
Matsui Sanchez, Linda ~ yarmuth
McCarthy (NY) T

San.chez, Loretta

NOT VOTING—12

McCollum (MN)

Brady (PA) Davis, Jo Ann Mica
Carson Honda Rothman
Cubin Hunter Space
Culberson Inslee Stark
0O 1314
Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Mr.

SIRES, Ms. GIFFORDS, Mr. MELANCON,
Mrs. TAUSCHER, Messrs. SESTAK, BAR-
ROW, KAGEN, LANGEVIN, Ms. NORTON,
Mr. STUPAK, Mr. DINGELL, Ms. EDDIE
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Messrs.
JEFFERSON, AL GREEN of Texas and
LEWIS of Georgia changed their vote
from ‘‘aye’ to ‘“‘no.”

Messrs. CONAWAY, SAXTON, MCHUGH,
FLAKE and FRELINGHUYSEN changed
their vote from ‘“‘no” to ‘“‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated against:

Mr. HONDA. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall No.
106, had | been present, | would have voted
“no.”

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. MCCAUL OF
TEXAS

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on amendment No. 6 offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. McCAUL) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

redesignate the

AYES—197

Aderholt Franks (AZ) Myrick
AKkin Frelinghuysen Neugebauer
Alexander Gallegly Nunes
Altmire Garrett (NJ) Paul
Bachmann Gerlach Pearce
Bachus Gilchrest Pence
Baker Gillibrand Peterson (PA)
Barrett (SC) Gillmor Petri
Bartlett (MD) Gingrey Pickering
Barton (TX) Gohmert Pitts
Biggert Goode Platts
Bilbray Goodlatte Poe
Bilirakis Granger Porter
Bishop (UT) Graves Price (GA)
Blackburn Hall (TX) Putnam
Blunt Hastgrt Radanovich
Boehner Hastings (WA) Ramstad
Bonner Hayes Regula
Bono Heller A Rehberg
Boozman Hensarling Reichert
gou;ta(nrlyx) ge;ger Renzi

rady obson
Brown (S0) Hoekstra ggggfsl %ZL)
Brown-Waite, Hulshof Rogers (KY)

Ginny Inglis (SC) Rogers (MI)
e
Burton (IN) Johnson (IL) Ros Lehtinen
Buyer Johnson, Sam ROS am

oyce
Calvert Jones (NC) Ryan (WD)
Camp (MI) Jordan Sali
Campbell (CA) Keller Saxton
Cannon King (IA) Schmidt
Cantor King (NY) Sensenbrenner
Capito Kingston Sessions
Carney Kirk
Carter Kline (MN) Shgdegg
Castle Knollenberg Shimkus
Chabot Kuhl (NY) Shuster
Coble LaHood Simpson
Cole (OK) Lamborn Smith (NE)
Conaway Latham Sm}th (NJ)
Crenshaw LaTourette Smith (TX)
Davis (KY) Lewis (CA) Souder
Davis, David Lewis (KY) Stearns
Davis, Tom Linder Sullivan
Deal (GA) LoBiondo Tancredo
Dent Lucas Terry
Diaz-Balart, L. Lungren, Daniel Thornberry
Diaz-Balart, M. E. T}ahr.t
Doolittle Mack Tiberi
Drake Marchant Turner
Dreier McCarthy (CA)  Upton
Duncan McCaul (TX) Walberg
Ehlers McCotter Walden (OR)
Emerson McCrery Walsh (NY)
English (PA) McHenry Wamp
Everett McHugh Weldon (FL)
Fallin McKeon Weller
Feeney McMorris Westmoreland
Ferguson Rodgers Whitfield
Flake Miller (FL) Wicker
Forbes Miller (MI) Wilson (NM)
Fortenberry Miller, Gary Wilson (SC)
Fortuno Moran (KS) Wolf
Fossella Murphy, Tim Young (AK)
Foxx Musgrave Young (FL)
NOES—231

Abercrombie Berman Brown, Corrine
Ackerman Berry Butterfield
Allen Bishop (GA) Capps
Andrews Bishop (NY) Capuano
Arcuri Blumenauer Cardoza
Baca Bordallo Carnahan
Baird Boren Castor
Baldwin Boswell Chandler
Barrow Boucher Christensen
Bean Boyd (FL) Clarke
Becerra Boyda (KS) Clay
Berkley Braley (IA) Cleaver
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Clyburn Kagen Pomeroy
Cohen Kanjorski Price (NC)
Conyers Kaptur Pryce (OH)
Cooper Kennedy Rahall

Costa Kildee Rangel
Costello Kilpatrick Reyes
Courtney Kind Rodriguez
Cramer Klein (FL) RoSS

Crowley Kucinich Roybal-Allard
Cuellar" Lampsqn Ruppersberger
Cummings Langevin Rush

Davis (AL) Lantos Ryan (OH)
Dayvis (CA) Larsen (WA) Salazar

Davis (IL) Larson (CT) Sénchez. Lind
Davis, Lincoln Lee a,Ir“C 6z, Linda
DeFazio Levin y

DeGette Lewis (GA) Sanchez, Loretta
Delahunt Lipinski nglgalgg;fsky
DeLauro Loebsack

Dicks Lofgren, Zoe Schiff

Dingell Lowey Schwartz
Doggett Lynch Scott (GA)
Donnelly Mahoney (FL) Scott (VA)
Doyle Maloney (NY) Serrano
Edwards Manzullo Sestak
Ellison Markey Shays
Ellsworth Marshall Shea-Porter
Emanuel Matheson Sherman
Engel Matsui Shuler

Eshoo McCarthy (NY) Sires
Etheridge McCollum (MN) Skelton
Faleomavaega McDermott Slaughter
Farr McGovern Smith (WA)
Fattah McIntyre Snyder

Filner McNerney Solis

Frank (MA) McNulty Spratt
Giffords Meehan Stark
Gonzalez Meek (FL) Stupak
Gordon Meeks (NY) Sutton

Green, Al Melancon Tanner

Green, Gene Michaud Tauscher
Grijalva Millender- Taylor
Gutierrez McDonald Thompson (CA)
Hall (NY) M}ller (NC) Thompson (MS)
Hare Miller, George Tierney
Harman Mitchell Towns
Hastings (FL) Mollohan dall (CO
Herseth Moore (KS) Udall (GO)
Higgins Moore (WI) Udall (NM)

X Van Hollen
Hill Moran (VA) Vela
Hinchey Murphy (CT) ¢ azquez
Hinojosa Murphy, Patrick Visclosky
Hirono Murtha Walz (MN)
Hodes Nadler Wasserman
Holden Napolitano Schultz
Holt Neal (MA) Waters
Honda Norton Watson
Hooley Oberstar Watt
Hoyer Obey Waxman
Israel Olver Weiner
Jackson (IL) Ortiz Welch (VT)
Jackson-Lee Pallone Wexler

(TX) Pascrell Wilson (OH)
Jefferson Pastor Woolsey
Johnson (GA) Payne Wu
Johnson, E. B. Perlmutter Wynn
Jones (OH) Peterson (MN) Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—10
Brady (PA) Davis, Jo Ann Rothman
Carson Hunter Space
Cubin Inslee
Culberson Mica

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN
The CHAIRMAN (during the vote).
Members are advised that 2 minutes re-
main in this vote.
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Mrs. JONES of Ohio changed her vote
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. MCCAUL OF

TEXAS

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

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

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 197, noes 231,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 108]

AYES—197

Aderholt Franks (AZ) Neugebauer
Akin Frelinghuysen Nunes
Alexander Gallegly Paul
Altmire Garrett (NJ) Pearce
Bachmann Gerlach Pence
Bachus Gilchrest Peterson (PA)
Baker Gillmor Petri
Barrett (SC) Gingrey Pickering
Bartlett (MD) Gohmert Pitts
Barton (TX) Goode Platts
Biggert Goodlatte Poe
Bilbray Granger Porter
Bilirakis Graves Price (GA)
Bishop (UT) Hall (TX) Putnam
Blackburn Hastert Radanovich
Blunt Hastings (WA) Ramstad
Boehner Hayes Regula
Bonner Heller Rehberg
Bono Hensarling Reichert
Boozman Herger Renzi
Boustany Hobson Reynolds
Brady (TX) Hoekstra Rogers (AL)
Brown (SC') Hulghof Rogers (KY)
Brown—Walte, Inglis (SC) Rogers (MI)

Ginny Is'sa Rohrabacher
Buchanan Jindal Ros-Lehtinen
Burgess Johnson (IL) Roskam
Burton (IN) Johnson, Sam R

oyce
Buyer Jones (NC) R WI
Calvert Jordan yan WD
Sali
Camp (MI) Keller Saxton
Campbell (CA) King (IA) Schmidt
Cannon King (NY) Sensenbrenner
Cantor Kingston .
Capito Kirk Sessions
Carney Kline (MN) Shadegg
Carter Knollenberg Shays
Castle Kuhl (NY) Shimkus
Chabot LaHood Shuster
Coble Lamborn Sm_lpsOn
Cole (OK) Latham Sm}th (NE)
Conaway LaTourette Smith (NJ)
Crenshaw Lewis (CA) Smith (TX)
Davis (KY) Lewis (KY) Souder
Davis, David Linder Stearns
Davis, Tom LoBiondo Sullivan
Deal (GA) Lucas Tancredo
Dent Lungren, Daniel ~ Terry
Diaz-Balart, L. E. Thornberry
Diaz-Balart, M.  Mack Tiahrt
Doolittle Marchant Tiberi
Drake McCarthy (CA) ~ Turner
Dreier McCaul (TX) Upton
Duncan McCotter Walberg
Ehlers McCrery Walden (OR)
Emerson McHenry Walsh (NY)
English (PA) McHugh Wamp
Everett McKeon Weldon (FL)
Fallin McMorris Weller
Feeney Rodgers Westmoreland
Ferguson Miller (FL) Whitfield
Flake Miller (MI) Wicker
Forbes Miller, Gary Wilson (NM)
Fortenberry Moran (KS) Wilson (SC)
Fortuno Murphy, Tim Wolf
Fossella Musgrave Young (AK)
Foxx Myrick Young (FL)
NOES—231

Abercrombie Becerra Boucher
Ackerman Berkley Boyd (FL)
Allen Berman Boyda (KS)
Andrews Berry Braley (IA)
Arcuri Bishop (GA) Brown, Corrine
Baca Bishop (NY) Butterfield
Baird Blumenauer Capps
Baldwin Bordallo Capuano
Barrow Boren Cardoza
Bean Boswell Carnahan

Castor
Chandler
Christensen
Clarke
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Cramer
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Dayvis, Lincoln
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emanuel
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Faleomavaega
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Giffords
Gillibrand
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Herseth
Higgins
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt

Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Israel
Jackson (IL)

Brady (PA)
Carson
Cubin
Culberson

Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
Klein (FL)
Kucinich
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lynch
Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum (MN)
McDermott
McGovern
MclIntyre
McNerney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Norton
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
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Pastor
Payne
Perlmutter
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rodriguez
Ross
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Séanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch (VT)
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—10

Davis, Jo Ann
Hunter

Inslee

Mica

Rothman
Space

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHATRMAN

The CHAIRMAN (during the vote).
Members are advised that 2 minutes re-
main in this vote.
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So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. CARSON. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall No.
106, 107, and 108, had | been present, |
would have voted “no.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, due to my attend-
ance at the Arlington National Cemetery fu-
neral of U.S. Army SGT John D. Rode, my
constituent from Lake Mary who died from in-
juries inflicted by a terrorist IED in Irag on

H2007

February 14, 2007, | was unable to cast votes
on rollcalls 106, 107, and 108. Had | been
present, | would have voted “aye” on each of
these measures.

The CHAIRMAN. There being no fur-
ther amendments, the question is on
the Committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute, as amended.

The Committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
WEINER) having assumed the chair, Mr.
PASTOR, 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. b556) to ensure national security
while promoting foreign investment
and the creation and maintenance of
jobs, to reform the process by which
such investments are examined for any
effect they may have on national secu-
rity, to establish the Committee on
Foreign Investment in the United
States, and for other purposes, pursu-
ant to House Resolution 195, he re-
ported the bill back to the House with
an amendment adopted by the Com-
mittee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment to the amendment re-
ported from the Committee of the
Whole? If not, the question is on the
amendment.

The amendment was 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.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR.
NEUGEBAUER

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Speaker, 1
have a motion to recommit at the
desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. In its current
form, yes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Neugebauer moves to recommit the
bill H.R. 556 to the Committee on Financial
Services with instructions to report the
same back to the House forthwith with the
following amendments:

Page 30, line 17, strike the
quotation marks and the 2nd period.

Page 30, after line 17, insert the following
new paragraph:

‘“(4) CONTENTS OF REPORT RELATING TO BAR-
RIERS TO INVESTMENT IN THE UNITED STATES.—
In order to assist the Congress in its over-
sight role of ensuring the national security

closing



H2008

of the United States by assuring a healthy
investment climate, the President, and such
agencies as the President shall designate,
shall include in the annual report submitted
under paragraph (1) detailed analysis of fac-
tors in the United States, such as—

“‘(A) the deleterious effect of burdensome
regulations;

‘(B) fair, equitable and nondiscriminatory
treatment of entrepreneurs, businesses and
other sources of capital;

“(C) the stability of the financial markets;
and

‘(D) economic competitiveness driven by
innovation,
that, when compared to similar conditions in
other countries, may negatively impact the
number of filings, cause changes in the types
of business sectors involved in such filings,
and adversely affect the number of invest-
ments originating from specific countries, or
that may induce retaliatory actions by other
countries that directly impair United States
global investments.”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Texas is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Speaker,
this motion to recommit I offer today
is straightforward and simple.

If adopted, it would require the Presi-
dent’s annual report to the Congress on
CFIUS operations to analyze the fac-
tors that promote the healthy invest-
ment climate and scrutinize the as-
pects of our regulatory environment
that discourages such investment. I
hope that all Members can agree that
supporting foreign investment in the
United States, with appropriate excep-
tions to protect our national security,
benefits all Americans.

I also hope that all Members recog-
nize that just as important to welcome
direct investment in the United States,
it is also important to identify and ad-
dress the barriers that have been erect-
ed in this country that chill such in-
vestment. Open markets and national
security support one another.

The U.S. regulatory climate is driv-
ing investment away. It is time to con-
sider broad overhaul of our Nation’s
rules, enforcement policies and litiga-
tion system. The annual report re-
quired by this bill, the ‘“‘Report Related
to Barriers to Investment into the
United States,” is an important venue
for Congress to seek information that
can lay a foundation for such examina-
tion.

National security cannot become a
pretext for protectionism. As well, it
must be understood that artificial bar-
riers to foreign investment will only
induce international retaliation
against U.S. investments overseas.

If the United States trends towards
restricted markets, others will follow.
Should such scenario play out, our
country has the most to lose. I urge the
House to adopt this motion to recom-
mit with instructions so that we can
better understand the impediments to
legitimate foreign investment and to
our country, promote our interests
abroad and to ensure that the United
States economy remains the envy of
the world.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.
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Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to speak in opposition
to the recommittal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, this is fourth effort by the
minority to get exactly the same thing
voted on. Apparently, this strategy has
become if at first you don’t succeed,
try, try, again and again and again.

I am disappointed at the poverty of
their ability to obstruct. Now, here is
where we are. We have a bill that is
strongly supported by the administra-
tion and by the business community,
their erstwhile allies.

We were asked by some on the Re-
publican side and in the business com-
munity to get a closed rule, because
they were afraid of irresponsible and
silly amendments.

I rejected that request, and now I see,
frankly, some people who asked me to
support a closed rule voting for the
amendments that came forward be-
cause we had an open rule. Apparently
the motto of some of my Republican
colleagues, when it comes to rules is,
stop me before I obstruct again.

I don’t intend to do that. I don’t in-
tend to protect you from your own
worst impulses. After all, no one has
protected me from mine.

We have a bill which says we do not
want foreign investment which is good
for this country, which is job producing
and economically stimulative pre-
vented by fears that unnecessary secu-
rity interests will be raised. So we set
up a policy, we set up a committee to
vet proposals for foreign investment to
make sure that there is no threat to
national security and its very specific
definition of terrorism, of espionage, of
a transfer of information that might
hurt us. This is to undo the damage
that might have come from Dubai.

Apparently, the minority is dissatis-
fied because we are not somehow con-
forming to this stereotype of us. We
have brought forward a responsible and
balanced bill. We worked with Treas-
ury. We worked with the business com-
munity.

They have decided now to expand the
scope. What they have asked for, frank-
ly, here, is a report from the com-
mittee that is charged with dealing
with this very specific set of issues.
Does a particular foreign direct invest-
ment impinge on national security?

They want to burden that committee
over the objection of the Treasury De-
partment, which does not like this re-
commit and did not like the amend-
ment before that, the amendment be-
fore that, which all said the same
thing.

They are trying to dilute the work of
the committee by doing what? By ask-
ing for a report, for example, on hedge
funds. Look at page 2. Let’s have a re-
port on the stability of the financial
markets.

So instead of focusing their energies
on whether or not a particular invest-
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ment is a national security threat, this
committee is supposed to give us a re-
port on hedge funds and on derivatives,
the stability of the financial markets.
They are supposed to talk about non-
discriminatory treatment of entre-
preneurs and the deleterious effect of
burdensome regulation.

Of course, that is the right-wing
premise that regulation is necessarily
burdensome. There might, of course, be
a conflict if you are going to talk
about the deleterious effect of burden-
some legislation, that might be in con-
flict with your ability to promote the
stability to promote financial markets.

They don’t belong in this bill. It is an
effort to bring in right-wing ideological
precepts into a bill that plays an im-
portant role. Now, I guess I regret their
frustration that we haven’t given them
a better target to shoot at. But this
proposal to take the Committee on
Foreign Investments in the U.S. and
turn it into the Federal Reserve Board
and the Council of Economic Advisers,
and God knows what else, will detract
from the mission of that committee,
make it harder for them to focus on na-
tional security, and serves no other
purpose.

I would ask the Members for the
fourth time to vote against the same
issue. I would say to my Republican
friends, I know you are not going to be
worried about our time, I know you are
not going to be worried about civility
and comity, but could you take bore-
dom into account.

The next time you are being obstruc-
tive, could you be a little creative,
could you think of at least a couple of
variations and could you not ask for
the same vote four times. I have Mem-
bers asleep over here because they are
so bored for what you are doing.

I ask Members to rally themselves
for one more ‘‘no”” vote for the fourth
time. I don’t think there is any other
means by which you can do it again,
and let’s then pass this bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clauses 8 and 9 of rule XX, this
15-minute vote on the motion to re-
commit will be followed by b-minute
votes on passage of the bill, if ordered,
and the motion to suspend the rules
and agree to House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 52.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 193, noes 229,
not voting 11, as follows:
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Aderholt
AKkin
Alexander
Bachmann
Bachus
Baker
Barrett (SC)
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Buyer
Calvert
Camp (MI)
Campbell (CA)
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Castle
Chabot
Coble
Cole (OK)
Conaway
Crenshaw
Davis (KY)
Davis, David
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.

Diaz-Balart, M.

Doolittle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
English (PA)
Everett
Fallin
Feeney
Ferguson
Flake
Forbes
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri
Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Barrow
Bean
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd (FL)
Boyda (KS)
Braley (IA)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano

[Roll No. 109]

AYES—193

Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gohmert
Goode
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Hall (TX)
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hulshof
Inglis (SC)
Issa
Jindal
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jordan
Keller
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kline (MN)
Knollenberg
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Lamborn
Latham
LaTourette
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Marchant
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul (TX)
McCotter
McCrery
McHenry
McHugh
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Murphy, Tim
Musgrave
Myrick
Neugebauer
Nunes
Paul

NOES—229

Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson
Castor
Chandler
Clarke
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Cramer
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Lincoln
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
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Pearce
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts

Platts

Poe

Porter
Price (GA)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reynolds
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Sali

Saxton
Schmidt
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shays
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Stearns
Sullivan
Tancredo
Terry
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Turner
Upton
Walberg
Walden (OR)
Walsh (NY)
Wamp
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly
Doyle
Edwards
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emanuel
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Giffords
Gilchrest
Gillibrand
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hare
Harman

Hastings (FL)
Herseth
Higgins
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (NC)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
Klein (FL)
Kucinich
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lynch
Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui

Brady (PA)
Burton (IN)
Cubin
Culberson

Mr. FILNER changed his vote from

McCarthy (NY)
McCollum (MN)
McDermott
McGovern
MclIntyre
McNerney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Perlmutter
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rodriguez
Ross
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar

Davis, Jo Ann
Hunter

Inslee

Jones (OH)
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“aye’ to “no.”

So the motion to recommit was re-

jected.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

Séanchez, Linda
T

Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch (VT)
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—I11

Rothman
Space
Towns

question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that

the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.

Speaker, I demand a recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 423, noes 0,

not voting 10, as follows:

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Allen
Altmire
Andrews
Arcuri
Baca
Bachmann

[Roll No. 110]
AYES—423

Bachus
Baird

Baker
Baldwin
Barrett (SC)
Barrow
Bartlett (MD)
Barton (TX)
Bean
Becerra
Berkley

Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blumenauer
Blunt

The

Mr.

This

Boehner
Bonner
Bono
Boozman
Boren
Boswell
Boucher
Boustany
Boyd (FL)
Boyda (KS)
Brady (TX)
Braley (IA)
Brown (SC)
Brown, Corrine
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Buyer
Calvert
Camp (MI)
Campbell (CA)
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson
Carter
Castle
Castor
Chabot
Chandler
Clarke
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Coble
Cohen
Cole (OK)
Conaway
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Cramer
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (KY)
Davis, David
Davis, Lincoln
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly
Doolittle
Doyle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emanuel
Emerson
Engel
English (PA)
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Fallin
Farr
Fattah
Feeney
Ferguson
Filner
Flake
Forbes
Fortenberry

Fossella
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gilchrest
Gillibrand
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Granger
Graves
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Hare
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth
Higgins
Hill
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hobson
Hodes
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Hulshof
Inglis (SC)
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jindal
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Jordan
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Knollenberg
Kucinich
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Lamborn
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
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Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul (TX)
McCollum (MN)
McCotter
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Murtha
Musgrave
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Nunes
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pearce
Pence
Perlmutter
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Poe
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reyes
Reynolds
Rodriguez
Rogers (AL)
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Rogers (KY) Shuler Van Hollen
Rogers (MI) Shuster Velazquez
Rohrabacher Simpson Visclosky
Ros-Lehtinen Sires Walberg
Roskam Skelton Walden (OR)
Ross Sla}lghter Walsh (NY)
Roybal-Allard Sm}th (NE) Walz (MN)
Royce Smith (NJ) Wamp
Ruppersberger Smith (TX) Wasserman
Rush Smith (WA) Schultz
Ryan (OH) Snyder
Ryan (WI) Solis Waters
Salazar Souder Watson
Sali Spratt Watt
Sénchez, Linda  Stark Waxman

T. Stearns Weiner
Sanchez, Loretta Stupak Welch (VT)
Sarbanes Sutton Weldon (FL)
Saxton Tancredo Weller
Schakowsky Tanner Westmoreland
Schiff Tauscher Wexler
Schmidt Taylor Whitfield
Schwartz Terry Wicker
Scott (GA) Thompson (CA) Wilson (NM)
Scott (VA) Thompson (MS) Wilson (OH)
Sensenbrenner Tpornberry Wilson (SC)
Serrano Tiahrt Wolf
Sessions Tiberi

. Woolsey
Sestak Tierney Wu
Shadegg Towns
Shays Turner Wynn
Shea-Porter Udall (CO) Yarmuth
Sherman Udall (NM) Young (AK)
Shimkus Upton Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—10
Brady (PA) Diaz-Balart, M. Space
Cubin Hunter Sullivan
Culberson Inslee
Davis, Jo Ann Rothman
0 1413

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

SUPPORTING THE GOALS AND
IDEALS OF AMERICAN HEART
MONTH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and agreeing to the
concurrent resolution, H. Con. Res. 52.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PALLONE) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, H. Con. Res. 52, on which the
yeas and nays are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 412, nays 0,
not voting 21, as follows:

[Roll No. 111]

YEAS—412
Abercrombie Bean Boren
Ackerman Becerra Boswell
Aderholt Berkley Boucher
Akin Berman Boustany
Alexander Berry Boyd (FL)
Allen Biggert Boyda (KS)
Altmire Bilbray Brady (TX)
Andrews Bilirakis Braley (IA)
Arcuri Bishop (GA) Brown (SC)
Baca Bishop (NY) Brown, Corrine
Bachmann Bishop (UT) Brown-Waite,
Baird Blackburn Ginny
Baker Blumenauer Buchanan
Baldwin Blunt Burgess
Barrett (SC) Boehner Burton (IN)
Barrow Bonner Butterfield
Bartlett (MD) Bono Buyer
Barton (TX) Boozman Calvert

Campbell (CA)
Cannon
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carson
Carter
Castle
Castor
Chabot
Chandler
Clarke
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Coble
Cohen

Cole (OK)
Conaway
Cooper
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Cramer
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cuellar
Davis (AL)
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Dayvis (KY)
Davis, David
Dayvis, Lincoln
Davis, Tom
Deal (GA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.

Diaz-Balart, M.

Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly
Doolittle
Doyle
Drake
Dreier
Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emanuel
Emerson
Engel
English (PA)
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Fallin

Farr
Fattah
Feeney
Ferguson
Filner
Forbes
Fortenberry
Fossella
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gilchrest
Gillibrand
Gillmor
Gingrey
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Granger
Graves
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Hare

Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth
Higgins
Hill
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hobson
Hodes
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Hulshof
Inglis (SC)
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jindal
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Jordan
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Knollenberg
Kucinich
Kuhl (NY)
LaHood
Lamborn
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Lungren, Daniel
E

Lynch

Mack
Mahoney (FL)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey
Marshall
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul (TX)
McCollum (MN)
McCotter
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McHugh
MclIntyre
McKeon
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McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Murtha
Musgrave
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Nunes
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pearce
Pence
Perlmutter
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Poe
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Putnam
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reichert
Renzi
Reyes
Reynolds
Rodriguez
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Salazar
Sali
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Saxton
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schmidt
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Sestak
Shadegg
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Shays Taylor Waters
Shea-Porter Terry Watson
Sherman Thompson (CA) Watt
Shimkus Thompson (MS) Waxman
Shuler Thornberry Weiner
Shuster Tiahrt Welch (VT)
Simpson Tiberi Weldon (FL)
Sires Tierney Weller
Skelton Towns
Smith (NE) Turner ‘x:?ﬁoreland
Smith (NJ) Udall (CO) Whitfield
Smith (TX) Udall (NM) .
Snyder Upton W}Cker
Solis Van Hollen Wilson (NM)
Souder Velazquez Wilson (OH)
Spratt Visclosky Wilson (SC)
Stark Walberg Wolf
Stearns Walden (OR) Woolsey
Stupak Walsh (NY) Wu
Sutton Walz (MN) Wynn
Tancredo Wamp Yarmuth
Tanner Wasserman Young (AK)
Tauscher Schultz Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—21
Bachus Cummings Pryce (OH)
Brady (PA) Davis, Jo Ann Rangel
Camp (MI) Flake Rothman
Cantor Grijalva Slaughter
Conyers Hinchey Smith (WA)
Cubin Hunter Space
Culberson Inslee Sullivan

0 1422

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
concurrent resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———————

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 997

Mr. KING of Iowa. Madam Speaker,
for my bill, H.R. 997, inadvertently and
by obvious mistake, the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. PRICE) was
listed as a cosponsor of the bill in error
instead of the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. PrRICE). I would ask unanimous
consent that we grant the request of
both gentlemen, that the gentleman
from North Carolina’s name could be
removed from H.R. 997.

And I would apologize to both the
gentlemen from North Carolina and
Georgia who are named Mr. PRICE.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
CLARKE). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

———

DEMOCRATS, DON'T BLOW OUR
GREAT ECONOMY

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

Mr. GOHMERT. Madam Speaker, you
know, over the last 12 years, the Demo-
crats have been in the minority, Re-
publicans have been in the majority.
The economy boomed in the late ’90s.
We had this tragic event on 9/11; it
should have sent this country into a
terrible depression, but this Congress,
Republican majority, pushed through
tax cuts that have allowed the econ-
omy to rebound and be robust and pro-
vide jobs and better standard of living.
And in 2 months of talking about rais-
ing taxes and more regulation and one
committee chairman talking about
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how he is going to undermine the
President’s national security policy, in
just 2 months we have this terrible
damage to the stock market, to the
economy. Unbelievable. They were say-
ing last night on the news that this is
the biggest drop since 9/11. In 2 months
of talking about all these new plans,
we are going to cost people jobs.

I would just encourage my friends
across the aisle, be careful. We have
built a great economy. Don’t blow it
quite so quickly.

——————

IN RECOGNITION OF BLACK
HISTORY MONTH

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

Mr. SARBANES. Madam Speaker, 1
rise today in recognition of Black His-
tory Month. This gives us an oppor-
tunity to acknowledge how far we have
come as a society, and to recognize the
strides and extraordinary contribu-
tions that African Americans have
made throughout our history.

Today our cultural diversity is a
source of strength and enrichment for
our Nation, and is a particular source
of pride for the State of Maryland. But
Black History Month also serves as a
time for us to reflect upon the progress
that still needs to be made.

Thirty-eight years ago, Shirley Chis-
holm became the first African Amer-
ican woman elected to Congress. Ear-
lier this month we saw the appoint-
ment of Lorraine Miller as the first fe-
male African American Clerk of the
U.S. House of Representatives.

Madam Speaker, as long as there are
still firsts to be achieved, we must be
tireless in promoting the ideals and
values of the civil rights movement
and its leaders.

Unfortunately, our Nation’s history is one
that includes harsh divisions along racial lines
and, in many cases, deeply institutionalized
racism throughout society. As a result of
strong leadership, vision and tremendous sac-
rifice on the part of many, we have made sig-
nificant progress over time and African Ameri-
cans have made remarkable and enormous
contributions to every sector of our society.
Today, our cultural diversity is a source of
strength and enrichment for our Nation and it
is a particular source of pride for the state of
Maryland.

This month gives us an opportunity to ac-
knowledge how far we have come—to recog-
nize the strides and extraordinary contributions
that African Americans have made throughout
our history. It serves as a time where our mu-
seums, cinemas, schools and other commu-
nity centers can showcase the work of African
American artists, entrepreneurs, business
leaders, scientists, public officials, teachers,
and the like.

But Black History Month also serves a time
for us to reflect upon the progress that needs
to be made. It is a time to consider the range
of experiences within African American herit-
age and to redouble our commitment to equal-
ity for all. Some 38 years ago, the first female
African American U.S. Representative, Shirley
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Chisholm, was elected to this Congress. Ear-
lier this month, we in Congress saw the ap-
pointment of Lorraine Miller, the first female
African American Clerk of the U.S. House of
Representatives. As long as there are still
firsts to be achieved, there remains a reason
to promote the ideals and values of the civil
rights movement and its leaders. Indeed, the
movement continues to represent a beacon for
social justice in all of America’s communities.

So as we remember the struggle of Dr. King
and of the many others who were with him, as
well as those who came before and after him,
we honor those like Lorraine Miller who are
still blazing trails. We honor the special con-
tribution African Americans have made to the
greatness of our Nation, reflecting on how far
this country has come and reminding our-
selves of how far we have to go.

————
DEMOCRATS’ BROKEN PROMISES

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

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Madam
Speaker, lest the American people be
deceived, the House is finished for
today; 2:15 this afternoon, 4 hours and
15 minutes. Yesterday we were in ses-
sion for less than an hour. Monday we
weren’t in session at all. This week, 5
hours and 15 minutes. That is less than
2 hours a day, Madam Speaker.

Madam Speaker, Orwellian democ-
racy is alive and well here in Wash-
ington, but just because the Democrats
say that we are working 5 days a week
doesn’t make it so. This kind of
disinformation does a disservice to our
entire Nation.

Democrat broken promises are piling
up, Madam Speaker, and the American
people are paying attention.

——
DEMOCRATS’ EMPTY PROMISES

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

Mr. WESTMORELAND. As my col-
league from Georgia just said, I was
looking forward to that 5-day work-
week, and so far, since January 4, I be-
lieve we have experienced one. Here it
is, 2:25. And I don’t know of many peo-
ple from the Third District of Georgia
that are home right now. Most people
are working.

The chairman of the Financial Serv-
ices Committee said his people were
falling sleep. They must be staying up
too late at night because it is not from
overwork. As my colleague from Geor-
gia said, I think in the last 2 days we
have worked an hour and a half.

When the Republicans were in
charge, I remember getting home at
10:30, 11 o’clock, 12 o’clock at night
from a hard day’s work. And when the
Democrats took over, I had to really
kind of refocus on how to get back to
my apartment because I had never seen
the daylight hours.

So I want to ask the Democrats on
the other side of the aisle, if you are
going to say something, let’s do it.
Let’s make sure that we do it, and that
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these are not just empty promises that
you told the American people to get
into the majority.

————

CIVICS LESSONS FOR
REPUBLICANS

(Mr. McDERMOTT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, I
had not intended to speak, but after
listening to these two people talk
about what the House is doing, I think
we are going to have to have some
civics lessons around here for Repub-
licans. They never followed the regular
order.

The way things are supposed to hap-
pen in the House is you drop in a bill
and it goes to committee, and you have
hearings, and you have markups, and
you work off the floor before you bring
things to the floor. When the Repub-
licans were in control, they never had
committee hearings, they never had
anybody come in, they never had any
markups. It was all written in the
Speaker’s Office and brought to the
Rules Committee and put out on the
floor without any preparation.

This Congress is preparing issues
that will be brought to the floor over
the next several months. We are not
asleep. We are just doing the regular
order, which is going to committee.

In the Ways and Means Committee
today we discussed global warming.
There wasn’t one single hearing in this
House on global warming when the Re-
publicans were in session, and yet it is
the biggest issue facing this Nation.

————

REV. JULIUS SCIPIO

(Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina.
Madam Speaker, the community calls
him an advocate for children. However,
this reverend from Pickens, South
Carolina, said he just never wanted to
be an elder who sat around and criti-
cized youth; therefore he got out and
helped the children at risk in his com-
munity.

A community service leader who has
touched lives and strengthened faith,
Rev. Julius Scipio is a lifelong min-
ister and a pastor at Ebenezer Baptist
Church in Anderson, South Carolina.

Rev. Scipio has also been a strong ad-
vocate for the African American com-
munities in the upstate of South Caro-
lina, specifically in Anderson, Oconee
and Pickens Counties. He is said to
have blessed the members of his con-
gregation through his service.

In 1994, Rev. Scipio was awarded the
national Jefferson Award for his dedi-
cation to young African American
males by creating the Elephant Men of
Pickens County. He created this faith-
based organization to represent ele-
phants in the wild that form a circle to
surround and protect the young in
trouble.
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During Black History Month, I thank
Rev. Scipio for dedicating himself as a
public and faith-based servant to pro-
tect our at-risk youth.

———
0 1430

DEMOCRATS WORK EVEN WHEN
HOUSE FLOOR NOT IN SESSION

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

Mr. ISRAEL. Madam Speaker, I had
not intended to speak either, but after
listening to some of my friends from
the other side of the aisle discuss how
the House has finished and we have
concluded business, they may be going
home for the day, but I want to share
with America and my constituents
what I am going to be doing. I am not
leaving. I am going to continue to
work.

At 2:30, I will be meeting with a con-
stituent group from my district. I am
going to return to a hearing of the En-
ergy and Water Subcommittee. I will
be meeting with another group from
my district at 3. I am meeting with the
adjuvant general of the New York Na-
tional Guard at 3:30. At 4, I am meeting
with a member from the other side,
Congresswoman EMERSON, to discuss
the Center Aisle Caucus.

Then I have a 4:30 staff meeting, then
a Humane Society meeting, then a
U.S.-China Working Group meeting.
Then I will be going to George Wash-
ington University to give a speech.

My friends, it is okay for you to go
home at 2:00 when the legislative busi-
ness is done, but many of us on this
side, we are going to continue to do the
work that the American people want.

———

DEMOCRATS WORKING HARD IN
WASHINGTON, D.C.

(Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission
to address the House for 1 minute and
to revise and extend her remarks.)

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Madam Speaker, I had not in-
tended to speak this afternoon either.
Actually, I am late going to a military
personnel subcommittee hearing where
we are going to take a look at the
changes that are going to happen to
the Reserve Montgomery GI bill. It is
running a little late because we had
votes, but we are working here. I don’t
know where the other side is. They are
in the minority now, and maybe they
are going home; but we have a lot of
things to get done for the American
people.

When I finish with the military sub-
committee, I will be going to the full
Homeland Security Committee where
we are going to receive a briefing on
the SpyNet program. On this immigra-
tion issue that everybody in America
thinks is so important, this is how we
protect the borders and how we are
using assets there, and we are going to
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get a briefing on that. That should in-
clude Republicans. I don’t know if they
will show up for that meeting, but they
should.

After that, Madam Speaker, I have a
subcommittee on oversight and inves-
tigations with respect to the House
Committee on Armed Services where I
also serve. And then I will meet with
constituents, credit unions, and people
who are in town. So we on this side of
the aisle are working very hard to keep
the work going on here in Washington,
D.C.

———
DEMOCRATS WORKING HARD

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

Mr. PAYNE. Madam Speaker, I, too,
would certainly like to share my sched-
ule. I have been listening and passing
on and was not going to speak, but I
heard complaints about work not being
done.

I have a 4:00 meeting with the Pro-
gressive Caucus.

I have a meeting where we are going
to be discussing the Employer Free
Choice Act later this afternoon.

We have the National Wildlife Fed-
eration that is coming around to talk
about their issues.

We then will be talking about the
whole question of North Korea which is
going on right now in the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee.

The county executive from Hudson
County, Mr. Tom DeGise, is coming
over to discuss problems of the county.

Later in the afternoon, the president
of Monmouth University will be in my
office discussing their 2008 agenda.

We will have the Assistant Secretary
of State for Near Eastern Affairs to
talk about peace between the Palestin-
ians and Israelis, something that is ex-
tremely important.

I have a meeting scheduled with Am-
bassador Olhaye, Dean of the African
Diplomatic Corps.

I could go on and on. My time has
run out, but I have still 8 or 10 or 12
issues to meet on.

————

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, and under a previous
order of the House, the following Mem-
bers will be recognized for 5 minutes
each.

————

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) is recog-
nized for 56 minutes.

(Mr. POE addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
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(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

CIVIL WAR IN IRAQ

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
MCDERMOTT) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. McDERMOTT. Madam Speaker,
finally, grudgingly, the administration
has agreed to talk to Syria and Iran
about the civil war that is raging in
Iraq. This should have happened at
least 2 years ago, so why now?

Has the President finally concluded
what many of us have said for a long
time: That you cannot shoot your way
to a peace in Iraq? That would be a
hopeful sign, but it is doubtful since he
continues to escalate the U.S. presence
in the middle of a civil war.

The apparent movement towards di-
plomacy comes at a curious time. The
American people told their government
last November to get their soldiers out
of harm’s way when they gave the
Democrats a 2-year contract on the
majority. And it didn’t take long for
this House to make a down payment on
rebuilding trust with the American
people.

Despite repeated Presidential claims
that meant nothing, the overwhelming
passage of Speaker PELOSI’s first step
in getting U.S. soldiers out of harm’s
way was the shot heard round the
world.

No one wants to move faster than me
in getting the soldiers out of Iraq. But
every journey starts with a single step,
and we have done it.

The American people and other na-
tions welcomed the Speaker’s leader-
ship in getting this country to begin to
set a new course in Iraq based on a re-
ality, and not based on the same old
rhetoric from the White House. They
continue to bluster; so what else is
new?

There are serious mainstream Middle
East leaders who believe the U.S. pol-
icy has more to do with extraction
than engagement. By extraction, they
don’t mean TU.S. soldiers being ex-
tracted out of harm’s way, they are re-
ferring to extracting Iraq’s oil.

The Asia Times yesterday published
two commentaries that are rever-
berating throughout the Middle East.
One is called, ‘“U.S.’s Iraq Oil Grab is a
Done Deal.”” And the other is entitled:
“Big Oil In, Stability Out Under New
Iraqi Law.” I will include the two arti-
cles for the RECORD.

As many articles in recent days have
pointed out, the President’s represent-
atives in Iraq used intense pressure be-
hind the scenes to get the Iraq govern-
ment to take the first step in making
production-sharing agreements, PSAs,
the law of Iraq. There are scenarios in
which investment and production will
be a benefit to the Iraq people, but the
Iraq people have to be solely in charge.
As it stands, and as many fear, the
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PSA language approved over the week-
end could indenture Iraq’s oil wealth to
U.S. oil interests for decades to come.

As passed by the Iraq parliament, a
new centralized government agency in
Iraq, closely tied to the U.S., would
have ultimate control over who gets
access to Iraq’s vast oil resources.

The oil industry itself says it costs
one single dollar to extract a barrel of
oil in Iraq, but that barrel brings $60
today on the world market. How does
big oil, closely aligned to the President
and Vice President, spell conservation?
It is spelled I-R-A-Q.

Here is the U.S.-Iraq equation as seen
by people from the Middle East: Bil-
lions of barrels of oil, billions of dollars
in profits, dozens of U.S. military bases
across Iraq, and thousands of U.S. sol-
diers remaining in Iraq.

The bottom line is this: Is the Presi-
dent hoping Iraq will import democ-
racy, or will it export oil under the
thumb of U.S. oil interests?

The production-sharing agreements
have not yet been enacted into law.
The outcome is still uncertain. But one
thing is certain, production-sharing
agreements that favor the U.S. means
the U.S. will be in Iraq for decades. The
President has expressed a new found in-
terest in diplomacy.

Are we going to negotiate with Iran
at the same time we push for PSA
agreements to become law? A lot of
people in the Middle East wonder. The
U.S. needs to state its intentions if
there is any hope for a diplomatic solu-
tion in Iraaq.

We not only need to extract U.S. sol-
diers from Iraq, we also need to extract
U.S. oil interests from dictating the oil
future for the Iraqi people. The deeper
the U.S. goes in influencing the dis-
tribution of Iraq oil wealth, the more
we inflame the tensions and suspicions
about why we invaded Iraq in the first
place.

Remember weapons of mass destruc-
tion and Osama bin Laden and al Qaeda
and democracy? Now it becomes clear
what it is really all about: Getting con-
trol of Iraq oil.

Madam Speaker, we have got to have
the President come clean. Perhaps he
will do a White House speech on this.

[From the Asia Times, Feb. 27, 2007]
U.S.’s IRAQ OIL GRAB IS A DONE DEAL
(By Pepe Escobar)

“By 2010 we will need [a further] 50 million
barrels a day. The Middle East, with two-
thirds of the oil and the lowest cost, is still
where the prize lies.”—U.S. Vice President
Dick Cheney, then Halliburton chief execu-
tive officer, London, autumn 1999.

U.S. President George W. Bush and Vice
President Dick Cheney might as well declare
the Iraq war over and out. As far as they—
and the humongous energy interests they de-
fend—are concerned, only now is the mission
really accomplished. More than half a tril-
lion dollars spent and perhaps half a million
Iraqis killed have come down to this.

On Monday, Prime Minister Nuri al-
Maliki’s cabinet in Baghdad approved the
draft of the new Iraqi oil law. The govern-
ment regards it as ‘‘a major national
project’”’. The key point of the law is that
Iraq’s immense oil wealth (115 billion barrels
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of proven reserves, third in the world after
Saudi Arabia and Iran) will be under the iron
rule of a fuzzy ‘‘Federal Oil and Gas Council”’
boasting ‘‘a panel of oil experts from inside
and outside Iraq’’. That is, nothing less than
predominantly U.S. Big Oil executives.

The law represents no less than institu-
tionalized raping and pillaging of Iraq’s oil
wealth. It represents the death knell of na-
tionalized (from 1972 to 1975) Iraqi resources,
now replaced by production sharing agree-
ments (PSAs)—which translate into savage
privatization and monster profit rates of up
to 75% for (basically U.S.) Big Oil. Sixty-five
of Iraq’s roughly 80 oilfields already known
will be offered for Big Oil to exploit. As if
this were not enough, the law reduces in
practice the role of Baghdad to a minimum.
0Oil wealth, in theory, will be distributed di-
rectly to Kurds in the north, Shi’ites in the
south and Sunnis in the center. For all prac-
tical purposes, Iraq will be partitioned into
three statelets. Most of the country’s re-
serves are in the Shi’ite-dominated south,
while the Kurdish north holds the best pros-
pects for future drilling.

The approval of the draft law by the frac-
tious 275-member Iraqi Parliament, in
March, will be a mere formality. Hussain al-
Shahristani, Iraq’s oil minister, is beaming.
So is dodgy Barnham Salih: a Kurd, com-
mitted cheerleader of the U.S. invasion and
occupation, then deputy prime minister, big
PSA fan, and head of a committee that was
debating the law.

But there was not much to be debated. The
law was in essence drafted, behind locked
doors, by a U.S. consulting firm hired by the
Bush administration and then carefully re-
touched by Big 0il, the International Mone-
tary Fund, former U.S. deputy defense sec-
retary Paul Wolfowitz’ World Bank, and the
United States Agency for International De-
velopment. It’s virtually a U.S. law (its
original language is English, not Arabic).

Scandalously, Iraqi public opinion had ab-
solutely no knowledge of it—not to mention
the overwhelming majority of Parliament
members. Were this to be a truly representa-
tive Iraqi government, any change to the
legislation concerning the highly sensitive
question of oil wealth would have to be ap-
proved by a popular referendum.

In real life, Iraq’s vital national interests
are in the hands of a small bunch of highly
impressionable (or downright corrupt) tech-
nocrats. Ministries are no more than polit-
ical party feuds; the national interest is
never considered, only private, ethnic and
sectarian interests. Corruption and theft are
endemic. Big Oil will profit handsomely—and
long-term, 30 years minimum, with fabulous
rates of return—from a former developing-
world stalwart methodically devastated into
failed-state status.

In these past few weeks, U.S. Ambassador
Zalmay Khalilzad has been crucial in molli-
fying the Kurds. In the end, in practice, the
pro-U.S. Kurds will have all the power to
sign oil contracts with whatever companies
they want. Sunnis will be more dependent on
the Oil Ministry in Baghdad. And Shi’ites
will be more or less midway between total
independence in the south and Baghdad’s dic-
tum (which they control anyway). But the
crucial point remains: nobody will sign any-
thing unless the ‘‘advisers” at the U.S.-ma-
nipulated Federal Oil and Gas Council say
S0.
Nobody wants to colonial-style PSAs
forced down their throat anymore. According
to the International Energy Agency, PSAs
apply to only 12% of global oil reserves, in
cases where costs are very high and nobody
knows what will be found (certainly not the
Iraqi case). No big Middle Eastern oil pro-
ducer works with PSAs. Russia and Ven-
ezuela are renegotiating all of them. Bolivia
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nationalized its gas. Algeria and Indonesia
have new rules for future contracts. But
Iraq, of course, is not a sovereign country.

Big Oil is obviously ecstatic—not only
ExxonMobil, but also ConocoPhillips, Chev-
ron, BP and Shell (which have collected in-
valuable info on two of Iraq’s biggest oil-
fields), TotalFinaElf, Lukoil from Russia
and the Chinese majors. Iraq has as many as
70 undeveloped fields—‘‘small’’ ones hold a
minimum of a billion barrels. As desert west-
ern Iraq has not even been exploited, re-
serves may reach 300 billion barrels—way
more than Saudi Arabia. Gargantuan profits
under the PSA arrangement are in a class by
themselves. Iraqi oil costs only US$1 a barrel
to extract. With a barrel worth $60 and up,
happy days are here again.

What revenue the regions do get will be
distributed to all 18 provinces based on popu-
lation size—an apparent concession to the
Sunnis, whose central areas have relatively
few proven reserves.

The Sunni Arab mugawama (resistance)
certainly has other ideas—as in future roll-
ing thunder against pipelines, refineries and
Western personnel. Iraq’s oil independence
will not go down quietly—at least among
Sunnis. On the same day the oil law was
being approved, a powerful bomb at the Min-
istry of Municipalities killed at least 12 peo-
ple and injured 42, including Vice President
Adel Abdul Mahdi. Mahdi has always been a
feverish supporter of the oil law. He’s a top
official of the Shi’ite party, the Supreme
Council for the Islamic Revolution of Iraq
(SCIRI).

A whole case can be made of SCIRI deliv-
ering Iraq’s Holy Grail to Bush/Cheney and
Big Oil—in exchange for not being chased
out of power by the Pentagon. Abdul Aziz al-
Hakim, the SCIRI’s leader, is much more of
a Bush ally than Maliki, who is from the
Da’wa Party. No wonder SCIRI’s Badr Orga-
nization and their death squads were never
the target of Washington’s wrath—unlike
Mugtada al-Sadr’s Mehdi Army (Muqgtada is
fiercely against the oil law). The SCIRI cer-
tainly listened to the White House, which
has always made it very clear: any more
funds to the Iraqi government are tied up
with passing the oil law.

Bush and Cheney got their oily cake—and
they will eat it, too (or be drenched in its
glory). Mission accomplished: permanent,
sprawling military bases on the eastern
flank of the Arab nation and control of some
of largest, untapped oil wealth on the plan-
et—a key geostrategic goal of the New Amer-
ican Century. Now it’s time to move east,
bomb Iran, force regime change and—what
else?—force PSAs down their Persian
throats.

[From the Asia Times, Feb. 27, 2007]
BIG OIL IN, STABILITY OUT UNDER NEW IRAQI
LAwW
(By Antonia Juhasz and Raed Jarrar)

While debate rages in the United States
about the military in Iraq, an equally impor-
tant decision is being made inside Iraqg—the
future of its oil. A draft Iraqi law proposes to
open the country’s currently nationalized oil
system to foreign corporate control. But em-
blematic of the flawed promotion of ‘‘democ-
racy’”’ by the administration of U.S. Presi-
dent George W. Bush, this new law is news to
most Iraqi politicians.

A leaked copy of the proposed hydrocarbon
law appeared on the Internet at the same
time that it was introduced to the Iraqi
Council of Ministers (cabinet). The law is ex-
pected to go to the Iraqi Council of Rep-
resentatives within weeks. Yet the Internet
version was the first look that most mem-
bers of Iraq’s Parliament had of the new law.

Many Iraqi oil experts, such as Fouad al-
Ameer, who was responsible for the leak,
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think this law is not an urgent item on the
country’s agenda. Other observers and anal-
ysis share Ameer’s views and believe the
Bush administration, foreign oil companies
and the International Monetary Fund are
rushing the Iraqi government to pass the
law.

Not every aspect of the law is harmful to
Iraq. However, the current language favors
the interests of foreign oil corporations over
the economic security and development of
Iraq. The law’s key negative components
harm Iraq’s national sovereignty, financial
security, territorial integrity and democ-
racy.

The new o0il law gives foreign corporations
access to almost every sector of Iraq’s oil
and natural-gas industry. This includes serv-
ice contracts on existing fields that are al-
ready being developed and that are managed
and operated by the Iraqi National Oil Co
(INOC).

For fields that have already been discov-
ered, but not yet developed, the proposed law
stipulates that INOC will have to be a part-
ner on these contracts. But for as-yet-undis-
covered fields, neither INOC nor private Iraqi
companies receive preference in new explo-
ration and development. Foreign companies
have full access to these contracts.

The exploration and production contracts
give firms exclusive control of fields for up
to 35 years, including contracts that guar-
antee profits for 25 years. A foreign com-
pany, if hired, is not required to partner with
an Iraqi company or reinvest any of its
money in the Iraqi economy. It’s not obli-
gated to hire Iraqi workers, train Iraqi work-
ers or transfer technology.

The current law remains silent on the type
of contracts that the Iraqi government can
use. The law establishes a new Iraqi Federal
0il and Gas Council with ultimate decision-
making authority over the types of con-
tracts that will be employed. This council
will include, among others, ‘‘executive man-
agers from important related petroleum
companies’. Thus it is possible that foreign
oil-company executives could sit on the
council. It would be unprecedented for a sov-
ereign country to have, for instance, an exec-
utive of ExxonMobil on the board of its key
oil-and-gas decision-making body.

The law also does not appear to restrict
foreign corporate executives from making
decisions on their own contracts. Nor does
there appear to be a ‘‘quorum’ requirement.
Thus if only five members of the Federal Oil
and Gas Council met—one from ExxonMobil,
Shell, ChevronTexaco and two Iraqis—the
foreign company representatives would ap-
parently be permitted to approve contacts
for themselves.

Under the proposed law, the council has
the ultimate power and authority to approve
and rewrite any contract using whichever
model it prefers if a ‘‘two-thirds majority of
the members in attendance’ agree. Early
drafts of the bill, and the proposed model by
the US, advocate very unfair, and unconven-
tional for Iraq, models such as production
sharing agreements (PSAs), which would set
long-term contracts with unfair conditions
that may lead to the loss of hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars of the Iragi oil money as
profits to foreign companies.

The council will also decide the fate of the
existing exploration and production con-
tracts already signed with the French, Chi-
nese and Russians, among others.

The law does not clarify who ultimately
controls production levels. The contractee—
the INOC, foreign or domestic firms—appears
to have the right to determine levels of pro-
duction. However, a clause reads, ‘“‘In the
event that, for national policy consider-
ations, there is a need to introduce limita-
tions on the national level of petroleum pro-
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duction, such limitations shall be applied in
a fair and equitable manner and on a pro
rata basis for each contract area on the basis
of approved field-development plans.”” The
clause does not indicate who makes this de-
cision, what a ‘‘fair and equitable manner”
means, or how it is enforced. If foreign com-
panies, rather than the Iraqi government, ul-
timately have control over production lev-
els, then Iraq’s relationship to the Organiza-
tion of Petroleum Exporting Countries and
other similar organizations would be deeply
threatened.

Many Iraqi oil experts are already refer-
ring to the draft law as the ‘‘Split Iraq
Fund”, arguing that it facilitates plans for
splitting Iraq into three ethnic/religious re-
gions. The experts believe that the law un-
dermines the central government and shifts
important decision-making and responsibil-
ities to the regional entities. This shift could
serve as the foundation for establishing
three new independent states, which is the
goal of a number of separatist leaders.

The law opens the possibility of the re-
gions taking control of Iraq’s oil, but it also
maintains the possibility of the central gov-
ernment retaining control. In fact, the law
was written in a vague manner to help en-
sure passage, a ploy reminiscent of the pas-
sage of the Iraqi constitution. There is a sig-
nificant conflict between the Bush adminis-
tration and others in Iraqg who would like ul-
timate authority for Iraq’s oil to rest with
the central government and those who would
like to see the nation split in three. Both
groups are powerful in Iraq. Both groups
have been mollified, for now, to ensure the
law’s passage.

But two very different outcomes are pos-
sible. If the central government remains the
ultimate decision-making authority in Iraq,
then the Iraq Federal Oil and Gas Council
will exercise power over the regions. And if
the regions emerge as the strongest power in
Iraq, then the council could simply become a
silent rubber stamp, enforcing the will of the
regions. The same lack of clarity exists in
Iraq’s constitution.

The daily lives of most people in Iraq are
overwhelmed with meeting basic needs. They
are unaware of the details and full nature of
the oil law shortly to be considered in Par-
liament. Their parliamentarians, in turn,
have not been included in the debate over
the law and were unable even to read the
draft until it was leaked on the Internet.
Those Iragis able to make their voices heard
on the oil law want more time. They urge
postponing a decision until Iraqis have their
own sovereign state without a foreign occu-
pation.

Passing this oil law while the political fu-
ture of Iraq is unclear can only further the
existing schisms in the Iraqi government.
Forcing its passage will achieve nothing
more than an increase in the levels of vio-
lence, anger and instability in Iraq and a
prolongation of the US occupation.

————

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DREIER addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MCCAR-
THY) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mrs. MCCARTHY addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)
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HONORING BRIAN JAMES IVORY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ISRAEL) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ISRAEL. Madam Speaker, we are
all so proud on both sides of the aisle of
the work that our servicemembers are
doing in military theaters abroad, in
Iraqg and Afghanistan and so many
places around the world. And we should
be just as proud of the work they do
when they come home.

I rise today to share with my col-
leagues the extraordinary heroism of
Brian James Ivory. Mr. Ivory was a
very proud member of the TUnited
States Marine Corps. He served in Iraaq.
He crewed aircraft flying in and out of
some very dangerous places.

He was also stationed in North Caro-
lina where he assisted in search and
rescue missions, and he came home to
Long Island when his deployment
ended.

On December 17, he was driving home
from work at night and he saw a vehi-
cle in front of him hit a utility pole
and erupt into flames. This young man,
who had already served and sacrificed
for his country, who had already paid
his dues, rather than driving on and
just calling the police, stopped his car,
called the authorities and then pulled
the driver out of the car, risking his
life one more time, not in Iraq, but on
the Long Island Expressway.

I want to commend this gentleman
for his heroism. This is a story that I
know is not unique. The point here is
that we not simply celebrate the sac-
rifices and the heroism of our service-
members when they go abroad to fight
our battles, but we also keep in mind
their bravery, their courage, their com-
mitment, their dedication, their loy-
alty to protecting human life when
they return home.

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. JONES of North Carolina ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

————

REGULAR ORDER LACKING UNDER
DEMOCRATS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. WESTMORE-
LAND) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Madam
Speaker, I just wanted to come back
and talk a little bit more about the
majority and the work schedule and
the work ethics that they seem to be
putting forth. I could come up and read
my BlackBerry and my schedule to
you. I don’t know if that is exactly
what our constituents had in mind, was
electing us and paying us to come up
here and go to receptions and go to din-
ners and travel around ourselves. That
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is understandable. I think what they
sent us up here to do was to do the peo-
ple’s business.

The gentleman from Washington (Mr.
MCDERMOTT) came up and talked about
regular order. I just had to come back,
Madam Speaker, to address regular
order. I have almost forgotten what
regular order is because since we have
taken over, since the Democrats took
over January 4, I guess we have had
maybe this bill and one other bill that
actually went through regular order.

We had an organizational meeting for
my committees, and I think I have had
one other meeting in one of the com-
mittees, two hearings or three hearings
in another committee, not actually
about any of the specific legislation.
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In fact, the bills that have come to
the floor have been taken out of two of
the committees that I serve on to be
brought directly to the floor without
any kind of markup.

So I nicknamed this Congress,
Madam Speaker, the smoke and mir-
rors Congress, and I think that they
have done, and I am talking about the
majority party that is in control now,
have done a wonderful job with smoke
and mirrors and fooling the American
people.

We did a smoke and mirrors on the
minimum wage. We did a smoke and
mirrors on the war resolution. We have
done several smoke and mirrors, and
we continue to do smoke and mirrors.

It is just like the 5-day work week.
They never address the 5-day work
week. Where is the 5-day work week?
Since the first week of January, we
have had one 5-day work week. We may
be going to have committee hearings,
and we may be going to go to all these
parties and receptions and other
things, but when are we going to work?
Because most of my constituents are at
work right now. In fact, most of them,
some of them, possibly started at 6
o’clock this morning. A lot of the air-
line people work a 5:00 a.m. shift. A lot
of them start at 7:00, but we start at
10:00, and I have not had a hearing ear-
lier than 10 o’clock, and today we fin-
ished the legislative business at 2:15.

So, Madam Speaker, I hear all these
things, and I hear some good ideas, and
I think the people do want us to work,
but let us not campaign on one thing
and then come to Washington and do
something else. I think the people de-
serve more than that.

Also, I wanted to address the regular
order thing. I am elected by 700,000 peo-
ple in the Third District of Georgia,
and they expect some representation
up here, and I do my best to do that.
They want a voice in the things that
happen on this floor, but yet I have
been unable to offer an amendment,
unable to offer an amendment when
the rules of the House clearly state
that every Member of this body has the
right to amend a piece of legislation.
But when the Rules Committee meet,
they waive that rule.
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It is like the smoke and mirrors
PAYGO that we got. People are like,
oh, yeah, I like that PAYGO. They can-
not increase the deficit or anything
without making sure that the money is
there to pay it. So, man, we love that
PAYGO. The problem is that the Rules
Committee, in the bill that came that
involved that, waived that rule. Smoke
and mirrors.

So, Madam Speaker, I am going to
let people rest now. I see that Mrs.
BLACKBURN is here to start her Special
Order, but I just want the people,
Madam Speaker, to understand that we
are up here to do the people’s business
and not just to talk a good game, but
to act a good game. So hopefully they
will see that we want to earn ourself
back into the majority, and they will
have the confidence in us to lead this
country once again.

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
CLARKE). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WOOLSEY) is recognized for
5 minutes.

(Ms. WOOLSEY addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

THE EMPLOYEE FREE CHOICE
ACT: RESTORING FAIR ELEC-
TIONS IN THE WORKPLACE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ALLEN. Madam Speaker, I rise
in support of the Employee Free Choice
Act. It is natural to believe, as most
Americans do, that since workplace
elections have secret ballots, they are
similar to the elections we have for
municipal, State and national offices.
Unfortunately, choosing to join a
union is not like the choices we all
make at voting booths in November.

Americans rightly expect not to be
fired or harassed for the way they vote.
They do not expect to hear that their
jobs may be shipped overseas or that
they may lose their health care cov-
erage.

On the other hand, the law gives em-
ployers that oppose unions with illegal
means a chance to do such things. Em-
ployers that want to fire or threaten
the union-friendly worker can cal-
culate ahead of time that it will only
cost them a few thousand dollars in
fines if they are caught. And wronged
employees might not be reinstated for
years, long after the union effort has
run its course.

Other tactics are legal but unfair,
such as mandatory meetings for em-
ployees to listen to their employer’s
antiunion views with no similar oppor-
tunities for unions to respond.

Workers are subject to intimidation
so effective that many are afraid to
vote for a union against the wishes of
their employer, even in private, even in
a secret ballot.
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One study recently conducted by the
University of Illinois found that 30 per-
cent of employers fire prounion work-
ers, 49 percent threaten to close a
workplace, and 51 percent coerce em-
ployees with bribes or favoritism.

These acts are not legal under the
National Labor Relations Act, but the
fines are so paltry and the legal process
so slow that unscrupulous employers
are undeterred. People are afraid to
vote for a wunion because they are
afraid to lose their jobs and because
the law does not adequately protect
them.

These are not the kind of elections
Americans expect at their polling
places. The Employee Free Choice Act
would bring our workplaces closer to
the democratic ideals we do expect.

The Employee Free Choice Act would
strengthen employees’ ability to
choose. It would discourage the firing
of employees by increasing fines and
penalties during the election process.
It would require mediation and arbitra-
tion to end delays and make sure that
the first contract negotiations do not
drag out for years.

The Employee Free Choice Act would
also replace secret ballots with a card
check procedure in which a majority of
workers, not just the majority of vot-
ers, sign cards authorizing a union.

Why is it so important to ensure ac-
cess to unions? Inequality is rising in
our country. Two years ago, Alan
Greenspan said, ‘A free-market society
is ill-served by an economy in which
the rewards are distributed in a way
which too many of our population do
not feel is appropriate.”

Whether or not you believe that in-
creasing inequality in our country is
tied to declining union membership,
one thing is clear. Union workers have
better rates of health care coverage,
better wages, and are five times more
likely to have a pension.

Access to health care, better wages,
secure pensions, these are things Con-
gress is trying to give back to the mid-
dle class in America. Making our econ-
omy work for everyone is a com-
plicated, ongoing process. I believe the
Employee Free Choice Act is one im-
portant step toward accomplishing
that goal.

In most American workplaces, the
process of forming a union is conten-
tious. Yet, though they may differ over
issues like wages, health care and pen-
sion benefits, employers, employees,
supervisors and company owners are
all striving for the same goal: Amer-
ican competitiveness in a global econ-
omy.

Finding a middle ground on the ques-
tion of compensation, training and
health care boosts American produc-
tivity, innovation and competitiveness.
By giving the lion’s share of the power
to employers, we not only cheat work-
ers, we cheat our economic future.

As we approach 2020, our income dis-
tribution is trending toward 1920.
Americans do not want to be left to the
market-based whims of health savings
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accounts, privatized Social Security,
or personal job retraining accounts.
They want a government that helps in-
dividuals provide for themselves and
their families.

Senator Wagner wrote the National
Labor Relations Act in 1934 to ensure
that workers would have an unambig-
uous, unmitigated right to representa-
tion in the workplace. He said then
that ‘‘the denial or observance of this
right means the difference between
despotism and democracy.”

Let us give Americans a fair shot at
organizing again. They deserve protec-
tion under the law. I urge my col-
leagues to support the Employee Free
Choice Act.

————

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. MORAN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. MORAN of Kansas addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BURGESS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURGESS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. LARSON)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. LARSON of Connecticut ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. GINGREY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. GINGREY addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. PENCE) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PENCE addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

———
THE CONSEQUENCES OF THE
DEMOCRATS’ ACTIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentlewoman from
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Tennessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN) is recog-
nized for 60 minutes as the designee of
the minority leader.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Speaker,
I appreciate the opportunity to stand
before the body today and talk about
what we are seeing happen with some
of the actions our colleagues on the
other side of the aisle, the Democrats,
have taken and what those actions, the
consequences that they are having on
our Nation’s economy and the Nation’s
health.

Madam Speaker, we all feel like that
one of the defining, iconic, funda-
mental items of this great Nation is
our free-enterprise system. It is an im-
perative that individuals have the op-
portunity to show up to a proper job, to
work hard, to get that job, to succeed
and then to share that success with
their families. We all call that the
American dream, when you can work
hard and build a life and build a nest
egg and retire and enjoy the benefits of
that.

It has been of tremendous concern to
us, as we have seen the actions of this
Congress and the effect that some of
those actions are having on our Na-
tion’s economy. We have seen spending
go up. There was a continuing resolu-
tion, supposed to be, that was passed
by this body, but it turned out to be a
head scratcher for most Americans be-
cause it was not level funding. It was
not continued funding. It was $10 bil-
lion more in increased funding than
had been there previously.

Now, where I come from in Ten-
nessee, if you have one number and you
add to it, you end up with more. That
is an increase. It is an increase, and I
think most Americans see it just that
way.

What we also saw was that depart-
ments and agencies did not end up get-
ting what they had had last year.
There was some creative bookkeeping,
some sleight of hand, if you will, that
was taking place in smoke-filled
rooms, not on the floor of the House,
but with comments being made like, 1
am going to pick up the phone and call
over to an agency and tell them how I
want them to spend that money.

So that meant picking winners and
losers out of the pot of money, and, of
course, in my district, where I come
from in Tennessee, we were very, very
concerned that the loser was military
construction. The loser was our men
and women in uniform who are fighting
to defend our freedom so that every-
thing we do here is relevant. How
shameful, how shameful that it is their
projects that hit the chopping block.

So we saw that spending in that
budget go up. Then we have been able
to see what has happened with tax in-
creases. All the language through the
campaign of we are not going to in-
crease your taxes, but we are going to
do all these things, but we are not
going to increase your taxes.

Well, I did a little figuring today to
see what had happened with mandates
and taxes and where we were on this
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issue, and, Madam Speaker, just to do
a quick little checklist, as we have
them, we have H.R. 2, the minimum
wage bill. That was a $17 billion man-
date on this Nation’s small businesses,
17 B, billion, mandate on small busi-
nesses. That does not sound like some-
thing that is very friendly to our Na-
tion’s free-enterprise system.

Then we had H.R. 5, the student loan.
That was a $7.1 billion repeal of lender
subsidies, $7.1 billion more that the
taxpayers then have to pick up the bill
on.
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Oh, and I know it is sometimes fun to
say, wink-wink, nod-nod, fees and user
fees aren’t always taxes. But, yes, in-
deed they are, because, as Ronald
Reagan said, It’s the taxpayer that
pays. It’s coming out of their pocket.
So we see $17 billion on small busi-
nesses. We see $7.1 billion on lender
subsidies and student loans. That is
going to make education more expen-
sive. H.R. 6, the CLEAN Energy bill,
$7.6 billion in tax increases. And then,
to add insult to injury, $314 million in
repeal of tax credits on those that are
out there trying to make certain that
we become independent of foreign oil.

Now, some things are not only
counterintuitive but they are counter-
productive. And as we look at this, cer-
tainly raising taxes on those that are
working to find alternative energy,
raising taxes on our businesses who are
working for clean energy, it just
doesn’t make good sense. It defies com-
mon sense. We see that in the CLEAN
Energy Act.

Continuing on through the list, H.R.
976, the small business bill, actually is
a $45 million increase in taxes. So what
we have is since we have been here and
since our colleagues across the aisle
have taken control of the majority,
they have increased taxes on their con-
stituents by $32 billion. That is just tax
increases. That doesn’t count the added
spending that is coming to this floor
day after day after day, and we know
that as we begin to work on budgets in
coming years that that is going to con-
tinue to mount up. Because what we
have learned is that the bill always
comes due. Isn’t it amazing, Madam
Speaker, the bill always comes due.
Somebody has to pay the bill. Or, as
my used car dealership in my town
says, Somebody’s got to tote the note.
And unfortunately it is the American
taxpayer that is toting the note for the
Democrats’ spending habits.

You can go back to the Great Society
and the New Deal and you can look at
the way this bureaucracy has grown
and grown and grown in this town.
Madam Speaker, I would guess that
many of this body are like me. They
have individuals and constituents from
different agencies that are coming in
and visiting with them this week and
what we are hearing is good programs,
veterans programs, conservation pro-
grams, the money is not making it to
the local level. And why isn’t it? It is
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because the bureaucracy is soaking up
all of the money right here in D.C. and
our constituents’ money is not leaving
town. So we look at this $32 billion
that has been raised in taxes since the
Democrats took control, and we know
that there is more note that we are
going to have to tote on this budget,
but we know they are going to come
along and try to raise taxes again to
pay for their spending habits.

We have got the spending that is in-
creasing, we have got the taxes that
they are increasing, and lo and behold
this week we have a bill. It is called,
well, you know, I kind of forget the
name of it sometimes. Employer, some
kind of name they have for it, or Card
Check. I actually, Madam Speaker,
prefer to call it the Worker Intimida-
tion Act. I think it is a very fitting
name for this legislation because it is
not employee friendly, it is not secu-
rity friendly, it is not job friendly.
What it does allow is intimidation. And
I find it so unfortunate that we see
that embodied in this piece of legisla-
tion. I had read a poll that had taken
place over the weekend, and it seems
that most Americans, about nine out of
10 Americans, agree with me on this
issue, Madam Speaker. What we see is
that most people agree that an em-
ployee should be able to have a secret
ballot. That it is something that as our
Secretary of Labor has said, it is an in-
trinsic right. It is something that we
hold very, very dear, the right to cast
that ballot, to express our opinion, and
to do it without fear and to do it with-
out intimidation. Every worker de-
serves the right to cast their ballot and
express their opinion.

So this Card Check bill, we are going
to hear more about this this hour as we
talk about the actions that have been
taken and as we talk about the con-
sequences that those actions have on
the productivity of this Nation, the ac-
tions that those have on those con-
sequences that affect this Nation’s
health and its economy.

At this time I would like to yield to
the gentleman from Georgia as he is
joining us in this Republican Study
Committee hour to talk about this
issue and the Republican Study Com-
mittee.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Thank you,
Ms. Blackburn. I really want to ask
you a couple of questions, if I could,
just to have a little conversation here.
You talked about taxes and what was
being done. How about the alternative
minimum tax, the AMT, that was put
in under the Democratic majority back
in the late sixties or early seventies,
that was really targeted to try to get
28 millionaires out of 250 million people
that live in this country, to target 28
people, to come up with this alter-
native minimum tax that says, you
know, if you fill out your 1040 and we
don’t feel like you paid enough tax, in
other words, if you had too many de-
ductions or if your tax really wasn’t
where we thought it needed to be, then
you have to pay the alternative min-
imum tax.
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I think the lady from Tennessee may
have some numbers. I don’t know. I
have heard the number that as high as
32 million people are going to be af-
fected, 10 percent of our population or
over 10 percent of the population is
going to be affected by something that
the Democrats did to get 28 people to
pay taxes. It should have been a little
more simple than that, shouldn’t it?

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Yes. That is one
of the things we have seen with these
unintended consequences or maybe in-
tended consequences, because we know
for the liberal elite, you can never pay
enough tax. And one of the things when
somebody says, well, we need to be tax-
ing somebody more, I say, you know
what, walk on up here, write out a
check for what you think you owe and
put it in the box. And I will offer to
Madam Speaker and my colleagues, I
have never had anybody say, ‘I am not
paying enough.” I have never had one
single person offer to write out that
check and give the government a little
bit more. But it is so easy to say, pay
more, when it’s not you, it’s not me,
it’s the guy behind the tree. And that,
many times, is where they go, always
wanting more money, because govern-
ment never gets enough of your money.
They always want more. They think
they have a better idea. They think
they’re smarter. They think they’re
brighter. They think that they know
more than anybody else. And the lib-
eral elites do that.

We can go back and look at the be-
ginning of the Federal income tax in
1913. It started in February 1913. Just 1
percent. Just on the few millionaires in
the country to make them pay for a
war. And look where it got us. And
with the AMT, it was just going to be
on 28 people, just for a little while, just
to get a little bit more out of their
pocket. And now, as you said, esti-
mates of 30 million Americans, men
and women who are both working in
order to be able to provide for their
children and their families so that they
have that little piece of the American
Dream. And then they are affected by
the AMT. They are affected by the
small business tax that has been paid,
going to take another $45 million out
of their pocket. They are affected by
H.R. 2, that minimum wage bill, that is
going to put another $17 billion worth
of mandates on them. We see it just
never stops. You give them an inch,
they’re going to take a mile. And it is
the hang onto your wallet Congress.
They just are coming for everybody’s
wallet and can’t get to it fast enough.

We want everyone to stay in touch
with us on this issue, and as I yield to
the gentleman, I would like to call at-
tention to our poster there so they can
stay in touch with us on the Card
Check bill and on different issues that
are coming before us.

I yield to the gentleman from Geor-
gia.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. That is ex-
actly right. Here is the Web site right
here: rsc@mail.house.gov. And you can
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go to the Hensarling Web site, our
chairman, and let us know how you
feel about the AMT. If this thing has
affected you, we want to know about
it, because we are going to make sure
that we do everything that we can to
make sure that this AMT does not con-
tinue to affect more and more of our
taxpayers that go out every day and
work hard for their money. And, by the
way, they are probably still at work
right now trying to earn some money.

Getting back to the Employee In-
timidation bill, is it going to be an
open rule or a closed rule? I don’t want
to talk inside baseball or get down in
the weeds here, but are we going to be
able to offer amendments? Am I going
to be able to offer an amendment to
perfect this bill? Or is it going to be a
closed rule like we have been having
where the people of the Third District
of Georgia or some of the people from
the lady from Tennessee’s district or
the gentleman from Texas’ district
that has no say-so in the process? Have
you heard if we are going to be able to
perfect this bill? Or is this bill perfect?
Is this bill perfect and doesn’t really
need any perfecting?

Mrs. BLACKBURN. I think that what
we are hearing from the other side,
they think that they have a perfect
piece of legislation. It probably in their
minds would be something that they
considered to be perfect. As I said, they
name it the Employee Choice or some-
thing but it is indeed the Worker In-
timidation bill, and they don’t want
anybody to really bring this, they want
it on and off the floor as fast as they
can get it.

One of the questions that we are
asked a lot is wouldn’t this give em-
ployees more choice over their employ-
ment decisions? And we know that the
answer to that is a big ‘“no.” It will
not. It is going to have the opposite ef-
fect.

We know that just as they don’t want
a lot of discussion on this floor about
this bill, they don’t want employees to
have more choice and more freedom in
how they choose to construct their
work situations.

I would like to yield to the chairman
of the Republican Study Committee,
Mr. HENSARLING from Texas, who is
joining us. Again, anyone who would
like to be in contact with us and talk
about what they are seeing in the
workplace, talk about the increased
taxes that the Democrats have brought
forward, talk about the increased
spending that our Democratic col-
leagues have brought forward, we
would encourage them to be in touch
with us at rsc@mail.house.gov.

At this time I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. HENSARLING. I certainly thank
the gentlelady from Tennessee for
yielding. I particularly appreciate her
leadership not only within the Repub-
lican Study Committee, the conserv-
ative caucus in the House of Represent-
atives, but also her great leadership on
issues that impact the family budget,
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spending, because we know in this in-
stitution that you can’t increase some
Federal budget without decreasing
some family budget.

At the moment we are talking about
this thing, what most people call Card
Check, which sounds innocent enough
on its face, but I would note, as my col-
leagues have said, that it took the
Democrats about 2 days to go ahead
and waive their own pay-as-you-go pro-
vision that supposedly made sure we
weren’t going to get deeper in debt, it
took them about 2 weeks to raise taxes
on the American people, and, also, al-
most took them 2 full months before
they started to try to repudiate the
right to a secret ballot of American
workers, before they try to take back
the franchise from American workers.
They have been very busy since they
took over the House.

Now, the formal title of this piece of
legislation that we are speaking about
this afternoon is the Employee Free
Choice Act. Now, Madam Speaker, we
know that somewhere running around
here in the Capitol are people who are
paid to come up with clever titles for
pieces of legislation. Well, whoever
came up with that title surely deserves
a bonus.

San Francisco, California, not ex-
actly known as a bastion of conserv-
ative thought in America, one of their
daily newspapers, the San Francisco
Examiner, called that title exquisitely
Orwellian, in referring to the famous
author George Orwell and his book,
1984.
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Madam Speaker, I don’t know about
you, but I know when I was in high
school many, many years ago in Col-
lege Station, Texas, that was required
reading. For those who have read it ei-
ther voluntarily or involuntarily, they
may recall that to be Orwellian meant
to turn things on their head to call
black, white; to call up, down; to call
good, bad. I must admit that the Or-
well estate must be doing well, because
people are still clearly buying his
works.

This proposed Act has nothing to do
with freedom. This proposed Act has
nothing to do with choice. This pro-
posed Act is nothing less, nothing less
than a full frontal assault, a full, fron-
tal assault of a worker’s fundamental
right to cast a secret ballot to choose
whether or not they want to be a mem-
ber of a labor union.

What is more fundamental to our de-
mocracy than the secret ballot? It is
one of the pillars. It is one of the pil-
lars of democracy, and yet the Demo-
crats, in this cleverly titled bill, they
want to take that away.

I might suggest that if they want to
take that away, that Members of Con-
gress who are going to vote for this
Act, which will be on the floor tomor-
row, maybe they ought to think about
cosponsoring some companion legisla-
tion, and let’s go ahead and just spread
it all over America. Why don’t we just
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go ahead and provide for card check for
congressional elections?

Let’s get rid of that secret ballot
booth. Instead, why don’t you publicly
have to come down and take a little
card and check in front of your friends,
your neighbors, not to mention those
who may not be too friendly to you,
and just say who you are voting for. If
it is good enough for congressional
elections, it ought to be good enough
for labor union elections.

Yet, again, Democrats are going to
come to this floor tomorrow and vote
on a piece of legislation to fundamen-
tally take away the right to a secret
ballot from workers all across Amer-
ica. By the way, poll after poll of labor
union members say they are against
this. They say it is fundamentally un-
fair to take away their secret ballot.

Now the labor union bosses making
the six-figure salaries out of their dues,
they have a different opinion. In fact,
one was quoted saying ‘‘there is no rea-
son to subject the workers to an elec-
tion.” No reason to subject the workers
to an election. Kind of sounds like
something Hugo Chavez might say in
Venezuela.

You know, there is just no reason to
subject the people to an election. But
it does appear to be every single reason
to subject workers to pressure and in-
timidation, and that is what this bill is
all about. There have been card check
campaigns in the recent past. This is
known, you can go to public sources.

Now there was a union organizing at
MGM in Las Vegas and union orga-
nizers threatened those people who
would not check that they wanted to
join a union. They said if we want to
take over, we will get your job one way
or another. We will get your job.

There was a United Steel Workers of-
ficial. He was told to threaten migrant
workers with deportation if they would
not pick up the card and check that
they wanted to be in the labor union. I
don’t know where the freedom is. I
don’t know where the choice is, but I
certainly know where the pressure and
the intimidation is.

Recently, just this last week, we had
testimony from a worker in Oregon
who said that when she would not pub-
licly check the card that she wanted to
join a labor union, that her work life
became miserable, miserable when she
refused to do this. Again, this is noth-
ing more than assault on a funda-
mental right to a secret ballot in a
labor union election.

This overturns decades and decades
of custom and practice and law in
America on how people can choose.

Now, listen, we live in a free society.
We should live in a free society. Work-
ers ought to be able to choose if they
want to be part of a labor union. That
is not a question. There is only one
question that is going to be before the
floor and that question is, should work-
ers have the right to a secret ballot?
Are they going to be open to intimida-
tion, pressure and shakedown? Not one
worker in America, not one worker in
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America is going to be benefited by
this.

Now, I can think of others who are
going to be benefited by this, because
all of a sudden, labor union bosses are
automatically going to have access to
hard-working Americans’ paychecks
where they used to not have that, to
source the money, and unfortunately,
so many of these issues come down to
money.

Indeed, follow the money. It may be
instructive. The Pew Foundation has
indicated that over half a billion dol-
lars of labor union money has gone to
the Democrat party since 1994. You
know, even in Washington DC, a half a
billion dollars is a lot of money. Seven
out of the top ten political contribu-
tors in America are organized labor.
The American people don’t want this,
workers don’t want this, even union-
ized workers don’t want this, but labor
union bosses do. They want a funda-
mental assault on the right, the right
to a secret ballot. What a day of in-
famy it will be in this House, should we
approve that.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. I thank the gen-
tleman from Texas for those well-
structured remarks. Again, we are
talking about a bill, a piece of legisla-
tion that would be a big win for big
labor. It is something that they have
wanted for a long time. It is something
that they have said would strengthen
them, the labor union, and, as my col-
league from Texas said, the labor union
bosses. This is where they want to go
to build some power, to have access to
those paychecks and access to the in-
formation of what their members are
doing.

Now, we have a couple of documents
that some of our friends may want to
actually log on and get. Again, at
www.house.gov/hensarling/rsc, you can
come to these documents and pull
them down. One is the card check
issue, the end of secret ballots in
America. I think this is very instruc-
tive.

It is important for individuals to
read, and as my colleague from Texas
said, are Members of Congress ready to
do away with secret ballots in their
elections? If it is good enough for the
American worker, should it be consid-
ered for Members of Congress?

Now, in this document that I have
just shown you, there is a list of groups
that are opposed to card check and a
list of groups that support it. Those
that support it are ACORN, AFL-CIO,
Americans for Democratic Action, Cen-
ter for American Progress, Council on
American Islamic Relations, the Demo-
cratic Leadership Council, the Demo-
cratic National Committee,
Earthwatch, Human Rights Watch,
NAACP, Sierra Club, Unitarian Univer-
salist Association of Congregations in
Washington, DC, and UNITE HERE!

Now, the groups that are in opposi-
tion to the card check proposal, the
American Hospital Association, the
American Hotel and Lodging Associa-
tion, Associated Builders & Contrac-
tors, Associated General Contractors,
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Independent Electrical Contractors,
International Council of Shopping Cen-
ters, International Food Service Dis-
tributors’ Association, International
Franchise Association, National Asso-
ciation of Manufacturers, National
Restaurant Association, National Re-
tail Federation, Printing Industries of
America, U.S. Chamber of Commerce.

I also have in front of me the state-
ment that has come to us from the
Fraternal Order of Police. The Fra-
ternal Order of Police in this great Na-
tion stands against the card check bill.
They are not for this, and their na-
tional president has called on Congress
to reject the bill.

A couple things I would like to read
to be certain that we get these in the
RECORD, because the men and women
who are members of our local law en-
forcement communities are there on
the front line every single day defend-
ing our streets and our communities
and keeping our homeland safe.

I think that it is worthy that we lis-
ten to them and that we heed what
they tell us. There is some wisdom in
the thoughts that they present to us. I
am quoting from this press release. It
says, ‘‘The legislation as proposed
would replace the current democratic
process of secret ballots with the card
check system that invites coercion and
abuse.”

Under this process, the identity of
workers who signed or refused to sign
union organizing cards would be made
public to the union organizers as well
as to the workers’ employer and co-
workers, leaving these individuals vul-
nerable to threats and intimidation
from union Ileaders, management or
both.

The most common method for deter-
mining whether or not employees want
a union to represent them is a private
ballot election overseen by the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board.

Then going on further and quoting
from Mr. Canterbury’s release, without
the anonymity of the secret ballot, the
FOP would probably not exist today.
The only way to guarantee worker pro-
tection from coercion and intimidation
is through the continued use of secret
ballot elections so that personal deci-
sions about whether to join a union re-
main private.

That is just comments from one of
the organizations that understand how
harmful this piece of legislation, the
card check bill, or, as I have called it,
the worker intimidation bill, would be
on our Nation’s business structure.
This is something that we need to
think very, very carefully about.

Another document that I would love
to call attention to, from our Repub-
lican Study Committee, and, again,
send us your thoughts at
rsc@mail.house.gov, and you can go to
our Web site, www.house.gov/
hensarling/rsc, and you can pull this
information down. But it is a Q&A on
the card check issue, with some of the
myths and some of the facts, the rights
and the wrongs that spell this out,
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what it would mean to our Nation’s law
enforcement community, what it would
mean to our Nation’s business commu-
nity.

Mr. HENSARLING. I wanted to fol-
low up on the gentlelady’s point, again.
We are trying to preserve the funda-
mental right to the secret ballot in
labor union elections. No matter what
the opposition says that this is going
to do, what we know is from the actual
people, actual workers who are sub-
jected to this card check procedure, we
know intimidation and harassment is
taking place.

Madam Speaker, I submit for print-
ing in the RECORD a statement from
Mike Ivey, materials handler at
Freightliner Custom Chassis Corpora-
tion in Gaffney, South Carolina.
STATEMENT OF MIKE IVEY, MATERIALS HAN-

DLER, FREIGHTLINER CUSTOM CHASSIS COR-

PORATION

My name is Mike Ivey, and I appreciate the
opportunity to share with the committee my
experiences under an abusive card check or-
ganizing drive which is still ongoing after 412
years.

Freightliner Custom Chassis Corporation
(FCCC) in Gaffney, South Carolina, has em-
ployed me for approximately 7 years. We are
a non-union facility and more than the ma-
jority of employees are extremely proud of
that fact. The problems we have started in
the fall of 2002.

During contract negotiations for their
union facilities, the UWA and Daimler
Chrysler Corporation reached a card check
agreement to allow the UAW to try to orga-
nize their non-union facilities. This agree-
ment prevents FCCC from doing anything
positive for their employees, or discussing
the situation with the employees. This
agreement also allows the union to recruit
and pay FCCC employees at this facility to
handle their card check system.

The card check system consists of coercing
employees to sign a card for the union. If
enough cards are signed, 50 percent + 1, then
the facility is considered to be a union facil-
ity. In this process of obtaining the needed
signatures, there are a lot of untruths told.

Early on, the employees for a non-union
FCCC signed and submitted a petition which
clearly states that they want no union rep-
resentation at this facility. More than 70
percent of all employees signed this petition.
The UAW and Daimler Chrysler Corporation
received these petitions with no response,
nor any halt in the card check drive.

In April 2003, the CEO of Daimler Chrysler
promised the employees of FCCC a wage in-
crease at a plant-wide meeting. In August
2003, when the time came to make good on
that promise, the union threatened a lawsuit
against Daimler Chrysler if the wage in-
crease was implemented. They feared that if
employees got the wage increase they had
long been promised, it would reduce support
for the union. We obtained free legal aid
from the National Right to Work Legal De-
fense Foundation, and only after we filed
charges at the National Labor Relations
Board, did the union allow the pay increase.

Employees are told at off-site meetings
that signing a card only certifies that they
attended the meeting. Employees are also of-
fered a free t-shirt if they sign a card. What
they are not told is that these cards are a le-
gally binding document, which states that
the employee is pro union—thus placing the
union one step closer to their goal of com-
plete control of the employees’ workplace
lives without the employees even realizing
it.
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In the workplace, the employees running
the organizing campaign for the UAW are re-
lentless in trying to get the employees to
sign union cards. This has created a hostile
work environment, with employees who once
were friends who are now at odds with each
other.

The employees who are not in support of
the union should have the right to go to
work and not be harassed every day. This
harassment has been going on more than 4
years with no end in sight. Faced with this
neverending onslaught, we employees feel
that the UAW is holding our heads under
water until we drown.

In April 2005, the UAW obtained the per-
sonal information of each employee. It
wasn’t enough that employees were being
harassed at work, but now they are receiving
phone calls at home. The UAW also had
union employees from other facilities actu-
ally visit these employees at their homes.
The union’s organizers refuse to take ‘‘no”’
for an answer. If you told one group of orga-
nizers that you were not interested, the next
time they would send someone else.

Moreover, in many instances, employees
who signed cards under pressure or false pre-
tenses later attempted to retrieve or void
this card. The union would not allow this to
happen, telling them that they could not do
s0.

After 4% years of trying to organize our fa-
cility, the majority of employees are still
against the union by roughly a 3 to 1 ratio.

We feel that the aggressive behavior of
UAW organizers will only escalate in 2007.
All the union Freightliner facilities are fac-
ing major layoffs in the coming months. We
expect the UAW to turn up the heat at our
Gaffney facility to make up for the dues rev-
enue shortfalls at the union facilities.

I understand that some members of Con-
gress would like to mandate this abusive
card check process for selecting a union so
that employees everywhere will go through
what we continue to experience. Rather than
increasing this coercive practice, Congress
should ban it.

Everyone in public office is elected by se-
cret ballot vote. Please give us a chance in
our workplace to make the decision on rep-
resentation in the same manner.

I will read from it in part, ‘‘My name
is Mike Ivey, and I appreciate the op-
portunity to share with the committee
my experiences under an abusive card
check organizing drive which is still
ongoing after 414 years.”

So 4% years this fight has been going
on in Gaffney, South Carolina. Appar-
ently it is dating back to fall 2002. This
gentleman talks about what is going
on in these 4% years.

To quote from his letter, “The em-
ployees who are not in support of the
Union should have the right to go to
work and not be harassed every day.
This harassment has been going on
more than 4 years with no end in sight.
Faced with this never-ending on-
slaught, we employees feel that the
United Auto Workers is holding our
heads under water until we drown.”

Quoting from his statement further,
“In April of 2005, the UAW obtained the
personal information of each employee.
It wasn’t enough that employees were
being harassed at work, but now they
are receiving phone calls at home. The
UAW also had Union employees from
other facilities actually visit these em-
ployees at their homes.” The orga-
nizers would not take no for an answer.
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‘““Some employees have had five or
more harassing visits from these union
organizers. The only way, it seems, to
stop the badgering and pressure is to
sign the card.” That’s the pressure,
that’s the intimidation.

I would quote further from this state-
ment, ‘“‘Moreover in many instances,
employees who signed cards under pres-
sure or false pretenses later attempted
to retrieve or void this card.”
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The union would not allow this to
happen. After 4% years of trying to or-
ganize the facility, 4% years, Madam
Speaker, the majority of employees are
still against it by roughly a 3-1 ratio.

He goes on to say, and imploring this
body, Madam Speaker, ‘‘Rather than
increasing this coercive practice, Con-
gress should ban it. Everyone in public
office is elected by secret ballot. Please
give us a chance in our workplace to
make the decision on representation in
the same manner.”

Madam Speaker, again, every single
person who comes to the floor of the
House, the Members of this institution,
are elected by secret ballot. Our con-
stituents, our workers, both union and
nonunion, cry out for the same funda-
mental fairness and the same funda-
mental democratic rights.

But since labor union bosses helped
the Democrats, since labor union
bosses need more money in their cof-
fers, they have found a new and innova-
tive way to get money, and that is
through this thing called ‘‘card check.”

And what is interesting, also, Madam
Speaker, if you will look at those who
are bringing this legislation to the
floor, for example, the gentleman from
California, the chairman of the Edu-
cation and Labor Committee, well, he
seems to have done a bit of a flip-flop
on the issue. He and several other lead
sponsors of this legislation, just a few
years ago, for whatever reason, coun-
seled the Mexican Government about
labor union elections. Let me quote
from their letter.

“We understand that the secret bal-
lot is allowed for, but not required by
Mexican labor law. However, we feel
that the secret ballot is absolutely nec-
essary in order to ensure workers are
not intimidated into voting for a union
they may otherwise not choose.”

I mean, this was sent by the sponsor
of this legislation. So 5, 6 years ago, he
believed that Mexicans fundamentally
should have the right to a secret ballot
in labor union organizing. But now, in
2007, he wants to deny that very same
fundamental right to American work-
ers. I don’t get it, Madam Speaker.
What has changed?

Well, what has changed is clearly,
number one, declining union member-
ship and an election. And I understand
elections have consequences, but the
American people need to be watching
very, very closely, very closely what
this is all about, because my guess is
most of them did not vote to fun-
damentally deny Democrat rights to
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American workers, to fundamentally
strip them of their right to a secret
ballot on whether or not they care to
join a labor union. And so I hope,
Madam Speaker, that the entire atten-
tion of America will be on this body to-
morrow.

Again, 90 percent of Americans be-
lieve fundamentally you ought to have
the right to a secret ballot in these
elections. Survey after survey of work-
ers, including unionized workers, be-
lieve this as well. But apparently the
Democrat majority and labor union
bosses who put all kinds of money into
these races believe otherwise. And so it
will be a very significant vote on this
House floor tomorrow.

Will this body stand for democracy?
Will this body stand for the secret bal-
lot? Will this body stand for American
workers? Or will this body stand for
labor union bosses who want to get
their hands on more worker money?

And with that I would be happy to
yield back to the gentlelady.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. I thank the gen-
tleman from Texas.

And, Madam Speaker, as he said, it
took 2 days to go about raising spend-
ing. Within a couple of weeks taxes
were raised. We have seen those taxes
be raised on the American worker to
the tune of $32 billion that the Demo-
crat majority has passed since taking
control as the majority party in this
body; $32 billion in tax increases. We
have seen spending increased. And now
what we are seeing is within the first
couple of months they are going to
come along and they are going to com-
promise the workplace. And they are
going to push a piece of legislation on
the American worker that the Amer-
ican worker does not want.

And again, looking at the poll that I
have quoted from, when you ask the
question, tell me if you agree or dis-
agree with the following statement,
every worker should continue to have
the right to a federally supervised se-
cret ballot election when deciding
whether to organize a union, and near-
1y 9 out of 10 individuals think that the
worker deserves that right.

You know, Madam Speaker, it is so
interesting. We have moved away from
the days of coercion and intimidation
and union bosses that would beat up on
people. That is how the National Labor
Relations Board came about, when peo-
ple sought to have relief from that type
of coercive, intimidating activity that
would strike fear in the hearts of fami-
lies and fear in the hearts of workers.

And how sad, how very, very sad that
in this year and in this time, and in
this 110th Congress, we would take
steps that would return to those ways
that would limit the freedom of men
and women who have chosen a profes-
sion, chosen a career, chosen a job that
they want to perform and would place
them under the heavy-handed fist of a
union boss who would seek to challenge
their viability in the workplace and
who would seek to challenge their free-
dom.
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It is my hope that more of our Mem-
bers will become familiar with the sta-
tistics on this issue, and the desires of
the American people, and will realize
there is nothing in this legislation that
speaks to free choice at all. That is a
fancy, dressed-up name for card check,
which is a fancy, dressed-up name for a
return to worker intimidation and co-
ercion. And it is unfortunate that we
see it happening here in this body.

One of the things that we do, that we
put a focus on when we talk about our
job here and our work here, and those
of us in the Republican Study Com-
mittee as we gather and we talk, we
talk a lot, Madam Speaker, about what
are we going to do to preserve this
great union. What are we going to do
to protect its sovereignty? What are we
going to do to extend individual free-
doms? How do we make decisions that
are going to be so that we are certain
that we extend the opportunity for
prosperity to future generations?

And I can honestly say, increasing
government spending doesn’t do that.
Increasing taxes on our families does
not do that. Increasing taxes on our
children and increasing the debt that
they are going to bear does not do that.

History shows us that when you cre-
ate a government program, a govern-
ment program continues to grow. I
have said many times on this floor, as
Ronald Reagan said, there is nothing
so close to eternal life on Earth as a
Federal Government program.

We have 141 programs that we would
like to see eliminated or reduced this
year. Unfortunately, we don’t see that
happening. What we do see happening
is they are increasing your taxes, they
are increasing spending, and now they
are going to limit your freedom in the
workplace.

And I yield to the gentleman from
Texas.

Mr. HENSARLING. I thank the
gentlelady for yielding once again. And
we are going to have a very important
debate tomorrow in this institution
about whether or not the Democrat
majority will strip workers of their
fundamental right to the secret ballot
in labor union organizing elections.

But beyond that we know what is
next on their agenda. It didn’t take
them too long, about 2 weeks, to first
raise taxes on the American people;
and that is the next big debate that
will be taking place in this institution.
It is all about the budget.

Now, everybody in this House, both
Republican and Democrat alike, will
all tell you they want to balance the
budget. And you know what? I believe
each and every one of them. But there
is a very, very different way to go
about it.

Today the debate in the House tends
to be whether or not tax relief that has
been granted over the last 5 years was
a good thing or bad thing. Well, guess
what? We put tax relief into the econ-
omy on this end, and let’s see what
comes out on the other end: 7.2 million
jobs; 7.2 million Americans who used to
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not have work now have work. How
many of them used to have to settle for
a welfare check, but now they have a
paycheck?

How many took from the system,
from unemployment and food stamps
and Aid to Families with Dependent
Children, who now get to pay in the
system because they have a paycheck?

We have one of the strongest econo-
mies that we have had in decades. We
have one of the lowest unemployment
rates we have had. All of that was due
to tax relief.

And, Madam Speaker, for purposes of
this debate, and this is a very impor-
tant point, and don’t take my word for
it, go to the United States Treasury.
Tax rates have been lowered, and guess
what? We have more tax revenue. We
have more tax revenue than we have
ever had in the history of the United
States of America.

Now, how can that happen? Well,
maybe it is difficult to understand in
Washington, D.C., but it is pretty easy
to understand in Tennessee Colony in
Anderson County, Texas, that I have
the pleasure of representing in the
United States Congress. If you will
allow farmers and ranchers, if you will
allow small business people, if you will
allow American families to keep more
of what they earn, guess what? They
will save. They will invest. They will
go out and create their American
dream and put a new automobile trans-
mission shop on one street corner.
They will add another couple of jobs at
a barbecue stand. And guess what?
They create jobs of the future, and we
have more revenue.

Now, Madam Speaker, some people
may reject this theory. You can’t, you
may have your own opinion, but you
are not entitled to your own facts. You
cannot debate that we have more tax
revenue. But some people don’t see a
link between job creation and tax re-
lief.

Even if I am wrong, Madam Speaker,
if you will look at the Federal budget,
if you will look at the Federal budget,
if we had a line item called tax relief in
the Federal budget, it is 1 percent, a
little more than 1 percent of the entire
Federal budget. Even if that money
was wasted, burned, buried and didn’t
do any good to the economy, had no
connection to job creation, to home
ownership, to people being able to send
their kids to college, it is about 1 per-
cent of the budget.

My point is if you want to do some-
thing about the deficit, your focus
needs to be on the spending side. We
have a deficit not because we are
undertaxed; we have a deficit because
we are spending too much.

And listen, I take a back seat to no
one as far as my concern about passing
debt on to future generations. I am the
father of a 5-year old and the father of
a 3-year old. But even if we were to bal-
ance the budget today, and thanks to
Republican progrowth economic poli-
cies, we will balance the budget, it has
very little to do with spending dis-
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cipline. We know we don’t find any of
that among our Democrat colleagues.
It has everything to do with tax rev-
enue growth.

But even if we were to balance the
budget in the next few years, as my
colleague from Tennessee has indi-
cated, in Washington, D.C., tax relief is
temporary, but spending is forever. So
much spending has been put on auto-
matic pilot. And it just doesn’t grow
horizontally, it grows exponentially.

If we don’t do something now to re-
form the spending patterns in Wash-
ington, D.C., the next generation will
face a nasty fiscal fork in the road.
And don’t take my word for it. Go to
the General Accountability Office, the
Office of Management and Budget, the
Congressional Budget Office. They will
all tell you the same thing. We are on
the verge of either having to double
taxes on the next generation or prac-
tically cut out the entirety of the Fed-
eral Government except Medicare,
Medicaid and Social Security.

Just think about it, Madam Speaker.
There will be no United States Ma-
rines. There will be no Border Patrol.
There will be no student loans. There
will be no airport security.

If we don’t take fundamental steps
now to end wasteful, unaccountable,
runaway spending in Washington, D.C.,
that is the future we are facing. The
Comptroller General of the United
States has said in testimony before the
Budget Committee that we may be on
the verge of being the first generation
in America’s history to leave the next
generation with fewer opportunities
and a lower standard of living.
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Madam Speaker, I don’t plan to be a
part of that, and I am going to do ev-
erything I can to fight this on this
House floor. So those who go around
saying we must balance the budget and
those who won’t do anything to try to
find ways to get better retirement se-
curity and better health care at a
lower cost, what they are really telling
you, Madam Speaker, is, I want to dou-
ble taxes on the next generation. I
want to leave your children and your
grandchildren with less freedom and
less opportunity.

Madam Speaker, how anybody can
look themselves in the mirror and do
that, I don’t know. Again, that is the
magnitude of the tax increase that
Democrats are going to have to have if
they won’t join us in a bipartisan fash-
ion and do something about out-of-con-
trol entitlement spending. It will be a
massive tax increase the likes of which
America has never seen before. And
once they impose that tax increase on
the American people, how many of our
children will be able to send their chil-
dren to college? How many of our chil-
dren will be able to realize their Amer-
ican Dream and start their first busi-
ness? How many of our children will be
able to buy their first home when this
body doubles their taxes for refusing,
refusing, to do anything to stop run-
away spending?
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So, Madam Speaker, that is where
the fight is. That is where the fight is.
Republicans want to try to reform.
Democrats want to raise taxes, but
they don’t own up to the magnitude of
the tax increases. But the future of our
country is resting upon this debate,
and I hope the American people will
watch very, very closely.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Speaker,
reclaiming my time, I thank the gen-
tleman. As he has pointed out, in the
2006 budget we had reduced spending by
$40 billion. It was called the Deficit Re-
duction Act, a first step. Our col-
leagues across the aisle immediately
increased spending in what was to have
been a continuing resolution.

Then we look at taxes. We reduced
taxes, which stimulated the growth of
the economy and growth of jobs. Our
colleagues across the aisle have al-
ready raised taxes by $32 billion.

And as my colleague from Texas said,
we have more workers than ever in the
American workforce at this point in
time. There are more Americans than
ever holding a job and getting a pay-
check. And over the past 4 years, we
have seen the addition of 7.2 million
new jobs to the U.S. economy. Now,
these are not new hires. These are new
jobs, newly created jobs. And, Madam
Speaker, I think that that is important
for us to put the attention on. These
are jobs where a business owner sits
down and says, ‘I can create a new po-
sition. We have our taxes down. We
have seen some regulatory relief. We
are doing well. We see growth in this
business. We see a future that indicates
growth.” So they create a new posi-
tion, and they hire someone to fill that
position. That is how we get business
growth. That is how we get business ex-
pansion.

And now we find that on top of in-
creasing spending and on top of in-
creasing taxes, our friends across the
aisle are saying, We want to let the
union bosses get another hit at those
workers. We want to take away the
workers’ right to a secret ballot. We
want to infringe on that freedom in the
workplace that American workers
enjoy that was a hard-fought battle
decades ago, and we want to com-
promise that and give big labor a win.”

And that, Madam Speaker, is how the
liberal elites couch this battle. It is, as
was said in the letter that I read, a re-
turn to coercion and intimidation. It is
something that in the 21st century we
should not do. I do personally consider
it an inappropriate step for this House.
This House should be focused on how
do we expand freedom? How do we ex-
pand hope? How do we expand oppor-
tunity? And how do we make certain
that every man, woman, and child has
their shot at the American Dream in a
safe, free, and productive country.

————

THE 30-SOMETHING WORKING
GROUP
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
CLARKE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 18, 2007, the
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gentleman from Ohio (Mr. RYAN) is rec-
ognized for 60 minutes as the designee
of the majority leader.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Madam Speaker, 1
appreciate the opportunity to be here
on the House floor to kick off another
segment of the 30-something Working
Group Special Order, soon to be joined
by a group of 30-somethings in the
Democratic Caucus to address issues
pertaining to not only young people
throughout the country, but citizens of
our country and the kind of leadership
that the Democratic Congress is pro-
viding here. So I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to be here.

Several issues that have been dis-
cussed prior to this by our friends on
the other side that I would like to at
least comment on. The first one is: The
economy is going great.

I read an article with great interest
today out of The New York Times. The
title is “Growth in U.S. Economy is
Slower Than Thought.”” This economy
is only growing at 2.2 percent, in large
measure, due to the fact that we
haven’t balanced our budget. We are
nowhere near balancing our budget be-
cause of the Republican leadership in
the House since 1994, and in the Senate
and also in the White House. For many,
many years, the Republican answer to
balancing the budget or trying to make
our payments is to go off to China and
go to the banks in China and borrow
money from the Chinese government in
order to fund the increase in spending
that the Republican House, Republican
Senate, and Republican White House
were pursuing.

And one friend, Madam Speaker, the
gentleman from Texas, said that the
economy has created 7.2 million new
jobs.

When President Clinton was in and
the Democrats balanced the budget in
1993 without one Republican vote, the
expansion years under President Clin-
ton, we created 20 million jobs. Welfare
rolls were the lowest they had been. So
you have to balance your budget, so
you stop borrowing money from China.

And we have got a lot of other issues
dealing with China as well. They are
manipulating their currency, Madam
Speaker, and we are starting to gen-
erate some support in the Democratic
Congress for addressing this issue.
China is not giving the proper align-
ment to their currency, and it gives
them a 40-percent advantage to goods
that they ship over here. And so if you
have a company in the United States of
America, like I do in Warren, Ohio,
called Wheatland Tube, and Mr.
ALTMIRE, who may join us here later,
their raw materials cost as much as
the product from China when it hits
the shores of the United States, final
product, because there is a 40-percent
advantage that the Chinese have,
Madam Speaker.

So because these issues haven’t been
addressed, Wheatland Tube is laying off
30 or 40 people, white collar jobs. So
our friends have not addressed any of
the issues.
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But they have been talking about an
issue that is near and dear to my heart,
and that is the Employee Free Choice
Act. This is a wonderful piece of legis-
lation that is going to allow members
of a workforce to merely sign if they
want to start a union or not. And I
hope that our friends recognize why.
And I am from Youngstown, Ohio; so I
find it funny when our friends start
talking about these big labor bosses, to
try to portray good, hardworking
Americans who want to work for a de-
cent wage and have health care, that
somehow that is wrong and somehow
that is unAmerican.

So this Employee Free Choice Act
will allow our folks, our workers, to
merely sign a card. And if half sign
that they want to start a union, it is
basic democracy at the workplace. You
will be able to start a union.

Here is the reason why there is so
much anxiety in the United States of
America: We have had economic
growth, but if you are not in the top 1
percent, you are getting squeezed. If
you don’t have a lot of money in the
stock market, you are getting
squeezed. And it took us almost 10
yvears to raise the minimum wage for
average workers, and one of the first
things the Democratic Congress did
under the leadership of the Speaker,
Speaker PELOSI, was to raise the min-
imum wage to try to get everybody in
on the game.

But here is what has happened: This
is from 2000 to 2004. The red line that is
increasing is productivity, the change
in productivity, the growth in produc-
tivity percentage-wise from 2000 to
2004. You see a tremendous increase in
productivity.

Median income is the black line. It
has actually gone down. So for the first
time in history, increased levels of pro-
ductivity have led to the decrease in
median income. That means that our
globalization, although it may benefit
certain people and certain sectors of
the economy, is leaving a lot of people
behind.

So if workers want to join together
to say how do we be a part of the solu-
tion here, how do we try to increase in-
come? I think we should allow them to
do that. We are not saying they have
to. There is nobody intimidating any-
body.

And my friend from Tennessee made
a mistake, Madam Speaker, when she
spoke. She was saying that the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act and the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board were
there so workers didn’t intimidate
other workers to join unions.

The whole premise of the National
Labor Relations Act is because busi-
ness folks in that time had a tremen-
dous advantage on firing workers and
threatening workers. So we don’t run
from the fact that we want to allow
people in the workplace to be empow-
ered, and this is the reason we need to
do it.

Now, as we do this, we also need an
expansion of our international stand-
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ards that we have. We have clean air in
the United States, and it needs to be a
lot cleaner, but we have made great
progress. We need clean water in the
United States. I am from the State of
Ohio where the Cuyahoga River caught
on fire because there was so much in-
dustry and pollution that it literally
caught on fire.

We need to make sure that these
standards that we have here in the
United States somehow are transferred
to the global economy so that when we
are dealing with China, when we are
dealing with India, when we are dealing
with some of the Asian Pacific coun-
tries, we try to lift up the standards. It
doesn’t do us much good to clean the
air in the United States of America and
have dirty air in China. We are not
making progress. So we have a long
way to go. And I think what we are
doing this week is making sure that
our workers in the United States of
America are allowed to do what we all
do on election day, and that is join to-
gether and vote, and they should be al-
lowed to join together and to vote as
well.

One of the myths that we have with
the Employee Free Choice Act is, well,
you are going to have to sign a card
and someone is going to know.

If you want to sign a card or a peti-
tion to even have an election, you have
to sign a card or a petition in order to
even have an election to start a union
anyway. So we are not doing anything
that is not already going on. You are
either going to sign a petition to vote
on it or you are going to sign a petition
to actually create a union. And if you
are willing to stick your neck out to
have the vote, you are certainly going
to be willing to stick your neck out to
sign the petition in order to cast a bal-
lot to create a union.
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So I think we are dealing with very
troubling times. We need to make sure
that we are representing all of our
country because, quite frankly, Madam
Speaker, for the longest time in this
country, the last decade or so, at least
from this institution here that we rep-
resent in the House of Representatives,
there has been such a tilt, such an em-
phasis on cutting taxes for the top 1
percent. And you are not going to see
the Democratic Party raise taxes on
the middle class at all.

But if we have a choice to make be-
tween borrowing the money from the
Chinese in order to fund our govern-
ment or asking people who are billion-
aires to pay a little bit more in taxes
so that we can provide health care for
children, we are going to ask the mil-
lionaires and the billionaires in the
United States to pay a little bit more
and to meet their obligation and to
meet their responsibility to society.
They have benefited from the United
States stock market. They have bene-
fited from the protection of the United
States military. They have benefited
from the infrastructure. They have
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benefited from the Internet, which was
developed from public research. They
benefit from the vaccines. They benefit
from the Centers for Disease Control.
They benefit from public education. So
if we ask the wealthiest to meet their
obligation and their responsibility, as a
beneficiary of this great society, to put
back into our society in order to keep
the game going, we are going to need
to do that.

And if you question the priorities of
the Democrats, all you need to do is
look at what is going to happen in our
supplemental, where there is going to
be an additional millions of dollars, to
the tune of $750 million, for health care
for children, Children’s Health Insur-
ance Program. Do you want to talk
about priorities, Madam Speaker?
Under the Republican leadership, 6 mil-
lion children were eligible for the
SCHIP program, but weren’'t reg-
istered.

So all we are saying is we are going
to take every opportunity we can pos-
sibly get to make sure that those kids
get the kind of health care that they
need and they deserve in the wealthiest
country on the face of this Earth in the
entire history of our planet, Mr. MUR-
PHY.

And we don’t shrink from these. I
would be happy to talk about our deci-
sions that we have made here in this
Congress since we started several
months ago to anybody who wants to
listen. We passed the minimum wage
increase out of this House with $1.3 bil-
lion in tax credits for small businesses
so that they can reinvest back into
their companies to keep the game
going, to keep the economy going.

We reduced and cut in half the inter-
est rates on student loans, which will
save the average person who takes out
a student loan almost $4,500 over the
course of the loan. That is what the
Democrats did in the first 100 hours.
We increased the minimum wage. We
cut student loan interest rates in half.
We repealed corporate welfare by about
$13 billion. We are going to take that
money and we are going to invest it
into alternative energy research.

We put PAYGO on because we are
signaling that we are going to make a
balanced budget a priority in this
House. Got to be done. Got to be done.
We have implemented some of the rec-
ommendations from the 9/11 Commis-
sion report to make the country safer,
and we allowed the Secretary of Health
and Human Services to negotiate down
drug prices on behalf of the Medicare
recipients.

That is what you call governing.
That is what you call moving an agen-
da forward. And that includes making
sure that these workers who work
every day, work hard every day, go to
work every day, work overtime, lead
increases in productivity, that they
can at least benefit a little bit from it.

And I would be happy to yield to our
fearless leader from Connecticut, the
fighting Irishman, Mr. MURPHY.

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Thank
you, Mr. RYAN. And it is quite an honor
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to be able to share the floor with a gen-
tleman as articulate as yourself.

I know where you are from, and I can
imagine that you have a lot of families,
probably including your own, that
shares the story of my family. My
great-grandfather and my grandfather
both worked at Fafnir Ball Bearing,
which was a massive ball bearing fac-
tory in New Britain, Connecticut. It
employed thousands of people in the
New Britain area and partnered to-
gether with the Stanley Tool factory.
Those two together employed over
10,000 people in New Britain in its hey-
day.

The city looks very different today.
Those sites are either brownfields with
nobody in them, or now sort of strug-
gling office parks. My office, which I
inherited from Congresswoman JOHN-
SON, is in actually a site that used to
be owned by those manufacturers.

But the story that we are talking
about today is not necessarily a story
of manufacturing, it is a story of the
workers that were there. It is no coin-
cidence to me that as you chart the
history of our middle class in this
country, as you chart the growing dis-
parity between those that are doing
very, very well and those that are
struggling just to get by and cope with
the daily cost of their lives, I don’t
think that it is just a coincidence that
during that time, as we have seen a
middle class vanish before our eyes, or
at least become on the precipice of
vanishing, and you see that disparity,
that gap between rich and poor grow
bigger and bigger, that that has hap-
pened during the same time that we
have seen unionization rates drop
through the floor. Because the middle
class that my family came up through,
which is that working-class middle
class, the folks that are making
enough money to get by, enough
money to give their kids a little bit
better chance at life than they had, but
they are not doing enough to buy a sec-
ond home, they are not doing enough
to buy many luxuries, that group of
Americans, diminishing by the year,
doesn’t have a lobbyist up here. That
group of Americans doesn’t have a pool
of money in which they can employ
people to advocate on their behalf here
in this Chamber.

The group that has done that histori-
cally over time have been unions. They
advocate to make sure that their ranks
are swelled as well, but they also have
been, frankly, the people that have
been advocating year in and year out
up here in this House to make sure
that we have a healthy middle class.

And so I am fairly unapologetic
about my support for the bill tomor-
row, that we are going to basically
level the playing field. I think that is
what you were talking about, Mr.
RYAN, is that we are not giving any un-
fair advantage to workers, we are sim-
ply saying that we want to level the
playing field when it comes to organi-
zation in this country. And I think
that is the right thing to do for work-
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ers. But as a member of a family that
only has survived because of a society
and an economy that once produced
jobs that had real pensions and real
health care benefits attached to them,
we need to start figuring out a way to
make sure that those folks get advo-
cated for here in this House.

And as you recited that long and im-
portant list of achievements here in
the House during the first 100 hours,
that is all about that group of people.
That is all about making this House a
place where those middle-class, work-
ing-class folks get a voice: again, min-
imum wage; taking away the big tax
breaks for the oil companies; starting
to lower the cost of health care; invest-
ing in life-saving research. That is
bread-and-butter work for the middle
class.

The gist of it is this: This bill, the
Employee Free Choice Act, tomorrow
is going to level the playing field to
allow some of these folks that have
been before Congress fighting for a
very long time for that healthy middle
class to be able to continue to empha-
size and increase that voice. And that
is as important as anything we do here
because, as Mr. RYAN and Mr. MEEK
and Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ have
been talking about on this floor night
in and night out for far too long, the
voices that have mattered here have
been the folks that have the big wallets
that can pay the high-priced lobbyists
to come in this building. And we don’t
begrudge the work that people who ad-
vocate on behalf of people do here, but
frankly, we need advocates here for
folks that don’t have those dollars.
And whether we like it or not, unions
in this country have done that job, and
they have done it well with decreased
numbers because of a system we have
set up that ends up making it very dif-
ficult for workers to organize.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. And this is not by
any stretch of the imagination are we
saying that workers don’t need to be
flexible, unions don’t need to be flexi-
ble. We are now competing with the
globe. And our workers now, as we have
seen in large measure through the sup-
pression of wages and everything else,
this is a global workforce where just
from 1985, where it was 2.5 billion peo-
ple, now it is up to almost 6 billion in
the global workforce. So that in and of
itself increases the level of competition
for our own workers, which has led to
the wage issue that we have to deal
with and everything else.

So we are not saying that unions
don’t need to be flexible. I come from
an area of the country where we had a
lot of steel mills. Now there is just one
or two left of the integrated variety,
and the tremendous, tremendous
changes that the steelworkers have
gone through. And I have a good friend,
Gary Steinbeck, Madam Speaker, a
friend back home who is subdistrict di-
rector for the United Steelworkers in
Ohio, and the tremendous changes in
work rules that the steelworkers have
made in order to keep the industry
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afloat. These folks are ready to sit
down and figure this out, and they
know that.

But our point is look what has been
happening here. This is a chart,
““Change in Share of National Income
from 2003 to 2004.”” The bottom 99 per-
cent has had negative 2 percent change
in their share of the national income;
the top 1 percent has seen almost a 2
percent increase in their share of na-
tional income. This is a structure that
cannot stand, man. It cannot stand,
man. This cannot stay the way it is.
This cannot continue.

You can’t have this separation where
the top 1 percent is increasing their
share of the pie and everybody else is
getting reduced. You can’t have it. And
so what we have tried to do here is
bring some equity to the system and,
since we have been in Congress, in-
creasing the minimum wage; cutting
student loan interest rates in half; in-
vesting in stem cell research to try to
open up another industry where we can
create jobs for our kids, the next gen-
eration; making sure we repeal the cor-
porate welfare for the oil companies
and invest that money in alternative
energy sources SO we can open up a new
sector of our economy with research
and health care and biotechnologies
and alternative energy sources. We
have a long-term agenda here by help-
ing people today and open up these two
new sectors. This can’t go on. We can’t
continue like this, Mr. MURPHY, and
call ourselves the greatest democracy
in the world.

And when you go around the world
and you are trying to sell democracy
and capitalism, that is not a very good
argument. You know, that is kind of
what a lot of countries in a lot of other
parts of the world look like, where the
top 1 percent get all the benefits, and
the rest of the rest of their country
doesn’t see the progress.

Can I make one final point, because 1
am getting worked up. We only have
300 million people in the country. We
don’t have the luxury of having a bil-
lion people like they do in India. We
don’t have the luxury of 1.3- or 1.4 bil-
lion like they do in China. We only
have 300 million people. So we need to
make sure that everybody is on the
field playing for us, educated, skilled,
and moving the country forward. This
cannot stand, man.

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Here is
what we are talking about here. So
how do we take that chart that you are
showing there, which I agree cannot
continue to be the way that our society
operates. We cannot be a flourishing
democracy, we cannot be a flourishing
economy if we have so many people
doing so poorly and a small group of
people doing very well. So how do we
go about changing that?

And I think the message is that we
are not talking in this Chamber about
big new government programs. We are
not talking about creating new depart-
ments and new bureaucracies. All we
are talking about is take the existing
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programs, take the existing set of rules
and make them fair. Make them fair.
Give everybody a chance to compete.
That is what increasing the minimum
wage is. I mean, 10 years, while every
other cost goes up and the minimum
wage stays where it is? Just bring it up
to where it needs to be. Just match in-
flation with your minimum wage.

Student loan rates. As the cost of
college goes up 41 percent since 2001,
well, let’s help families match that in-
creasing cost of higher education.

And the same thing with the Em-
ployee Free Choice Act.
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Let us have our eyes open to what
the reality is on the ground for those
who want to organize. Let us recognize
how employers have changed some of
their tactics, and let us give employees
the opportunity to operate on that
same level playing field.

That is what this is all about. This is
about taking the rules that we have
and making them fair, not coming in
and creating big new government bu-
reaucracies to help these folks.

One of the most important things we
did here was the bill in the first 100
hours that allows the Federal Govern-
ment to negotiate lower prices with
the drug companies. That is a great ex-
ample of one of the few instances where
this Congress did create a new bureauc-
racy, and when they created it, they
set rules that disadvantaged regular,
average taxpayers and the senior citi-
zens who were supposed to benefit.
They created this big new health care
program and created the rules to tilt
the playing field in favor of those peo-
ple who needed no extra help.

This Congress has to be about taking
those programs that are right there in
front of our faces and making them
work again. I think if we do that, we
will live up to your mandate that we
cannot let this stand.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. It cannot stand,
man. It cannot stand. I totally agree
with you.

The fact that our friends, and can
you imagine our friends on the other
side of the aisle, our Republican
friends, who are deficit hawks, and
they are still talking about it. It is hi-
larious to hear, Madam Speaker, the
contradictory aspects of their words
and their deeds. There is still a lot of
talk about, you know, being a deficit
hawk and balancing the budget.

It was the Republican party, Madam
Speaker, that started the Medicare pre-
scription drug bill. They originally said
it was $400 billion, then it was $700 bil-
lion, and then it was a trillion. And the
night we voted on it at 3 in the morn-
ing, it was a $400 billion bill. That was
a good deal. Then we find out months
later it was actually a trillion dollars,
and that the actuaries that knew it
was going to cost a trillion dollars,
they weren’t allowed to tell anybody.

So this Congress voted on legislation
without all of the facts, and a major
fact was the cost. But the point here is
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our friends not only passed that bill
without telling us all of the informa-
tion, they also put, as you said, a pro-
vision in there that explicitly would
not allow the Secretary of Health and
Human Services to negotiate down
drug prices on behalf of the Medicare
recipients. They didn’t leave it ambig-
uous, they stated in the bill you’re not
allowed to negotiate down drug prices
on behalf of all of these millions of sen-
iors who want to participate in this
new drug benefit.

Now did it have anything to do with
the pharmaceutical lobby being up here
so much and donating all kinds of
money, I will leave that for the Amer-
ican people to decide. But the fact of
the matter is, within the first 100 hours
that we got in, we changed that provi-
sion. Once we passed it out of here, we
need to get it through the Senate and
hopefully the President will sign it.
But in our legislation we allowed the
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices to negotiate down drug prices.

We hear a lot about the free market,
but what is a better representation of
the free market than allowing all these
consumers to join together and nego-
tiate down drug prices or anything else
on behalf of the recipients.

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. You
spoke earlier about the need for unions
to be flexible. I couldn’t agree more.
This is an inexorable march to a very
new global economy, and nobody can
deny that is happening, and we have to
ask our workers and the unions that
represent them, just like we ask our
employers, to figure out a way so
America can compete in that new envi-
ronment.

You talked about the steel industry.
That is a remarkable instance. Actu-
ally, not that remarkable; it happens
more than I think people are given
credit for, of workers and industry
really coming together before this body
and singing a very similar tune.

We have to remember that as much
press might be given to unions and the
companies that they work for fighting
over contracts, when it comes down to
it, both of them only are able to pros-
per if the economy is strong and if
their company is strong. So on the vast
majority of this that they are going to
come and talk to this Congress about,
they are going to advocate in their
communities for, they are going to be
on the same page.

When you talk about that, maybe
there is no better example than our
health care system. You are talking
about it in the context of our new
Medicare prescription drug program,
but if we want to figure out a way to
compete in this world, we have to fig-
ure out why $1,500 of every car sold in
this country goes for retiree health
care benefits compared to only a cou-
ple of hundred dollars in Japanese
manufacturing plants. We have to fig-
ure out a way to deal with the fact that
16 percent of every dollar spent in this
country goes to health care costs com-
pared to 9 or 10 cents in most of the
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countries that we compete with. We
put an exorbitant amount of money
into employee benefits and health care
in general, which puts us at a tremen-
dous competitive disadvantage com-
pared to the rest of the world. That is
something that employers, workers,
government officials, we should all be
able to agree on. We should all sit here
and try to tackle that very grave ques-
tion of how do we get health care costs
under control. That is the salvation of
American manufacturers and American
small businesses. Frankly, it is also
the salvation of American workers and
unions. If we can figure out a way to
have that conversation, that benefits
everybody.

We have given a lot of emphasis and
put a lot of light on the fact that ev-
erything we have done here as part of
that 100-hours agenda has had very
large numbers of our friends from the
Republican side of the aisle supporting
us here. You have the numbers right in
front of you. You can tell the story,
Mr. RYAN.

Sometimes government gets shed in
a light that tries to accentuate con-
troversy, just as sometimes the rela-
tionship between workers and their
employers tends to be told in a manner
that accentuates adversity and strife.

Well, in this Chamber, in my first 8
weeks as a Member of Congress, it has
been remarkable the amount of bipar-
tisan cooperation we have seen. It
shows in the vote totals. Maybe it
doesn’t show in the headlines, but it
shows in the vote totals.

I think the same story can be told
about the relationship between work-
ers and employers in this country. I
think there will be a bunch of people
grousing about what comes out of this
House tomorrow, but I think in the
end, by leveling that playing field, we
will stimulate a lot of productive coop-
erative relationships in our economy.

I thank the Members of the 30-some-
thing Working Group who have over
the last 2 to 3 years stood up on this
House floor to talk about the fact that
this place had to work together. I
think a lot of sectors of our economy,
a lot of members of our community
takes cues from what happens in Wash-
ington. I think to the degree they see
this place just being about Democrats
and Republicans fighting, then I think
they may reflect that in their oper-
ations and in their daily life. I thank
members of the 30-something Working
Group and other Members who have
talked about bipartisanship. I think
what has happened here in the past
several weeks is going to be instructive
to a lot of relationships in our country
and in our economy going forward.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. To further our
point, this is real median household in-
comes as to why we need to do this.
The Free Choice Act that we are going
to pass out of this House tomorrow, it
is not for the employers who treat
their workers well which most are. It is
for a few people that are obviously get-
ting mistreated and they want to join

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

together. Now that seems to me a basic
principle of our democratic society.

This is real median incomes from
2000. In 2000, they were $47,500. In 2005,
it is $46,300, a decline. This is what we
are talking about.

Now you can either be in a position
of power and say that is fine and you
are not going to do anything about it,
or you are going to be in a position of
power and say we are going to try to
help, we are going to try to fix this. Do
we have all the answers, no. But we are
going to try to raise the minimum
wage so this person may get a pay
raise. We are going to pass the Em-
ployee Free Choice Act, so maybe if
you are having a problem and want to
join together and try to affect this sit-
uation, you can. We are not saying you
have to, we are saying you can.

And if you happen to be this same
family who has seen a decline and you
have a kid in school and you are taking
out loans, we are going to cut the in-
terest rate loan in half to try to close
this gap a little bit because we are in a
position of responsibility. We are not
here to give away the store, but we are
here to say there are issues where we
can help people.

You know what, if we have to ask
somebody who makes a million dollars
a year to help us do this, to invest in
education, invest in the stem cell re-
search and invest in alternative energy
resources, we have to do it.

As a politician, as a Member of Con-
gress, I would love to go to all of my
constituents and say you all get a tax
cut, and we are going to lower your
tuition costs, we are going to provide
health care for poor kids, we are going
to retrain workers, and we are going to
build roads and bridges, we are going to
provide for the defense of the country
to make all this possible, and we are
going to have stable financial markets,
but we are also going to give you a tax
cut. We are going to put a court system
in place so that we have the rule of
law.

You know, one of the most expensive
things to do is have a justice system
with police and sheriff departments
and courts and judges and attorneys
and public defenders and prosecutors to
make this whole thing go, to enforce
contract law. That is all expensive
stuff. All we are saying is we are trying
to keep this thing rolling, man. We
have had a pretty good thing going on.
We just want to keep it going, and you
can’t see the top 1 percent do well and
the bottom 99 percent, as I was showing
in the earlier chart, not do well, actu-
ally see a decline in income by 2 per-
cent.

So what we need to do is move for-
ward in a very comprehensive way, not
in a radical way, but some of the stuff
we have already done.

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. I was
asked a question at a Chamber of Com-
merce meeting that I went to back in
my district last week. Someone chal-
lenged me and asked a question that
went something like this. They said if
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you had the choice to take a dollar and
put it back into the economy through
the private sector or through the pub-
lic sector, which one do you think does
a better job at stimulating our econ-
omy. I kind of didn’t understand the
gist of the question.

What he was getting at was this idea,
I think, that he thinks that people on
this side of the aisle somehow think
that government spending should be
done for the purposes of stimulating
our economy. Listen, that couldn’t be
further from the truth. What we want
to do is decide on a set of services and
a set of priorities that the government
will be a part of, and then find the
money that is sufficient to pay for
that.

We all agree that if we have our
choice, every extra dollar goes right
back into people’s pockets. Every extra
dollar we have goes right back into the
economy. All we need to agree on here,
and it is a big all, is what those set of
priorities and services are. People in
my district think one of them should
be investing in stem cell research. That
is just my district. But they think you
know what, one of the things that we
can probably do better together rather
than separately, rather than simply
through philanthropic contributions, is
to take on some of the most insidious
and terrible diseases known to man.
That is something they think we
should do.

It wasn’t agreed upon by this Cham-
ber until the Democrats took back this
House and NANCY PELOSI took over the
Speaker’s chair, but now we include it
in the group of things that we think we
are going to do better together.

I think we all agree that every extra
dollar we have goes right back into
this economy. But let us think about
this. When we are talking about put-
ting dollars back into the lands of mid-
dle class folks, lower middle -class
folks, working class folks, whether it is
through tax breaks to small businesses
that employ them, whether it is
through a cut in the student loan inter-
est rate, or whether it is through a
minimum wage bill that gives them a
little more every week, we know that
every single one of those dollars is
going right back into the economy.

Now that is, in part, because there is
not a lot of flexible income for people
in that situation today. Every dollar
they get has to go back into the econ-
omy. When you talk about tax cuts and
where they should go, you talk about
new government programs and whether
they should benefit the pharmaceutical
companies or whether they should ben-
efit senior citizens, I will take middle
class workers, I will take senior citi-
zens every time, not just because 1
think they are who we should be here
sticking up for, but because I know
that every dollar we put back in their
pocket is going to end up at the local
florist, is going to end up at the local
grocery store, is maybe going to end up
being put into a local charity or com-
munity group. We are talking about re-
cycling good community money when
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we are talking about trying to give a
leg up, Mr. RYAN.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. There was a funny
article in, I think it was Roll Call when
we first got in how frightened the
banks were about the whole student
loan deal.
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Because we have been talking about
possibly doing just direct student
loans, here is the government money,
here is a student, you give him the
money, he takes it and he pays you
back with a little bit of interest, boom,
done. That sounds pretty efficient to
me.

Well, the banks are upset because
they were worried that if we changed
the system as it was, that they were
not going to make money, the banks,
thanks to the student loans. And I am
sorry, but we are not here to make you
money. You want to talk about wel-
fare, you want to talk about getting on
the public dole, my God, you go out
and compete with everybody else. We
are not here to pay you 6 percent or 8
percent on a student loan. We are here
to get a kid into college that cannot af-
ford it otherwise. That is our responsi-
bility, and this kid is going to get a de-
gree and then a master’s degree, and he
is going to help us create this new
economy.

Here is what we are talking about
with cutting student loan interest
rates in half, the stem cell bill for stem
cell research, and alternative energy,
repealing the corporate welfare.

We have got to create new industries.
Whether you vote for the free trade
agreements or not, we are in a global
economy, and we are competing with
China and India and the rest of the
world. As we see some of the tradi-
tional manufacturing move offshore,
some legitimately, some not so legiti-
mately, because of what China’s doing
with their currency, we have got to
come up with what the new industries
are. So what we have tried to do is in-
vest in the stem cell research and in-
vest in alternative energies, the future
job creators, and then also make sure
that college is affordable by increasing
the Pell Grant and making sure we cut
student loan interest rates in half so
kids will go to college and then have
these long-term sectors of the economy
that are growing that they can move
into.

But if we do not have healthy, edu-
cated citizens moving in, getting edu-
cated, moving into college and helping
us create this economy, all this is for
naught. We need a lot more people cre-
ating a new economy than we did 50
years ago.

My grandfather worked in a steel
mill. He went to high school until 10th
or 11th grade. That was another world
ago, and unfortunately in this institu-
tion, if we start playing the same game
we have been playing for 50 years, and
I think both sides, and I think we have
recognized this because the minimum
wage bill that we passed had $1.3 bil-
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lion in tax cuts for small businesses to
reinvest back into their companies.

So the idea of if you cut taxes for the
rich, they are going to invest back in
the United States and create jobs, that
is done. We know that. They get a tax
cut, and they invest it in Asia, okay. It
is your money; do what you want with
it. But let us not pretend they are
going to somehow build a factory in
Niles, Ohio, and hire a thousand people.
Not going to happen.

And the Democratic philosophy, old
one, not the one as we know from what
we have already done here, was if you
write a bigger check, somehow the
problem is going to go away.

I think the king of leadership that
the Speaker is providing, and STENY
HOYER and Blue Dogs and JIM CLYBURN
and some of the newer members in the
30-something Working Group is there is
a middle way here. There is a way
where we can raise the minimum wage
and give small business tax cuts. We
can cut student loan interest rates in
half and do stem cell research. We can
repeal corporate welfare that is going
to energy companies who seem to be
doing okay, they do not really need our
$13 billion, and put that in alternative
energy research.

There is a middle way here that we
are trying to negotiate that I think is
21st century government.

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. You
are exactly right, and that is where the
American people are. There are folks
out there that are far to this side of the
political and ideological spectrum, and
there are people out there that are far
to this side, but you know where the
majority of bread-and-butter Ameri-
cans lie. They lie in that place where
they are seeking some solutions here
that are part of that middle way, a
part of that third way.

In Connecticut, I spent 4 years as the
chairman of the Health Committee. In
Connecticut, we have a lot of pharma-
ceutical companies, and we found a
way to try to mitigate some of the del-
eterious influences that that structure
imposes on citizens, while trying to
partner with them to do some of the
good work that can grow that new
economy.

I disagreed day and night with the
pharmaceutical industry when I tried
to get Connecticut to be part of re-
importing prescription drugs from Can-
ada, but you know what, we fought
hand in hand, arm in arm, linked to-
gether when we were trying to make
Connecticut one of the first three
States to invest in stem cell research
because we knew that our pharma-
ceutical industry, we knew that our
biotech industry were going to flourish
if we helped plant some of the seeds
with government funding because we
know in today’s economy that venture
capitalists are not terribly interested
in funding some of those new biotech
ideas, funding those new baseline phar-
maceutical research. So government in
that instance can spend a couple cents
to grow a couple private dollars.
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So there is that way to sort of say
enough is enough, we are going to do
something about trying to help citizens
get some cheaper drugs from Canada,
we are going to talk about trying to
use the power of the Federal Govern-
ment to negotiate lower prices, but
there are so many places we can co-
operate. There are so many places that
you as a pharmaceutical industry, you
as an information technology industry
can be part of growing this country.

You know as well as I do that the
reason that businesses are still here in
the United States and the reason why
businesses come to a high-cost area
like the Northeast is the workforce. We
still have the best trained, most highly
educated and, most importantly, most
productive workforce in the Nation. So
when we are investing in the minimum
wage, when we are investing in higher
education funding, I mean, we are in-
vesting in what is the current and the
future of this economy.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I agree, and there
are so many fields that we need to ex-
plore. It is nice to say, well, everyone
is going to go to college and do this
and do that, has my boy not done well,
but there are a lot of other things that
I think have great dignity and great
contributions to our economy.

By the year 2010, we are going to need
200,000 welders that pay pretty well,
and in my community I met with a vo-
cational school. They are starting at
13, 14, 15 bucks an hour. People told me
a story of a guy making 30 bucks an
hour as a welder with full health care
benefits.

So as we pursue this college, we also
have to remember the community col-
lege pipeline, the vocational school
pipeline for truck drivers and welders
and a lot of these other industries that
we continue to figure out how does this
company, as China is expanding, how
do we export and sell them something
and grow our employment base here.

So there are a lot of different things
that I think we need to talk about that
the approach is so much different from
what we are doing than our friends on
the other side.

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. If the
gentleman would yield for a moment, a
story for you.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio.
story.

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. I like
sharing stories, an Irish story from my
Polish mother.

She tells a story about she was going
back to school to get some classes for
her degree in teaching. She was getting
some classes at the local community
college, and she told this story to me
when she came back from registration.

She was in a line to register for her
course, and there were a number of dif-
ferent lines to register for different
courses. About three or four lines down
from her, there was a gentleman who
was waiting in line sort of nervously,
thumbing through his pockets, sort of
counting the money in his pockets. He
got to the head of the line, and she

A good Irish
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could sort of see what was happening
over there and realized that he was
maybe $30, $40 short of the cost of that
particular class. He fumbled through
his pockets. A couple of people behind
him tried to help him come up with the
money. He did not have it and walked
away, walked out that door.

What my mother said, and I agreed
with her, was you can imagine the
courage that it took that young guy
who maybe had not been to school in a
very long time, decided this is it, I am
going to go back, I am going to start
down that path again, I am going to go
to my local community college, I am
going to have the courage to step up
and restart my education, and gets in
the line and realizes he does not have
the $380 that it costs to get that class.
That right there, that could be that
welder. That could be that information
technology worker. That could be
somebody using the stepladder of edu-
cation to become part of this incred-
ibly productive economy.

Because we still have barriers to in-
creasing your educational opportuni-
ties, to being a more productive mem-
ber of our workforce, we handicap our-
selves. We handicap ourselves.

And I think of the story of that guy
over and over again when I think about
higher education funding, when I think
about not only what that would mean
for him personally, but what that
means for our economy in general. Our
strength is our workforce, and if we do
not start investing in it, we are going
to have even more trouble than we are
competing in this global economy.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. There is no ques-
tion, and the more you get into this,
the more you see, and again it is not
that government is the only answer,
but I will give you an example.

We had today in our Health Appro-
priations Committee, there is a tre-
mendous nursing shortage, health care
shortage, and there are some programs
that will help nurses with low-interest
loans. If you are going to go into nurs-
ing, you get these low-interest loans to
try to get minority and low-income
nurses and health care workers into
the field. So there is another program
that will go in and try to recruit and
get people in and help them pay for it
in order for us to get nurses and health
care workers in the underserved areas.

That program, I think this is the one
that was zeroed out by the President in
his budget. Now, does that make any
sense at all? We have a nursing short-
age, and we have tremendous health
issues for our kids and poor families
that we need. As I said earlier, we have
only got 300 million people. We need
them all on the field playing against
China and India, that we are not going
to make this little bit of investment
into making sure that we get health
care workers in underserved areas?

The health care system is already
getting skewed to the suburbs where a
lot of these health care systems can
make money in the suburbs, and the
level of charity care in the cities are
going through the roof.
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So it does not make any sense not to
make those investments because the
yield that we are going to get is going
to be tremendous. Not only are you
getting someone that otherwise would
be less productive to be more produc-
tive, they are in a field of nursing.
They are going to make decent bucks,
going to pay taxes. Their kids are prob-
ably going to go to college. I mean,
this cycle continues.

Let us get it going in a positive way,
not dissimilar to what is happening,
like you mentioned, with the college
tuition costs. Four hundred thousand
kids in this country qualify and have
the grades to go to college but do not
because they feel they cannot afford it
or they can afford it, one or the other,
but either way it is an impediment for
400,000 Americans going into college.
Now, would that not be great?

These are the kind of issues that I
think we need to fix, and to ask a mil-
lionaire to pay a little bit more, I
think, is a lot better than borrowing it
from China, which is what we are doing
now, and there is a real decision that
we need to make.

We are talking about in our com-
mittee about streamlining the SCHIP
program, you know, like when you
qualify for free and reduced lunch, you
just sign your name, how many mem-
bers of your family and what your in-
come is, and you qualify for free and
reduced lunch. Well, we want to do
that for SCHIP so we make sure we are
covering all our kids, that they have
health care.

You can argue about the situation of
parents and everything else, but you do
not blame the kids for that, and you
make sure they have got the kind of
health care that they need. And how do
we make sure that my goal, and I do
not know how long this is going to last,
but my goal is to make sure we have
nurses and doctors and clinics in some
of these schools. You have some of
these schools where 80, 90 percent of
the kids qualify for free and reduced
lunch, qualify for SCHIP. Let us put a
clinic in there and tie it to the health
care program, tie it to the wellness
program, make sure these kids are get-
ting the kind of attention that they
need, and in all the while, make sure
that we demand as elected leaders and
leaders in our community, demand
from the parents to send your kids to
school ready to learn, and you as a par-
ent do your share, too.

This is not a one-way ticket where
we are going to do everything, or the
teachers are somehow going to have to
do everything, but both sides. We need
to be innovative. We need to create
these new ideas and implement them
and reform government and make prop-
er investments in a balanced way, but
the parents and the schools need to
also step up, and the parents espe-
cially. The basic fundamental struc-
ture of our society is the family. They
need to step up, send their kids ready
to learn, and provide their own per-
sonal leadership.
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So I yield to my friend for some clos-
ing remarks.

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Thank
you, and I do not know how long my
career will last either, but it is start-
ing here in my first 8 weeks in the
House only because me and 100,000
other people in northwestern Con-
necticut decided things had to change,
there was no choice; that we could not
sit back any longer and let the status
quo go on; that we could not watch the
disparity between rich and poor, those
doing well and those struggling to
make ends meet, could not watch that
get any worse.

So what this election was about,
what this first 100 hours was about,
what everything that comes after that
is about is about restoring that bal-
ance. So for all of the challenges that
we put before this House during the
time we spend here, for as many charts
that paint a gloomy picture, I mean,
there is light on the horizon. The work
we have already done here means some-
thing.

You talked about the 400,000 kids
that did not go to college because they
could not afford it. Well, if we can get
this student loan bill through the Sen-
ate and to the President’s desk, that is
almost $5,000 in savings. I bet you there
is a good percentage of those 400,000
families that if they knew that college
ultimately, after they paid back all
their loans, was going to cost $5,000
less, they would make the choice to go.

Things are happening here which are
going to make those concerns of mid-
dle-class families tomorrow with the
Employee Free Choice Act and later as
the bills in the 100 hours come through
this process, they are going to make a
difference.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I agree with you.
One more, with the SCHIP thing, I get
excited about this stuff because it is
really cool, but with the SCHIP thing
you will fill out your form, you do your
free and reduced lunch, you will do
your SCHIP deal and also start to get
letters from the Department of Edu-
cation at third, fourth grade as to what
Pell Grant number you will get as far
as how much you will be able to receive
from Pell Grant based on your income.
So these Kkids, this is the new way of
doing things. This is you do not just
spend the money. You change the psy-
chology of the kid and the family.

If a kid in third grade who would
never think of going to college starts
getting this Pell Grant, you qualify for
$4,000 or $5,000 a year in a Pell Grant
when you go to college, not if, when,
you know that kind of kid all of a sud-
den is now thinking about college or
trade or something.
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So we are trying to do this all in the
same way. And I hope that we recog-
nize, I think as NANCY PELOSI has,
Madam Speaker, that America was
great because we were the ones who
wanted to be the best at everything. So
why don’t we have the best health
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care? Why don’t we have the best edu-
cation? And let’s get down to business
and start doing it.

Any questions for Members who are
listening, www.speaker.gov/
30something is our Web site. E-mail is
30SomethingDems@mail.house.gov.
And I have got to confess, I did not
know your mom is Polish. I just fig-
ured you were 100 percent Irish.

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. It is
not a secret, Mr. RYAN. I am very proud
of my Polish heritage. I'm glad that it
has come out into the open this after-
noon.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. It is now public.

And we yield back the balance of our
time.

—————

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.

————
IMMIGRATION REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
CLARKE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 18, 2007, the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) is rec-
ognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Welcome to the
Speaker’s chair and the gavel of the
United States Congress. It is a big and
important thing to serve in this place,
and it is always an honor to walk down
here on the floor. It is absolutely an
honor to be seated there in the Speak-
er’s chair that has seated so many es-
teemed colleagues on both sides of the
aisle. And the kind of leadership that
has come from there back through his-
tory, the halls and the floor here echo
with their influence, and the destiny of
America has absolutely been redirected
by that seat and by that gavel, and will
continue to do so. And I very much
look forward to continuing to work in
this capacity.

I come to the floor this afternoon,
Madam Speaker, to raise an issue here
and carry on a discussion that is the
most intense discussion item across
America. And I would challenge anyone
to walk into a coffee shop or a place of
work or anyplace where Americans
gather to talk about the issues of the
day, and you don’t have to change the
subject, just stop and listen, ask a
question and see what comes up first.
Maybe the weather, maybe a sports
team.

But when it shakes down to it,
Madam Speaker, and we have talked
about all of the amenities and the nice-
ties and the general discussion topics
that don’t have a lot of substance but
carry on the day, in the end, in Amer-
ica we get down to one of two subjects,
and that is either the global war on
terror on which Iraq is a principle bat-
tleground, or it is immigration. And
sometimes it is both.

And having just come back from an-
other trip to the border last week
about now a week ago, and having been
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flush full of the things that I learned
down there, I am compelled to come
here to the floor, Madam Speaker, and
raise the issue and begin to examine
this subject and topic a little bit more.

We have now, for about 3 years, had
an intense debate and discussion on im-
migration, and there are those of us
here in this Chamber, in fact, this
House of Representatives last fall
voted to build a double fence/wall on
the southern border, and laid out the
distances, the locations and the dis-
tances from those locations. And, when
calculated and totaled up, it becomes
clear that Congress has mandated, the
House and the Senate has mandated
that there be 854 miles of at least dou-
ble-walled fencing, a double fencing or
a double fencing and wall constructed
upon our southern border in priority
areas, Madam Speaker. And last week,
I went down to review some of the be-
ginnings of that construction.

It also establishes a mandate that
the Secretary of Homeland Security,
Mr. Chertoff, will establish inter-
locking cameras and other technology
along the border, and he has until May
31 of this year to complete the con-
struction of the interlocking tech-
nology according to authorization of
the Secure Fence Act, and another
year to complete the construction of
the double fencing and that 854 miles of
that priority area. And then, with the
exception of an area at Laredo that is
15 miles, that are 15 miles of either side
of Laredo, and that those 15 miles can
be constructed in the 2008 construction
season on up until December 30 of 2008,
that is the congressional mandate,
Madam Speaker.

That is the mandate that was passed
by a significant majority here in the
House of Representatives, and a man-
date that was passed by a vote that I
do remember in the Senate that was
80-19. It was bipartisan, obviously. It
had very solid support. And the reason
that it had such solid support is this
physical barrier that is mandated by
Congress and signed by the President,
bipartisan mandate, House and Senate,
Madam Speaker; these physical bar-
riers or these pairs of physical barriers,
double fencing and walls, are some-
thing that is not an administrative de-
cision; it is not something that is nec-
essarily prone to human failure or
human error or human lack of will to
enforce. If you put those barriers in
there, they are going to do some good
regardless of whether there is anyone
there that is maintaining and manning
and guarding them or not, which, of
course, we need to do.

And any Kind of a structure that we
put in place must be maintained, it
must be guarded, it must be manned. It
needs to have sensors on it. But these
barriers will allow our Border Patrol
officers and other backup enforcement
officers that we have to be able to re-
spond in a more effective fashion. And
if they are going to defeat the barriers,
it will take time to do that. And if
they trip the sensors, and they should,
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that will give our Border Patrol offi-
cers an opportunity to descend upon
that site and make the kind of arrests
that are necessary so that the word
gets out that there are areas of this
border at least that you had better not
try to cross.

Now, this area in San Luis, Arizona
is just south of Yuma. It is a commu-
nity on the U.S. side that is as far
southwest as you can get on the border
in Arizona. This is a location that has
had some rather permanent steel wall
right on the border that has been there
for some time, and we have added to
that. Now, this permanent steel wall,
this is a steel landing mat, inter-
locking landing mat that is welded to-
gether along that border, is being ex-
tended in both directions from San
Luis. And I reflect also in hearing the
remark from the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. RYAN) that we need some 200,000
welders by the year 2010 or 2012, I for-
get which exact year that was.

I have heard those kinds of cries for
help before, and I have lived through
those deadlines, and we always seem to
come up with the number of people we
need to do the job that is necessary.
One of the things we do is we just sim-
ply pay people what it is worth and
they show up to do the job. But if they
are short about 6 or 7 welders in 2010,
they can get ahold of Secretary
Chertoff who picked up a welder down
there and welded some of that steel
wall together right on the border of
San Luis, Arizona. And that also was
the case with Senator JOHNNY ISAKSON,
Senator BEN NELSON, Congressman
MIKE PENCE. And I am not sure, that is
the ones that I saw, there were prob-
ably others that also lended a hand, as
I did, to weld some of that fencing and
wall together. It was more symbolic
than production, but symbolism does
matter in this business, and it helps
encourage the people that are down
there building those barriers.

And particularly, our National Guard
that are down on the border, approach-
ing 6,000 strong, they freed up at least
500 on-line slots for Border Patrol
agents that can be up-front patrolling.
And they are constructing fence and
wall with the time that they have
down there on the border. Their morale
seems to be good. They act like they
believe in their mission. I believe in
their mission. I am encouraged by the
fact that they are there, hands on,
building, constructing, putting barriers
in place, because this Congress man-
dated and the President signed, how-
ever unenthusiastically, he did sign the
authorization of the Secure Fence Act
that mandates 854 miles of double fence
wall on our border.

And then, after the mandate and the
authorization, the authorization which
is the mandate, then we heard contin-
ually from the critics across the coun-
try, well, you will never fund it. And if
you never fund it, then it will never be
built. So it was only, the allegation
that it was only the part of Congress to
just simply make a promise that we
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didn’t intend to fulfill. And I heard
that criticism all the way through the
campaign season to November 7 and all
the way beyond that well into Decem-
ber, and I have heard smatterings of it
since then and questions that come
from the media. And at some point last
month, Congressman DUNCAN HUNTER,
who is the ranking member of the
Armed Services Committee and former
chairman, and a real leader on this
fence on the border, and I and several
others, did a press conference. Actu-
ally, it was DUNCAN HUNTER and myself
on that particular press conference.
And we talked about how this fence
will be built and needs to be built and
must be built, and it is a congressional
mandate.

And I pointed to the line item in the
appropriations bill that funds the De-
partment of Homeland Security, and
their overall appropriation is 34 point
something billion dollars. And in that
34 point something billion dollars is a
line item for double fence and wall and
the technology that goes with it, the
interlocking cameras and the other de-
vices, and some of them now are
ground based radar, funding for all of
that to the tune of $1,187,000,000 and
change.

Now, that is the line item that has
been appropriated. That money goes to
only one thing, and that is securing our
border with either technology or fence,
and then the necessary support that it
takes to get that done.

We followed through, we mandated
854 miles of fence and wall, double, and
we have appropriated $1,187,000,000.
Now that is probably not enough to
complete the whole 854 miles, but,
Madam Speaker, it is a great start.
And we have given a great start here in
Congress and created this inertia and
provided the mandate, and now the De-
partment of Homeland Security work-
ing with the National Guard has got a
beginning.

I won’t say they have a great start or
that they have even a good start, but
they have a beginning. And it is great
to have a beginning. We are able to do
hands-on on the beginning. It is a tri-
ple fence there south of Yuma in San
Luis.

So as I ask the question, Madam
Speaker, of how effective are these bar-
riers that we are putting here in place,
the answer that I get back down there
is: In that area they had interdicted 2
years ago 138,000 illegal border crossers
in that area. And, since October, they
had interdicted 15,000. Now, that is not
quite apples to apples. You have to cal-
culate it out so much per month, but
you get the idea that it has been about
two-thirds effective at this point. And
as I ask the question, has anyone come
through the area where we have this
triple fence, this 12-foot high steel wall
made out of landing mat steel, the 16-
foot high steel mesh wall. And that is
about 100 feet apart, and then as you
come into the United States going
north, then there is a 10-foot high
chain-link fence like a school play-
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ground fence with about three or four
bars on top, barbwire. Shorthand in
Iowa as barbs.

And there, they said that maybe
about three people had gotten through
that area. And upon further ques-
tioning, one or two through the water-
way, one or so around the end. Had
anybody defeated the area where it is
triple fencing? And the answer was,
they will defeat anything we build.
They will find a way to get over, under,
or through it. And, of course, then the
follow-up question is: Has anyone de-
feated it yet, this fence we are looking
at? And the answer is no. To date, no
one has gone over, under, or through
the triple fencing that is constructed
there south of Yuma at San Luis.

Now, I would like to hold that record
intact. I don’t know that we will be
able to hold it intact, but I think it is
important to note that that fencing
has not been defeated yet. And, that as
long as illegal border crossers have an
option to go someplace else to go
around, they are not going to try to go
over, under, or through. And that will
be the case as long as we have a fence
that doesn’t extend the full length of
the border. Now, it is possible for us to
supplement those areas where there
isn’t a lot of concentration of pressure
on the border with technology, with
ground-based radar, with interlocking
cameras, with a quick response force,
with teams that can go out and pick
people up in the deserts that have 25
miles to walk to get anywhere where
they can pick up any transportation
mode once they get across the border.
So we can use some of those kinds of
methods, too, until it becomes ineffi-
cient in that approach and we have to
go back to extending the fence, extend
the wall, give the people on the ground
some tools to work with.

But continually, Madam Speaker, I
get this answer when I ask our Border
Patrol about the effectiveness of struc-
tures like fences and walls, and that
they need more boots on the ground.
And the answer is always: Whatever
you will do to fencing, there are places
where we need to do it in urban areas.
We don’t need to do it in rural areas.
This is their answer. And, we always
need more boots on the ground. That is
the answer. The answer really isn’t to
build structure or to build wall.
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Well, I take issue with that philos-
ophy, and I do so because of looking at
it from a bit of a different perspective.
That bit of a different perspective
comes along like this. If we were to
award contracts to companies and pay
them according to the level of effi-
ciency of being able to stop all human
traffic coming across their sector of
the border, stop all contraband from
coming across their sector of the bor-
der, force all products, all contraband,
all people, legal or illegal, through the
ports of entry, that is our objective.
That is what the laws that are estab-
lished here in this Congress are about
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is forcing all that traffic through the
ports of entry.

In fact, that is what the law pre-
sumes that they go through a port of
entry. So anything we do to direct traf-
fic through the port of entry is the
right thing to do. It has been a piece of
wisdom for this country for a long,
long time, well over 100 years. Yet we
have people that argue well, no, we
should just leave the border open, leave
it unmarked. I plead sometimes, can’t
we at least string up a number 9 wire
and mark the border, so if you are out
in the desert you don’t wander across
into another country.

There are miles and miles and miles
of our southern border that are not
marked in any way whatsoever, not a
wire, not a post, not a fence are not a
road, not a wall, certainly, and not a
double fence, and not a virtual fence,
virtually nothing is there. In fact, lit-
erally nothing is there.

If you go into some areas of New
Mexico, when they laid out the border,
the border is marked by a concrete
pylon that is about 5 feet high, poured
on a base, about this big square, 5 feet
high, tapers up, and has a little insig-
nia on it that says this is a border.
That concrete pylon will be standing
on a ridge line, and then if you look
way down the border, you probably
cannot see it from the naked eye, miles
away. Over on the next ridge line will
be another concrete pylon, and that is
another mark for the border.

I will say that I think many people
have crossed through that area and
never known that there was a mark for
the border because they didn’t know
where too look. These pylons, these
markers were set up back in those old
days with an old brass transit, with
whatever power they had to set the
cross hairs up, dial it in and look down
range and then give the motion to the
fellow on the other end, who did not
have a walkie-talkie, did not have
much optical equipment, but simply
hand signals.

Go ahead, drive your stake in here.
We will put the pylon there. That is
good enough for this border. But that is
all we marked it with, is just concrete
pylons from ridge line to ridge line,
and there is not a barrier, obviously.

So, if I were a contractor, and I were
given the job to, say, guard 10 miles of
border, and if the benchmark are for
the amount of money that I would be
paid for that job would be the amount
that we are spending on the border
today, that being $8 billion to protect
our southern border, and that amounts
to $4 million a mile, let’s just say I
were in the business of guaranteeing
border security for 10 miles across the
desert, and I went in and bid that at
the going rate of $4 million a mile.

Well, that would mean the Federal
Government would pay me $40 million
a year to guard that 10 miles of border.
Now, what would a rational person do
if that were their job to get 100 percent
efficiency? If they had a contract, the
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amount of that contract would be de-
ducted by the number of failures that
you have?

Let’s just say the average crossing of
interdictions last year across our
southern border, 1,188,000. I mean, that
was the number reported by the Border
Patrol of border interdictions, that
many fingerprinted and returned back
to their home countries. Perhaps
155,000 of them were other than Mexi-
cans. Most of the rest were returned
back to Mexico.

That many fingerprinted, you could
divide that out, and I have not done
the math. But you could figure out how
many came through each mile on aver-
age, and then determine that if your
mile was successful, we are going to
pay you at your $4 million. Or if your
10 miles were successful, we will pay
you at your $4 million a mile. If you
didn’t let anybody through, you are
going to get to keep the whole $40 mil-
lion, this year, next year, every year
that you have the contract.

We would be getting far more for our
money than we are getting today for
the $4 million a mile that we are pay-
ing and the $8 billion that it costs us to
guard that southern border. I can tell
you that I would go down, and I would
bid my 10 miles or whatever link it was
that I thought I could manage and han-
dle.

Then I would look at my contract for
$40 million, and I would think, you
know, for about $1.2 million a mile, I
could build a concrete wall on here. I
could put double fencing in. Maybe by
the time I added interlocking cameras
and some sensors and some inter-
locking ground radar, I may be even up
to even $2 million a mile to build my
double-wall fence with interlocking
cameras and sensors. Now what do I
have to do to make sure that no one
gets through my 10 miles of border?

I would simply have to sit back and
watch my monitors, have somebody
that is out there ready to respond if
anybody does get through, but monitor
the situation, and we can monitor into
Mexico. We can monitor when they get
over, if they should get over the wall,
in the United States, and do a quick re-
sponse and interdiction.

I don’t think you are going to spend
a lot of money out of the remaining
$30-some million. I may have to back
up here, for 10 miles, if you built 10
miles, and you invest it all together up
to $2 million a mile, then you have $20
million invested in that 10 miles. But
you have a $40 million contract every
year.

Then you have got $20 million to
work with in order to hire personnel to
drive around in Humvees and react, re-
spond, interdict. I would submit that
you could hire a helicopter for that 10
miles and do that if you needed to
guard it that way. There is plenty of
money left over to apply the labor and
the patrolling and the maintenance for
the fencing that would be necessary.

In fact, it would be minimal. It would
be minimal. It would take far less
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labor, far less manpower, far less equip-
ment, to monitor a border that has
sealed barriers, barriers. Some of those
barriers, to date, have not been
breached by anyone.

That is far more effective than sim-
ply an open desert that will allow peo-
ple to run through, drive through, ride
through on a motorcycle or a horse or
a donkey or a Humvee or an ATV or
walk or run, daylight or dark, winter,
well, not much winter down there, but
in rain, when it rains, or in a sand-
storm when the wind blows. I will be
far more effective to put the barrier in
place.

Yet when I ask the question of the
Border Patrol, be it the union or be it
the representatives of the Border Pa-
trol and the administration them-
selves, their answer always is, we can
take some structures like some fences
in urban areas, because that gives us
more time to react when they jump the
fence, but it is going to take more
boots on the ground.

I have tried and tried in hearings to
ask the question in a way that I can
get an objective answer, what do we
have to do so it takes fewer boots on
the ground? I will pose this question
this way, and that is, if we created an
impermeable curtain that could not be
cut, it could not be torn, it could not
be penetrated, but a magic kryptonite
impermeable curtain that would go
from all the way up to the heavens all
the way down to hell, and all the way,
2,000 miles from San Diego to Browns-
ville, if we could hang that there on
the border, couldn’t be penetrated,
couldn’t be cut, couldn’t be gone over,
and it couldn’t be dug under, how many
Border Patrol would it take then to pa-
trol the border? I would submit that
answer then becomes none except for
any place where we would have ports of
entry.

I hope I have illustrated the logic of
why we need to build a fence and a
wall. This Congress understands it.
They voted overwhelmingly to support
it here in the House of Representatives
just a few months ago, and the Senate,
as slow as they are, to be proactive. As
much as they like to let the hot coffee
cool in the saucer of the Senate, they
also moved, and three times they had
votes on the floor last year to put a
fence on the southern border. My very
liberal Iowa Senate counterpart three
times voted to put a fence on the bor-
der, and that vote in the Senate was 80—
19.

Yet I am watching the undermining
that is taking place on the part of, to
some degree, the administration. Also
the chairman of the Homeland Secu-
rity Committee is using his chairman-
ship to undermine current law. I am
watching the undermining that goes on
the part of some of the Democrat can-
didates for the presidency and people
who essentially don’t appear to believe
in American sovereignty.

Well, something that we need to sim-
ply know in America is that you have
to make a decision if you are going to
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be a nation. If you are going to be a na-
tion, and I will submit that over the
last 200 years, the most successful in-
stitution of government has been the
nation state. Can you imagine going to
something other than the nation state?

Can you imagine going to the city
states that we had at the beginning of
the industrial revolution when Machia-
velli wrote his books, and when the cit-
ies became the center point of govern-
ment and control, and everything re-
volved around the cities? What hap-
pened was that common Ilanguages
sprung up, and they began to be formed
and shaped by the people that had
trade in commerce and travel in a com-
mon region. As the languages defined
themselves, the borders of the nations
also defined themselves along the lines
of language.

There came from that, the nation
states, a common belief, a common his-
tory, a common form of communica-
tions currency, language, tied people
together. They voluntarily moved to-
gether and established the nation
states. Of course, the nation states
have changed and shifted over time.

We have tried to create unnatural na-
tion states. Yet here in America, we
came together in these 50 States of the
Nation State of the United States of
America, and we are unique in all of
history. We are unique because what
we have done is we have welcomed peo-
ple from all over the world.

Let me point out that we continually
hear the statement America is a nation
of immigrants, and it is stated to us
over and over again, as if because we
are a nation of immigrants, then there-
fore we cannot have a rational immi-
gration policy that is designed to en-
hance the economic, the social and the
cultural well-being of the TUnited
States of America.

No, we simply have to open our bor-
ders, because immigrants came here
and helped build America. If some is
good, more is better. If some from any-
where is good, more from anywhere is
better. That seems to be the logic and
the rationale.

I would submit there is a lot more to
building an American exceptionalism
than simply saying we are a nation of
immigrants and that is all we need to
know about this subject matter. No,
this is a very deep, very complicated
subject matter that ties together ev-
erything we know about history, every-
thing we know about human nature,
everything we know about sociology
and biology, and the common sense of
geographical origins that come along,
and the commonalities of language,
common interests, those things all tie
us together.

But what we have done here in Amer-
ica, founded a nation upon the rule of
law, perhaps I will get to that a little
bit later.

But we are tied together by a com-
mon language. That is something that
is not unique to the United States, a
common language has defined nation
states from the beginning. When we get
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away from the common language that
fractures the nation state, and you be-
come squabbling minorities that are
bickering against each other, forming
and shaping ourselves in ethnic en-
claves and pitted against each other
because one side of this aisle believes
in rights of group rights and
victimhood.

The other side of the aisle over here
believes in individual rights and per-
sonal responsibility and the commonal-
ities of equal justice under the law.

But the things that tie us together
are a common history, common experi-
ences, common goals, a common cause.
But we couldn’t understand those
things if we didn’t have a common lan-
guage. This great experiment of Amer-
ica has been founded upon a common
language. This common language ties
us together.

Then as we look across the vitality
that we have within this country, this
American exceptionalism that I men-
tioned a little bit earlier, you would be
thinking in terms of where did this
American exceptionalism come from?
Why do we have it here, and why is
that vitality nonexistent in many of
the other countries that were donor
countries to the United States in the
form of the immigrants that they sent
to us over the years, over the 200 to 300
years that we have received, accepted
and welcomed immigrants into Amer-
ica?

I would look back at that and think
about my oldest ancestor that we can
trace back, at least on my mother’s
side of the family. One of them would
have been a gentleman by the name of
Samuel Powell who came here, and he
was a Welshman who came over here in
1757 to become an indentured servant.

He landed in Baltimore. He had noth-
ing. He pledged to work for 7 years to
work off his passage to the United
States. So he worked in the stables to
work off his passage. This gentleman
was kicked by a horse, crippled for life.
We know that as there is a little
hardbound book about it.

Still, through the course of his life-
time, he was the father of 17 children,
and those descendents fanned out
across the country, and they added to
the vitality of America, as many of the
children of immigrants and the chil-
dren of immigrants have.

But there was something in the vital-
ity of Samuel Powell, that vitality
that is a component that exists within
many, many of, and I will say most of,
and perhaps almost all of those who
come to America. That vitality gives
them the courage and the confidence,
the fortitude and the adventuresome
spirit to get on a ship with everything
that they have, mortgage their future
for their passage, and come here to
reach for their dreams in the United
States of America.

That vitality that gave them that
courage and that confidence, that bold-
ness of spirit was like a filter that
skimmed the vitality off of the other
civilizations and cultures around the
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world. As they got out of Ireland and
Sweden and out of Germany and out of
Italy, and as they came from other
places around the globe and came here,
and certainly out of Scotland and Eng-
land as well, and this goes back to our
history 100 years ago, as they came
over here, they brought that vitality
with them. Often we saw that vitality
within them, and we identified that as
a national characteristic that came
from the country that they came from.
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One of the questions that I ask in my
district, I have a wonderful Dutch re-
gion in the northwestern part of my
district there in Iowa, and it is idyllic
communities that are the best com-
bination that anyone could ask for, the
absolutely ideal combination of
churches to banks to bars in a commu-
nity. Plenty of churches and a lot of
capital in the banks and just a few
bars, not hardly any. And their quality
of life, and it is strong, and the young
children grow up and they expect to
build their future in those commu-
nities. They are not taking that di-
ploma and going somewhere else in the
world to cash it in for the biggest pay-
check they can get. Some do. Many
come home. Many stay home, rebuild
and build their lives there and have
their children there, raise their par-
ents’ grandchildren right there within
the same mneighborhood. That is an
ideal circumstance that they have.

And I ask them, how is it that you
have got such ideal communities here
in the Dutch areas of Iowa, and I go
over to Holland, and there they have
abortion on demand, euthanasia, they
have prostitution, they have legalized
drugs. They have one of the most lib-
eral countries in the world, one of the
most permissive, but yet one of the
most closed societies in the world
where you could never go over there
and become a Dutchman. And yet so
many things that they do permit in
that very liberal society are things
that we would reject in our commu-
nities, and I have listed some of them.
Why is it then that we have such a
wholesome, rich community in an area
that I have described in western Iowa,
and we have the different environment
in Holland entirely, and especially in
the communities like Amsterdam? And
their answer to me, with only a little
bit of sense of irony is, well, the good
Dutch came here.

And, Mr. Speaker, I tell this story be-
cause it identifies the source of Amer-
ican exceptionalism. The good Dutch
came here. So did the good English, so
did the good Spanish, so did the good
French, so did the good Norwegians
and Swedes and Germans and Irish and
all the way down the line. Western Eu-
rope were the first big donors to this
American society that we have here.
And we have also picked up a signifi-
cant amount of exceptionalism and vi-
tality from our neighbors to the south.

And so I want to point this out and
emphasize in a very serious way how
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important it is that we be smart and
we be careful with our immigration
policy and understand that we are de-
fining an immigration policy that
should enhance our economic, our so-
cial and our cultural well-being here in
the United States of America in a self-
ish way. Any nation state should have
that kind of an immigration policy. It
should be promoting them. They
should be building their future, what-
ever country they might be.

We need to do it here. We need to set
this American destiny on a glide path
that soars way beyond the aspirations
that I hear here in this place and that
I even hear out in the streets of Amer-
ica where there is more optimism than
there is here in this Congress, Mr.
Speaker. We need to set our destiny
and control it from here, and we have
got to have a vision, we have got to
have a dream, and we need to under-
stand the foundations of what has
made us great as a Nation. And we
need to be looking for new things, new
principles, new ideas, new tools that
might, just might, supplement the
time-honored tradition and principles
and tools that were gifted to us from
God through our Founding Fathers
that are the foundation of this great
Nation.

But American exceptionalism is one
of them. The foundation of the rule of
law is another one, Mr. Speaker. And
in spite of all of the things that we
read about in our history and so much
of the glorious past and some of the
marginal, shameful events that took
place in our history, this Nation has
been a Nation that has been grounded
on, built upon, rooted in and a pillar of
which is the rule of law. The rule of
law is sacrosanct in America. And
when we set aside the rule of law, it di-
minishes us all. It erodes everyone’s
constitutional rights when someone
else is given a pass by the law. And so
if we are allowed to drive down the
highway at 70 miles an hour in a 55-
mile-an-hour zone, and if we pass the
Highway Patrol, and even if they hap-
pen to pull us over and they say, well,
you know, everybody breaks the law,
so I am not going to write you up on
this 70 in a 55 zone, then pretty soon
everybody drives 70, and they will push
it up to 75. If they don’t get a ticket at
75, then they may go 80. They will drive
as fast as they can until they get
scared. Then they will slow down a lit-
tle. That is human nature, and we have
known that from the studies on our
highways. But too low a speed limit
breeds contempt for the rule of law,
but enforcement of any speed limit
breeds respect for the rule of law.

The same is so with our immigration
laws, Mr. Speaker, if we have immigra-
tion laws that are not enforced, or the
foundation of this rule of law is it ap-
plies to everyone equally. So if our im-
migration laws are not enforced equal-
ly to all people in this country, then
also it breeds contempt for the law.
And if we allow the contempt for the
law to be bred, then it undermines the
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rule of law, it undermines this Con-
stitution, and it weakens the rights of
individuals.

This Constitution I carry in my
pocket all days. I have sworn to uphold
this Constitution, and I will do so. It is
an oath that I take seriously, and, in
fact, in spite of some of the news that
has come down here, that we don’t
swear in to the new Congress on the
Bible, some of us do bring our Bible
down here and do swear in on the Bible,
and we take that seriously, as did
George Washington. And some of us, in
fact, all of us, should add ‘‘so help me
God” when we take that oath.

But this Constitution is the founda-
tion for our law. And, in fact, it is the
descendant of the Declaration of Inde-
pendence, the foundation for our law.
It is the framework of justice in Amer-
ica writ large. It is the framework of
government in America writ large. And
we need to adhere to the language that
is here and the intent that is here and
the original text that is here in this
Constitution, Mr. Speaker.

And I continue to intend to do that,
and I am sworn to uphold this rule of
law. And so when I go back to my dis-
trict, and we have had a finally, at long
last, a Department of Homeland Secu-
rity raid on some of the meat packing
around my neighborhood, within the
adjoining States and within the State
of Iowa, and about 1,282 individuals
were picked up and loaded up, and
charges were brought against many of
them for immigration violations and
also for fraudulent documents and doc-
ument theft. When that happens, and
there were truckloads of hogs that
were stacked up waiting to go into the
packing plant, and there wasn’t enough
labor there, and actually the plants
were temporarily shut down. The hogs
had to stay on the trucks. There were
a few that were lost. Most were not so
badly treated. That is one of the ele-
ments we don’t talk about so much.
But also families were affected, chil-
dren were affected, and we have de-
bated across that.

But when I go before the pork pro-
ducers and they say, we need to have
people in these packing plants to proc-
ess our livestock, we have got to have
a market for the livestock that we
raise, we have got to make sure that
they can harvest on the days they are
supposed to be, and that meat can be
processed, packaged and delivered to
the meat case so we have got a contin-
uous supply and a continuous flow of
our product, however urgent they sense
that to be, however focused they are on
the problem that is in front of them,
and remember, people have a tendency
to look at the world through their
straw. It is rare for us to step back and
look at the big picture and try to add
up all the components, or look at the
world through somebody else’s eyes, let
alone look at the world through every-
body else’s eyes if we would could pos-
sibly do that. And that is partly my job
is to ask people to look at the world
through somebody else’s eyes.
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And so as they say, we need that
labor, we can’t be shutting down plants
because of illegal labor, we have got to
find another solution, that is no solu-
tion. I ask them, point blank, I under-
stand how important this is to your in-
dustry, but are you willing to sacrifice
the rule of law in America to be sure
that it is convenient, and that you
don’t have to go out and recruit for
labor someplace other than outside the
United States for people that will come
into the plant?

Wouldn’t you rather maybe pay a
couple bucks more an hour and hire
people that are already here, hire some
of the 30 percent of America that are
high school dropouts; hire some of the
69 million people in America that are
simply not in the workforce, but are of
working age?

We only have about 6.9 million work-
ing illegals in America, Mr. Speaker,
and we have 69 million nonworking,
not in the workforce, Americans. So
wouldn’t a logical Nation just look
around and say, well, let’s try and hire?
First we would go hire some of those
folks that are on unemployment. And
we are not at a historically low unem-
ployment level. That was 1.3 during
World War II. And I recognize that was
all hands on deck. But still we have
quite a ways to go, and we can drop
more than 3 points before we get down
to the levels of unemployment that we
had during World War II. But that is
not enough to fill the gap. And if we
take the people that are on welfare
now and that are hirable, and maybe if
that is half, and that might be a lot,
you put those together with those that
are unemployed. If you take the 4.4
percent unemployment and take that
down to 1.3 percent, World War II lev-
els, and then reach in and hire half of
those that are on welfare and put them
to work, you still don’t have enough
people there to replace the 6.9 million
working illegal immigrants in the
American workforce. But where you
can find them is to go into the 69 mil-
lion nonworking Americans that are
not in the workforce, many of whom
are presumably healthy and can be
hired.

And the answer that I get when I pro-
pose that is, well, they aren’t in the
right place. They don’t live where we
need them. They are not sitting there
next to the job. And so therefore, we
should what? Let’s go 2,000 or 3,000
miles away and go get some people out
of a different country and bring them
here, against the law, to replace the
need for a workforce that you could re-
place if you just simply went some-
place else in America and put some
people in a car, on a bus, on a plane or
on Amtrak and send them down there.

I mean, I can give you an example,
Mr. Speaker. When the raid came in on
the Swift and Company at
Marshalltown, Iowa, and they picked
up about 90 workers there, so presum-
ably there were 90 jobs that were open
at that moment, there was a couple, an
African American couple, from down in
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the Dallas area that loaded up and
drove from Texas all the way up to
Marshalltown, Iowa, went to the H.R.
office at Swift and Company and said,
we would like to have a job working
here processing this meat. We drove a
long ways to get here, and now we
would like to resettle to Texas, to
Marshalltown, middle of the winter,
Texas to Marshalltown for those jobs.

That kind of answers the questions
that there are jobs that Americans
won’t do. At least there is a personal-
ized example of it, Mr. Speaker. And
statistically there are many. But the
argument that the people aren’t in the
right place doesn’t hold up. In fact, the
Okies weren’t in the right place in the
’30s, and they loaded up the things that
they had, like the Clampetts in a way,
and went on off to California and built
the economy out there, and they must
have been pretty good because the
economy blossomed in California after
the arrival of the Okies. And so people
can be transferred for labor.

There was a mass migration from the
American South to the industrial areas
in the Northern States that took place
also about that era. And I recall that
as that migration took place, we saw
concentrations of African Americans
moving into the industrial cities. De-
troit would be a good example of that.
Cleveland would be another good exam-
ple of that. They came and they took
the jobs and went to work. They were
good-paying jobs. They did their jobs,
and they raised their families there.
And some of those young people went
off to college, became professionals and
moved off. Others went back and went
to work in the same plants that their
parents did.

But I recall, Mr. Speaker, reading an
article in the Des Moines Register
some years ago. They had gone into
Milwaukee and picked a 36-square-
block neighborhood in Milwaukee, and
it was a neighborhood that was totally
inhabited by people or descendants of
that migration from the gulf coast Mis-
sissippi area that came up into Mil-
waukee to take the brewery jobs that
were good-paying jobs then. Now, that
was back in the ’30s, and now, by this
time, oh, about the turn of the last
millennia, I will say, maybe 1998 or ’99,
they surveyed those, every house in
that 36-square-block area. There wasn’t
a single working head of household in
all homes in that 36-block area. And
the article was full of lament as to why
government couldn’t figure out a way
to move some jobs up there to Mil-
waukee and establish those jobs close
enough to the people that lived there
that didn’t have work that they could
then have jobs again.

Well, how did government fail the
people that are sitting in that 36-
square-block area, 6 blocks by 6 blocks
in Milwaukee? How did government
fail was the focus of the article. And,
Mr. Speaker, I will point out that gov-
ernment didn’t fail. It never was gov-
ernment’s job. It wasn’t government
that moved them from the gulf coast
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up to Milwaukee in the ’30s, and it
wasn’t government that moved the
Okies from Oklahoma to California in
the ’30s. It was the promise of jobs that
relocated people. They did it on their
own.

I mean, after all, that is how the ille-
gal immigrants got here, wasn’t it?
Billboards in Mexico. People migrated
up and took the jobs. People move for
jobs. I have done it. Many of us have
done it. In fact, most of us have done
it. And to imagine that Americans
can’t relocate to take a job is a pretty
weak position to take if you are going
to set the direction for the destiny of
America.

But the rule of law, the rule of law is
a pillar, it is a foundation, it is essen-
tial. And we are embroiled in a central
debate here in America on this rule of
law.

Now, the Senate will be introducing
legislation next week that will be com-
prehensive immigration reform. That
is White House language for we are
going to take some people that are
here, and we are going to give them the
path to citizenship. And you are going
to hear an argument and a debate
about what is the right, the just, the
true, the appropriate path for us as a
Nation, a compassionate Nation, yes, a
Nation that cares about all people, not
just within the borders of the sovereign
State of the United States of America.
We care about the well-being of people
all over the globe.
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No Nation has been generous as the
United States of America has been. We
have provided more resources for more
people. We have sacrificed more lives
for liberty and freedom. We have
poured more treasure out to the rest of
the world than any nation in history
by any model or comparison that any-
one can create or come up with or con-
volute, for that matter. And yet we are
being accused of being a cold hearted,
unkind Nation because we have an obli-
gation to control our borders so we can
define ourselves as a Nation.

And I will argue that if we give am-
nesty to the people that have broken
our laws and who are in violation of
our laws and unlawfully present here
on the soil of the United States, if we
grant them amnesty, we have kicked
aside the rule of law. We have knocked
the pillar out, the foundational pillar,
from underneath this great citadel of
the United States of America. And if
the rule of law is gone, what then holds
up our values here?

What then supports this Constitution
that I have put back in my pocket, Mr.
Speaker? How do we argue ever again
that there is a foundation that exists
that we should adhere to the rule of
law, that we should respect and protect
and defend it, how could we, if this
Congress granted amnesty to law
breakers in America, gave them a free
pass at the encouragement and behest
of the White House and the administra-
tion, who are focused on this, at the
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encouragement of the left wing liberals
in the United States Senate that are
advocating for open borders because
they know they can count the masses
of illegals whether they are here le-
gally or not, whether they are ever al-
lowed to vote or not, they know that it
provides representation here on the
floor of the United States Congress.

There are Members of this Congress
that won’t need more than 30,000 votes
to be re-elected or elected to this Con-
gress. They are the ones that represent
districts that are full of illegal immi-
grants that are counted in the census
for reapportionment purposes. So my
600,000 people, where it takes over
100,000 votes to get re-elected in my
district even in a nonpresidential year,
has less representation per capita, the
citizens in my district have less rep-
resentation per capita than the citizens
in the districts that have high con-
centrations of illegal immigrant popu-
lation, because we draw the lines
around about 600,000 people.

And if there are 400,000 illegals in a
single district, that means there are
only 200,000 citizens. And if they go to
the polls and register and vote, that
means there might only be 50,000 of
them that will actually vote that are
of the age to vote and that will take
the trouble to do so. That is a gross
distortion of the intent of our Framers,
and it is clearly a distortion of the con-
cept of our Constitution and it is a dis-
tortion of the understanding of equal
representation that the taxpayers and
the citizens of America expect from us.
We need to address that. But before we
do that, we are going to need to ad-
dress this amnesty issue, this amnesty
question, that will be before the Senate
shortly and expecting to come over
here to the House some weeks or
months after that.

What is amnesty, Mr. Speaker? Well,
it is a simple question for a person
from my perspective. If you have a law
and the law exists and someone breaks
that law, if you reduce or eliminate the
penalty for the law that they have bro-
ken after the fact, you have provided
them amnesty, whether you do it en
masse in a group or whether you do it
as an individual. I guess as an indi-
vidual you could call it a pardon. I will
say amnesty is a mass pardon for peo-
ple who have violated an existing law
for which there is an existing penalty,
and if that penalty is eliminated or re-
duced, then that is amnesty.

Now, that is not a hard concept to
understand. Something that I think
the vast majority of the American peo-
ple will understand. I am very con-
fident that Ronald Reagan would have
understood. He signed an amnesty bill
in 1986. It was one of only about two or
three times that that great man let me
down. But at least he had the clarity
and the conscience to say this is an
amnesty bill. He called it an amnesty
bill. He signed it, and he also said, and
we expected, that there would be en-
forcement of existing laws. And what
happened from 1986 was the enforce-
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ment of existing laws diminished
gradually over time to the point where
in 2005 only three employers were sanc-
tioned for hiring illegal employees.
Only three.

Now, in this virtual world, I call that
virtually no enforcement in the work-
place. Virtually none. In fact, when I
went down and welded on the fence, I
really wanted a virtual welder and a
virtual welding rod and a virtual hood
so that I could weld some of that vir-
tual fence that I think will only vir-
tually stop people in the end if we
don’t have the manpower in there to do
the job. And I think we have to put up
literal barriers to get this done and we
can’t rely on virtual anything because
we will virtually go through a lot of se-
mantics, linguistic semantics, to be
able to reach our political goals, but
the subject matter and the efficiency is
what we need to be after here, the rule
of law.

Amnesty. There can be no amnesty,
and that is where this fight will turn.
That is where this debate will turn.
That is where it is going to turn in the
Senate, and I said last year that those
that supported an amnesty bill will be
marked with the scarlet letter ‘“A” for
“amnesty,” and they will be held ac-
countable by the voters in the ballot
box. And the House and the Senate
heard that call and the threat and the
danger of those that came close to los-
ing their jobs over there and the ones
that are worried about it in 2008. And
yet I heard we lost people here because
they were for border control, and it is
interesting to me that those couple of
Members, only two that I can think of,
were very strong on border security
lost elections last fall. Their oppo-
nents, the ones who defeated them,
also were advocating for strong border
enforcement and employment enforce-
ment in the workplace.

So I don’t think there is a case that
anyone lost an election because they
were for border security. I think there
were those that were jeopardized be-
cause they came late to the subject or
they didn’t understand the conviction
of it. But most, if not all, made some
commitment at some level that they
are going to support it. Stop the bleed-
ing at the border. Get it under control.
Push all traffic through the ports of
entry; all human traffic, legal and ille-
gal; all product, both contraband and
legal product, through the ports of
entry we should support that in this
Congress unequivocally.

There should be no effort to under-
mine that and there should be no effort
to create a scenario by which we can
turn a blind eye to illegal crossings on
the border. That is something that is
sacrosanct that all of us should agreed
to. And I would challenge anyone to
stand up now or later, and I would be
happy to yield: Do you oppose the idea
that we secure our borders and seal
them so that all traffic will go through
the ports of entry? If anybody wants to
oppose that, I will be happy to yield. I
don’t think that is going to happen.
That is number one.
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Number two means we have got to
enforce our employer sanctions, and
employers have to understand that if
they are going to knowingly and will-
fully hire illegals, then we are going to
have to knowingly and willfully, with
our enforcement mechanisms, go in
there and punish the employers that
have a business plan that is premised
upon the hiring of illegal labor. And
that happens all over this country.

I am watching it happen and it is per-
meating us more and more, and our re-
sistance is breaking it down more and
more. Do we have an amnesty plan for
employers that are paying corporate
income tax off the profits that they
made off the backs of cheap labor at
the expense of America’s middle class?
This middle class is forever shrinking
because we are growing an upper class.
The elitists believe they have a right
to cheap labor, the servant class, as
they see it, whether they admit it or
not, and the growth of this lower class,
this servant class that is coming.

No nation ever failed because of a
lack of cheap labor. Can anybody look
back at history and name a single na-
tion that didn’t have enough cheap
labor; so their economy collapsed? I
would say none. It has never happened
in all of history. But many nations
have descended into a squabbling ca-
cophony of minorities that couldn’t get
along, that didn’t have a sense of na-
tionhood, didn’t have a sense of com-
mon history, didn’t have a common
language, didn’t have literacy skills or
job skills but simply pulled the whole
system down and put pressure on the
social services.

The wait that is there, we are grow-
ing our lower class, that class that the
elitists see as a servant class, and we
are growing our upper class because of
the prosperity that comes really from
the Bush tax cuts that we have had for
2001 and 2003. And as this growth con-
tinues, the upper class grows, they
think it is all to their credit. Now,
they earned a lot of it. They got their
education. They invested their money
wisely. They worked hard and smart
and they made money, and I am glad
they are building their million dollar
mansions. Maybe one day an older used
one will be a good place for me to spend
my retirement. I am happy for them.

And they will move out of a modest
home so someone with a more modest
income can move in there. It is a nat-
ural progression. But they have no
right and essentially have no birth
right to cheap labor to enrich them.

America has been about expanding
the middle class, making it broader
and making it more prosperous. And
this immigration policy, or, I should
say, a lack of enforcement on this im-
migration policy, is shrinking the mid-
dle class, compressing them so they
can’t make the upward mobility, and it
is narrowing the middle class because
these 30 percent of the high school
dropouts that don’t have a high school
education and a greater percentage
that don’t have a college education as
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a cumulative total at least, those peo-
ple are dropping off into the lower class
too.

And where are their opportunities,
Mr. Speaker? Where do they go to get
a job? How does someone with, say, my
background, only the age of 17 or 18 or
19 or 20, get started in where my life
has been, in the construction business?
If T had walked out on the pipeline at
age 19 and asked for a job to swamp on
the bending crew so I could run 10
miles a day in the dust with a hard hat
on my head and get thrown around on
the end of a piece of pipe in August
going through the cornfields, they
wouldn’t give a job to a kid today,
some blue-eyed white kid that walked
up there and wanted a job, because
there would already be some people
there who had arrived in the United
States that were cheap illegal labor
that would work cheaper and give them
less trouble and those that wouldn’t
have a workers’ comp claim because
they would be afraid they would be de-
ported. There wouldn’t be an unem-
ployment claim. They wouldn’t be any
unemployment, any workers’ comp.
There wouldn’t be any lawsuits. They
would either show up on time or some-
body else would show up to take the
job.

It is a lot less trouble to work with
people that are living in the shadows
because they are afraid that the spot-
light will come on them. And so you
have a meek, docile labor force, and an
employer that is making a rational de-
cision with his capital is going to go
that route. And we have enabled it here
in the United States of America, and
now we have become dependent upon a
pretty good size supply of illegal labor.
And every day that goes by, another
person, another company figures out a
way to make some profit off of the ille-
gal population that is here in the
United States.

And I feel a little guilty that I sold
my construction business to my oldest
son because he has to compete against
competitors who will be knowingly and
willfully finding that avenue to hire
that cheap illegal labor, and he has to
find a way to be more efficient so he
can compete against them because he
is going to follow the law. I know he
will follow the law. That is the way he
is raised, that is the way he believes,
and that is his conviction. Those that
follow the law are at a disadvantage
today because they are being under-
mined by people who premise their
business on hiring illegal labor.

And here we come to the financial in-
stitutions that are issuing credit cards
to people that don’t have a Social Se-
curity number. What an outrageous
thing, to see large banking companies
decide they can find a way to turn a
profit and undermine our immigration
laws in the United States and essen-
tially provide another avenue that is
going to encourage people to continue
to break the law, come here, stay here.

But amnesty, Mr. Speaker, is a cen-
tral question that is before us. Will we
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uphold the rule of law or will we Kkick
the pillar out from underneath the
United States of America? Will we
stand on the principle of no amnesty
no time for people who have come in
here illegally that we will uphold the
rule of law, we will enforce it? And the
people who are going to advocate for
amnesty, and it will be coming out of
the Senate and it is coming to this
floor in here in the House of Represent-
atives sometime within the next few
months, that path to amnesty needs to
be a trail of tears.

And that is a trail of tears that needs
to be created by people on the streets
of America, in the homes, in the back-
yards, in the schools, in the churches,
in the workplaces. They need to get on
their phones. They need to get on their
e-mail. They need to call their Mem-
bers of Congress. They need to write
letters to the editor. They need to call
the talk radio shows, write articles and
get them printed. They need to gin up
their neighbors. They need to come to
the streets and stand up for the rule of
law and oppose amnesty and put that
scarlet letter “A” for ‘“‘amnesty” and
brand those that stand up for amnesty
here because if you stand for amnesty,
you are opposed to the rule of law, and
there is no other way to measure this.

And you can’t say to someone you
are going to go to the back of the line.
They are not going to send them to the
back of the line. That is not in the
heart or the head of the White House.
It is not going to happen. Those that
are here illegally, the only way they
could go to the back of the line would
be to have to go back to their home
country and get into the line behind
the people that are legally in the line
from their home country. No one has
advocated that, Mr. Speaker. That is
not going to happen. They don’t want
to disturb the lives of the people who
came here to live in the shadows. They
want to offer that they come out into
the sunlight and grant them a path to
citizenship. And if that isn’t a blatant
definition of amnesty, I have no idea
what is.

But there is actual a serious discus-
sion about we could make them pay a
fine. We could penalize them by mak-
ing them learn English.

Penalize them by making them learn
English? I think that should be a privi-
lege and a goal because that will give
access to the American Dream. But if
you are here as a criminal, and there is
an objection to that term, but if people
have come into the United States ille-
gally, then they have violated a crimi-
nal misdemeanor for illegal border
crossing, unlawful presence in the
United States, and that is punishable
by deportation. That is the punishment
that needs to be there. There can’t be
anything less. And to have them pay a
fine of $1,500 when a coyote is going to
charge $2,000 to $3,000 for a trip into the
United States just says, well, the path
to citizenship is for sale for $1,500. If
you can scratch up the scratch to do
that, we can give you a path to citizen-
ship.
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And the United States Senate and a
lot of the liberals here in the United
States House would say, Fine. Here is
your green card. Here is your path to
citizenship. Forget about that part
about breaking the law and getting
your reward for breaking the law, but
be a good citizen otherwise. How can
anyone who is given a reward for
breaking the law and gets to go to the
front of the line, how can they respect
the rule of law?

0 1745

How can anyone who is given a re-
ward for breaking the law and gets to
g0 to the front of the line, how can
they respect the rule of law? How can
it be when you get stopped for speed-
ing, if they give you a ticket to speed,
or if you get arrested for robbing a
bank and they say, well, okay, but we
are going to give you amnesty, take
the loot and go, be happy; but just for-
get that one time we didn’t enforce the
law on you, and so for now on respect
the rule of law? Madam Speaker, it
does not work that way. That is not
the nature of humanity. Humanity is
going to follow this path of least resist-
ance; if they see an opening, they are
going to go. And if they have an oppor-
tunity that we give them, that we
grant them, they are going to take it.

And not only they will have con-
tempt for the rule of law, a million
back in 1986, that turned into 3 million
because of the phony identification and
the corruption in the Reagan amnesty,
they and their descendants and their
friends and their neighbors, almost all
of them believe that amnesty is a good
idea because they were the bene-
ficiaries of amnesty; just like a bank
robber that gets to keep the loot
thinks robbing banks is a good idea and
will go back and do it again if he runs
out of money.

Now, think about doing that with 12
million or 20 million or, by the num-
bers that came out of the Senate the
last time, 66.1 million would be legal-
ized by the Senate version. That would
be the cumulative total of all who were
naturalized in the United States in all
of our history.

I thank you for your focus,
Speaker.

Mr.

———

CONTINUATION OF THE NATIONAL
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT TO
ZIMBABWE—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 110-16)

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DAvis of Alabama) laid before the
House the following message from the
President of the United States; which
was read and, together with the accom-
panying papers, without objection, re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs 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
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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. In accordance with this pro-
vision, I have sent the enclosed notice
to the Federal Register for publication,
stating that the national emergency
with respect to the actions and policies
of certain members of the Government
of Zimbabwe and other persons to un-
dermine Zimbabwe’s democratic proc-
esses or institutions is to continue in
effect beyond March 6, 2007.

The crisis constituted by the actions
and policies of certain members of the
Government of Zimbabwe and other
persons to undermine Zimbabwe’s
democratic processes or institutions
has not been resolved. These actions
and policies pose a continuing unusual
and extraordinary threat to the foreign
policy of the United States. For these
reasons, I have determined that it is
necessary to continue this national
emergency and to maintain in force the
sanctions to respond to this threat.

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, February 28, 2007.

——
IMMIGRATION CONCERNS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I was certainly listening to
my friend express himself on important
issues. I believe it is important for this
floor and this Congress to really turn
on the light and have a transparent
government. And so I will attempt this
evening to share some of my concerns
as they relate to a number of issues
that I believe we have both the interest
of the American people in making it
transparent in its debate, but also an
obligation, in some instances, to even
save lives.

First let me say that with all of the
missteps on immigration issues, there
is no route left for this Congress to
take other than to begin a debate on
comprehensive immigration reform,
because until we get an orderliness
with the individuals that are in this
country and the securing of the border,
all of the frustration will continue.
And so I think it is the right step to
make to save lives of those who would
come into this country undocumented,
fleeing for an economic opportunity;
for the needs of the Border Patrol
agents in the northern and southern
border, what I consider to be a plus-up.
Inasmuch as the support system pro-
vided by the National Guard has a time
certain to end, we need to be construc-
tive and look toward comprehensive
immigration reform.

I want to add to that discussion what
I think is an injustice that has oc-
curred to two particular Border Patrol
agents who now languish in jail be-
cause they have been prosecuted by the
Department of Justice and the U.S. At-
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torney’s Office. After the U.S. attorney
prosecuted, he was heard to have said,
I am sorry I had to do it, I wish there
was another way. Well, Mr. Speaker,
there was another way, and that is, of
course, there could have been adminis-
trative action. And that is the issue
surrounding the Border Patrol agents
who fired at a fleeing alien, undocu-
mented, across the border, wounded
that individual, none of which I ap-
plaud, none of which I believe that any
comments I make tonight sanction,
but the harshness of 12- and 13-year
sentences for what could have been an
administrative proceeding to fire those
individuals inasmuch as they were in
the line of duty, this act of a prosecu-
tion and jailing does not speak to the
sensibleness of addressing this question
of inappropriate behavior, or, if you
will, out-of-procedure behavior that
might have occurred in this instance.

The real question is why did the U.S.
attorney proceed for a criminal pros-
ecution? That needs to be corrected.
And I have asked the Attorney General
for an explanation and a reason why
his U.S. attorney proceeded in that
manner. Prosecutorial discretion was
used wrongly.

Let me conclude by suggesting that
we are also wrongly in the Iraq war.
There will be an opportunity forth-
coming to make a very serious and de-
liberative decision about whether we
continue the funding of this Iraq war.
This is not in any way a diminishing of
the heroics and the work of our United
States military. I frankly believe,
through my legislation, the U.S. Mili-
tary Success Act, and the plussing up
of diplomacy affirms that these indi-
viduals have done their job.

It is now time for methodical, delib-
erative debate on how we do not inter-
fere with the leadership of the United
States military and brass and leaders
on the ground in Iraq, but begin to give
them the assignment of a strategic re-
deployment of our troops. It is the
right decision to make when you look
at the debacle of housing conditions for
returning injured troops, when you see
the mounting numbers of 22,000, 23,000,
25,000 severely injured troops, many of
them with brain injury, as we saw very
eloquently put forward by Bob Wood-
ruff, who did a wonderful exposé after
himself being a real miracle of recov-
ery, to show the imploded brain inju-
ries of these soldiers.

We are not there to babysit the in-
surgent violence and civil war violence
and possibly al Qaeda violence. We
should be engaged in the war on terror,
but not as, in essence, a sitting symbol
for them to abuse and misuse. And
frankly, that is what the Iraq war has
become.

I applaud some of the diplomatic suc-
cesses, determining how to organize
the oil revenues, and some of the other
steps that the Iraqi Government has
made. They can continue to make that
so that their reconciliation and the
downing of the violence can be based
upon a reconciliation diplomatic act. If
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there is a deployment time set, rede-
ployment, it will give the generals on
the ground the opportunity to secure
the area and as well make sense of this
terrible, terrible incident. We need to
end the war now and bring our troops
home.

———————

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 54 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

——
J 1900

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. HASTINGS of Florida) at 7
p.m.

———

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 800, EMPLOYEE FREE
CHOICE ACT

Ms. SUTTON, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 110-26) on the resolution (H.
Res. 203) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 800) to amend the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act to establish
an efficient system to enable employ-
ees to form, join, or assist labor organi-
zations, to provide for mandatory in-
junctions for unfair labor practices
during organizing efforts, and for other
purposes, which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

——————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. INSLEE (at the request of Mr.
HoYER) for today and the balance of
the week on account of a death in the
family.

Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia (at the
request of Mr. BOEHNER) for the week
of February 27 on account of medical
reasons.

——————

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCDERMOTT) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. McCARTHY of New York, for 5
minutes, today.

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. McDErRMOTT, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. ALLEN, for 5 minutes, today.
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Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. ISRAEL, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. WESTMORELAND) to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material:)

Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5
minutes, March 5, 6, and 7.

Mr. GINGREY, for 5 minutes, today
and March 1.

Mr. PENCE, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at their own
request) to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. WESTMORELAND, for 5 minutes,
today.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-
utes, today.

————

ADJOURNMENT

Ms. SUTTON. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 3 minutes p.m.),
the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Thursday, March 1, 2007, at 10 a.m.

———

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

637. A letter from the White House Liaison
and Executive Director, White House Com-
mission on the National Moment of Remem-
brance, transmitting the fifth Annual Report
of the White House Commission on the Na-
tional Moment of Remembrance, pursuant to
36 U.S.C.116 note Public Law 106-579, section
6 (b)(1); to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

638. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
semiannual report of the Inspector General
for the period ending September 30, 2006, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) sec-
tion 5(b); to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

639. A letter from the Federal Co-Chair,
Appalachian Regional Commission, trans-
mitting the semiannual report on the activi-
ties of the Office of Inspector General for the
period April 1, 2006, through September 30,
2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen.
Act) section 8G(h)(2); to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

640. A letter from the Chairman, Broad-
casting Board of Governors, transmitting the
semiannual report on the activities of the
Office of Inspector General for the period
from April 1, 2006 to September 30, 2006, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) sec-
tion 5(b); to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

641. A letter from the Chairman, Broad-
casting Board of Governors, transmitting in
accordance with the requirements of the Ac-
countability of Tax Dollars Act of 2002 (Pub.
L. 107-289), the Board’s FY 2006 Performance
and Accountability Report; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

642. A letter from the Under Secretary for
Acquisition, Technology and Logistics, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s Annual Report for 2006 on the Im-
plementation of the Federal Financial As-
sistance Management Improvement Act of
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1999, pursuant to Public Law 106-107, section
5 (113 Stat. 1488); to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform.

643. A letter from the Associate General
Counsel for General Law, Department of
Homeland Security, transmitting a report
pursuant to the Federal Vacancies Reform
Act of 1998; to the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform.

644. A letter from the Under Secretary for
Management, Department of Homeland Se-
curity, transmitting in accordance with Sec-
tion 647(b) of Division F of the Consolidated
Appropriations Act, FY 2004, Pub. L. 108-199,
the Department’s report on competitive
sourcing efforts for FY 2006; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

645. A letter from the Chief Financial Offi-
cer, Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, transmitting in accordance with
Section 647(b) of Division F of the Consoli-
dated Appropriations Act, FY 2004, Pub. L.
108-199, the Department’s report on competi-
tive sourcing efforts for FY 2006; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

646. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Departments’ Report on Management Deci-
sions and Final Actions on Office of Inspec-
tor General Audit Recommendations for the
period ending September 30, 2006, pursuant to
31 U.S.C. 9106; to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform.

647. A letter from the Chairman, National
Transportation Safety Board, transmitting
in accordance with Section 647(b) of Division
F of the Consolidated Appropriations Act,
FY 2004, Pub. L. 108-199, the Board’s Report
to Congress on the Fiscal Year (FY) 2006
Competitive Sourcing Efforts; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

648. A letter from the Director, Office of
Federal Housing Enterprise Oversight, trans-
mitting pursuant to the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget Memorandum M-07-01, the
Office’s Report to Congress on FY 2006 Com-
petitive Sourcing Efforts; to the Committee
on Oversight and Government Reform.

649. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, Department of
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Security Zone; Poto-
mac and Anacostia Rivers, Washington, DC
and Arlington and Fairfax Counties, Virginia
[CGD05-06-008] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received Feb-
ruary 13, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

650. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, Department of
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Security Zone; Sa-
vannah River, Savannah, GA [COTP Savan-
nah-06-053] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received Feb-
ruary 13, 2007, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

651. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, Department of
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Security Zone; Pro-
tection of Military Cargo, Captain of the
Port Zone Puget Sound, WA [CGD13-06-010]
(RIN: 1625-AA87) received February 13, 2007,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

652. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, Department of
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Security Zone Regu-
lation; Tampa Bay, FL. [COTP St. Peters-
burg 06-036] (RIN: 1625-AA87) received Feb-
ruary 13, 2007, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.
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6563. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, Department of
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Security Zone; Sa-
vannah River, Savannah, GA [COTP Savan-
nah-06-037] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received Feb-
ruary 13, 2007, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

654. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, Department of
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Security Zone;
Kingsmill Resort Marina, James River, Wil-
liamsburg, VA [CGD06-06-010] (RIN: 1625-
AA00) received February 13, 2007, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

655. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, Department of
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Security Zone; Pro-
tection of Military Cargo, Captain of the
Port Zone Puget Sound, WA [CGD13-06-003]
(RIN: 1625-AA87) received February 13, 2007,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

656. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, Department of
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Security Zone; Pearl
Harbor and adjacent waters, Honolulu, HI
[COTP Honolulu 06-001] (RIN: 1625-AA87) re-
ceived February 13, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

657. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, Department of
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Security Zone; San
Francisco Bay and Sacramento, CA [COTP
San Francisco Bay 06-616] (RIN: 1625-AA87)
received February 13, 2007, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

—————

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Ms. SUTTON: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 203. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 800) to amend the
National Labor Relations Act to establish an
efficient system to enable employees to
form, join, or assist labor organizations, to
provide for mandatory injunctions for unfair
labor practices during organizing efforts, and
for other purposes (Rept. 110-26). Referred to
the House Calendar.

———

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. GILLMOR:

H.R. 1221. A bill to provide for cancellation
of removal and adjustment of status for cer-
tain long-term residents who entered the
United States as children; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. VAN HOLLEN (for himself, Mr.
EDWARDS, Mr. MILLER of Florida, and
Mr. JONES of North Carolina):

H.R. 1222. A bill to restore health care cov-
erage to retired members of the uniformed
services, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, and in addition to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform, for a period to be subsequently
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determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. VAN HOLLEN (for himself, Mr.
EDWARDS, Mrs. MILLER of Michigan,
and Mr. JONES of North Carolina):

H.R. 1223. A bill to amend part B of title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to waive
Medicare part B premiums for certain mili-
tary retirees; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. WAMP (for himself, Mr. KIND,
and Mr. INSLEE):

H.R. 1224. A bill to amend section 1111 of
the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 regarding challenging academic
content standards for physical education,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Education and Labor, and in addition to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Ms. McCOLLUM of Minnesota (for
herself, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. PAYNE, Mr.
SHAYS, and Mr. OBERSTAR):

H.R. 1225. A Dbill to amend the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 to improve voluntary
family planning programs in developing
countries, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois:

H.R. 1226. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to expand eligibility for the
basic educational assistance program of the
Department of Veterans Affairs; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs, and in addition
to the Committee on Armed Services, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Ms. WATERS (for herself and Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts):

H.R. 1227. A bill to assist in the provision
of affordable housing to low-income families
affected by Hurricane Katrina; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. VAN HOLLEN (for himself and
Mr. WICKER):

H.R. 1228. A bill to improve and expand ge-
ographic literacy among kindergarten
through grade 12 students in the United
States by improving professional develop-
ment programs for Kkindergarten through
grade 12 teachers offered through institu-
tions of higher education; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

By Mr. DAVIS of Alabama (for himself
and Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania):

H.R. 1229. A bill to amend title VII of the
Tariff Act of 1930 to provide that the provi-
sions relating to countervailing duties apply
to nonmarket economy countries, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means, and in addition to the Committee
on Rules, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. B

By Ms. VELAZQUEZ (for herself, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Mr. WICKER, Mr. DUNCAN,
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. OBER-
STAR, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. BISHOP
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of Georgia, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. SIRES,
Mr. UpALL of New Mexico, Mr.
HONDA, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas,
Mr. FATTAH, Mr. MEEKS of New York,
Mr. DEFAZzIO, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA,
and Ms. SOLIS):

H.R. 1230. A bill to recognize the right of
the People of Puerto Rico to call a Constitu-
tional Convention through which the people
would exercise their natural right to self-de-
termination, and to establish a mechanism
for congressional consideration of such deci-
sion; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

By Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas (for herself, Mr. Wu, and Mr.
GINGREY):

H.R. 1231. A bill to enable the awarding of
the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality
Award to a greater number of qualified en-
terprises; to the Committee on Science and
Technology.

By Ms. BALDWIN (for herself and Mr.
PICKERING):

H.R. 1232. A bill to establish a competitive
grant program to build capacity in veteri-
nary medical education and expand the
workforce of veterinarians engaged in public
health practice and biomedical research; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mrs. BONO:

H.R. 1233. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow a bad debt deduc-
tion to doctors to partially offset the cost of
providing uncompensated care required to be
provided under the amendments made by the
Emergency Medical Treatment and Labor
Act; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. KUCINICH:

H.R. 1234. A Dbill to end the United States
occupation of Iraq immediately; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, and in addition to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Ms. VELAZQUEZ (for herself, Mr.
CROWLEY, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. SERRANO,
Mr. WEINER, Mr. NADLER, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Mr. MEEKS of
New York, and Mr. RANGEL):

H.R. 1235. A bill to amend section 9 of the
United States Housing Act of 1937 to ensure
that operating and capital assistance is pro-
vided for certain previously assisted public
housing dwelling units; to the Committee on
Financial Services.

By Mr. CLAY:

H.R. 1236. A bill to make permanent the
authority of the United States Postal Serv-
ice to issue a special postage stamp to sup-
port breast cancer research; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form, and in addition to the Committees on
Energy and Commerce, and Armed Services,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. GORDON (for himself, Mr.
PRICE of Georgia, Ms. FoOXX, Ms.
HERSETH, and Mr. DEAL of Georgia):

H.R. 1237. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide revised stand-
ards for quality assurance in screening and
evaluation of gynecologic cytology prepara-
tions, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas:

H.R. 1238. A bill to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act with respect to meeting
the citizenship documentation requirement
for children born in the United States; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. HASTINGS of Florida (for him-
self, Mr. CASTLE, Mr. LEWIS of Geor-
gia, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.
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SHIMKUS, Mr. TOWNS, Ms. WATERS,
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr.
BisHOP of Georgia, Ms. CARSON, Mr.
FATTAH, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. PAYNE,
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. SCOTT
of Virginia, Mr. PATRICK MURPHY of
Pennsylvania, Mr. WYNN, Ms. MOORE
of Wisconsin, Mr. KUHL of New York,
Mr. CLAY, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr.
COHEN, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr.
AL GREEN of Texas, Mr. MOORE of
Kansas, Mr. MEEK of Florida, and Ms.
CORRINE BROWN of Florida):

H.R. 1239. A Dbill to amend the National Un-
derground Railroad Network to Freedom Act
of 1998 to provide additional staff and over-
sight of funds to carry out the Act, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

By Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas (for
herself, Mr. LANTOS, and Mr.
CUMMINGS):

H.R. 1240. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs to establish a scholarship
program for students seeking a degree or cer-
tificate in the areas of visual impairment
and orientation and mobility; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. HERGER:

H.R. 1241. A Dbill to establish the Sac-
ramento River National Recreation Area
consisting of certain public lands adminis-
tered by the Bureau of Land Management in
Tehama and Shasta Counties, California, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources.

By Mr. HULSHOF':

H.R. 1242. A bill to authorize reference to
the Winston Churchill Memorial and Library
in Fulton, Missouri, as the ‘‘National
Churchill Museum*; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. JEFFERSON (for himself, Mr.
MELANCON, and Mr. TAYLOR):

H.R. 1243. A Dbill to address ongoing small
business and homeowner needs in the Gulf
Coast States impacted by Hurricane Katrina
and Hurricane Rita; to the Committee on
Small Business, and in addition to the Com-
mittees on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture, and Financial Services, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas:

H.R. 1244. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to establish the School-
Based Health Clinic program, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

By Mr. KIRK (for himself and Mr.
MCDERMOTT):

H.R. 1245. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide coverage for
kidney disease education services under the
Medicare Program, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
and in addition to the Committee on Ways
and Means, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. MEEHAN (for himself, Mr.
SMITH of Washington, Mr. WYNN, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Ms. SCHWARTZ,
Mr. WEINER, Ms. LEE, Mr. FRANK of
Massachusetts, Ms. McCoLLUM of
Minnesota, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. FIL-
NER, Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr.
FATTAH, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. SHAYS, Mr.
VAN HOLLEN, Ms. CORRINE BROWN of
Florida, Mr. DAvVIS of Illinois, Mr.
Wu, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr.
KUCINICH, Ms. WATSON, Mr. PAYNE,
Ms. MATSUI, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr.
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PASTOR, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON
of Texas, Mr. TOwWNS, Mr. MARKEY,
Ms. NORTON, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr.
ENGEL, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. CLEAVER,
Mr. PALLONE, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr.
GEORGE MILLER of California, Mrs.
NAPOLITANO, Mr. MEEKS of New York,
Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin, Mr. JOHN-
SON of Georgia, Mr. WAXMAN, Ms.
SoLis, Mr. BERMAN, Ms. RoOs-
LEHTINEN, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. MORAN
of Virginia, Mr. OBERSTAR, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. HARMAN, Mr. INS-
LEE, Mr. NADLER, Mr. MCDERMOTT,
Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. DINGELL, Mr.
LARSON of Connecticut, Mr. LEWIS of
Georgia, Mr. OLVER, Mr. TIERNEY,
Mr. SERRANO, Mr. CROWLEY, Ms. CAR-
SON, Ms. CASTOR, Mr. ELLISON, Ms.
LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California, Mrs.
CAPPS, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms. ROYBAL-
ALLARD, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. WOOL-
SEY, Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Ms. WATERS, Ms. HIRONO, Mr.
CAPUANO, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. HONDA, Mr.
MICHAUD, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mrs.
LOwWEY, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. STARK, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr.
WELCH of Vermont, Mr. HARE, Mr.
EMANUEL, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. NEAL of
Massachusetts, Mr. BRADY of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. WEXLER, Ms. DELAURO,
Mr. HoLT, Mr. FARR, Ms. JACKSON-
LEE of Texas, Ms. BERKLEY, Mrs.
JONES of Ohio, Mr. LYNCH, Mr. COHEN,
Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mrs. DAVIS
of California, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr.
ALLEN, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. GILCHREST,
Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. CLAY, Mr. BECER-
RA, and Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of Cali-
fornia):

H.R. 1246. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to enhance the readiness of the
Armed Forces by replacing the current pol-
icy concerning homosexuality in the Armed
Forces, referred to as ‘“Don’t Ask, Don’t
Tell”’, with a policy of nondiscrimination on
the basis of sexual orientation; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

By Mr. NADLER (for himself, Mr. ACK-
ERMAN, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Ms.
CORRINE BROWN of Florida, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Ms. CLARKE, Mr. CROW-
LEY, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. ENGEL, Mr.
AL GREEN of Texas, Mr. GRIJALVA,
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. HIG-
GINS, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. HoLT, Mr.
ISRAEL, Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. MATSUI,
Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Mr.
MEEHAN, Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr.
GEORGE MILLER of California, Ms.
NORTON, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr.
PASCRELL, Mr. RUSH, Mr. SERRANO,
Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr.
WEINER, Mr. BISHOP of New York, and
Mr. CONYERS):

H.R. 1247. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide for com-
prehensive health benefits for the relief of
individuals whose health was adversely af-
fected by the 9/11 disaster; to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce, and in addition to
the Committee on Ways and Means, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. PALLONE:

H.R. 1248. A Dbill to amend section 10501 of
title 49, United States Code, to exclude solid
waste disposal from the jurisdiction of the
Surface Transportation Board; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

By Mr. ROSKAM:

H.R. 1249. A bill to include
dehydroepiandrosterone as an anabolic ster-
oid; to the Committee on Energy and Com-

February 28, 2007

merce, and in addition to the Committee on
the Judiciary, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. SESSIONS (for himself, Mr.
TIAHRT, Mr. McCAUL of Texas, Mr.
CONAWAY, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. ENGLISH
of Pennsylvania, and Mrs.
MUSGRAVE):

H.R. 1250. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal certain limita-
tions on the expensing of section 179 prop-
erty, to allow taxpayers to elect shorter re-
covery periods for purposes of determining
the deduction for depreciation, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. SIMPSON:

H.R. 1251. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to convey certain land and
improvements of the Gooding Division of the
Minidoka Project, Idaho; to the Committee
on Natural Resources.

By Mr. STUPAK (for himself, Mr. Bou-
CHER, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. ALLEN, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. MARKEY, Mr.
DOYLE, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. HILL, Ms.
HoOOLEY, Mr. WEINER, Mr. ROSS, Ms.
HARMAN, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr.
ETHERIDGE, Mr. FRANK of Massachu-
setts, Ms. HERSETH, Mr. ACKERMAN,
Mr. BAIRD, Mr. BisHOP of New York,
Mr. KILDEE, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr.
DEFAZIO, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania,

Mr. CARNEY, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr.
OBERSTAR, Ms. CLARKE, Mrs.
NAPOLITANO, Mr. CLEAVER, Ms.

McCoLLUM of Minnesota, Mr. COHEN,
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. DAvIs of Illinois,
Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. FARR, Mr. VIs-
CLOSKY, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. BERRY, Mr.
FILNER, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. HARE, Mr.
HIGGINS, Ms. SUTTON, Ms. HIRONO,
Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. CARNAHAN, Mr.
HoLT, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Ms.
KAPTUR, Mr. LANTOS, Ms. LiNDA T.
SANCHEZ of California, Mr. LIPINSKI,
Mr. LYNCH, Mrs. MCCARTHY of New
York, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. BER-
MAN, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. McNULTY,
Mr. TAYLOR, Mrs. MALONEY of New
York, Ms. MATSUI, Ms. LORETTA
SANCHEZ of California, Mr. MICHAUD,
Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of
California, Mr. ALTMIRE, Mr. PATRICK
MURPHY of Pennsylvania, Ms.
BORDALLO, Mr. PASCRELL, Ms.
SCHWARTZ, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. UDALL
of Colorado, Mr. WEXLER, Mr.
CAPUANO, Ms. BERKLEY, Ms. WOOL-
SEY, Mr. NADLER, and Mr. RYAN of
Ohio):

H.R. 1252. A bill to protect consumers from
price-gouging of gasoline and other fuels,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce, and in addition to
the Committee on Education and Labor, for
a period to be subsequently determined by
the Speaker, in each case for consideration
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. WALZ of Minnesota:

H.R. 1253. A bill to designate the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs Outpatient Clinic
in Rochester, Minnesota, as the ‘‘Charles W.
Lindberg Department of Veterans Affairs
Outpatient Clinic‘‘; to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs.

By Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD (for
herself and Mr. EHLERS):

H. Res. 201. A resolution providing
amounts for the expenses of the Committee
on House Administration in the One Hundred
Tenth Congress; to the Committee on House
Administration.

By Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD (for
herself and Mr. EHLERS):
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H. Res. 202. A resolution providing for the
expenses of certain committees of the House
of Representatives in the One Hundred Tenth
Congress; to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration.

By Mrs. JONES of Ohio:

H. Res. 204. A resolution expressing support
for the first annual America Saves Week; to
the Committee on Financial Services.

By Ms. KAPTUR:

H. Res. 205. A resolution recognizing the
156th anniversary of the Future Leaders Ex-
change (FLEX) program, a program funded
by the Government of the United States to
provide an opportunity for high school stu-
dents from the countries of the former So-
viet Union to study and live in the United
States in order to promote democratic val-
ues and institutions in Eurasia, and sup-
porting the mission, goals, and accomplish-
ments of the FLEX program; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

By Ms. LEE (for herself, Mr. THOMPSON
of Mississippi, Mr. HINCHEY, and Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD):

H. Res. 206. A resolution honoring the life,
legacy, and contributions of Fannie Lou
Townsend Hamer on the 30th anniversary of
her death for her dedication to freedom and
justice; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

——————

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:
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H.R. 25: Mr. HOEKSTRA.

H.R. 40: Mr. ELLISON.

H.R. 101: Mr. HOLT.

. 109: Mr. GOODLATTE.

. 136: Mr. FRANKS of Arizona.

. 211: Mrs. TAUSCHER and Mr. KILDEE.
. 251: Ms. ESHOO.

. 260: Mr. FARR and Ms. HIRONO.
. 273: Mrs. SCHMIDT.

. 279: Mr. MARCHANT.

H.R. 281: Mr. HOLT.

H.R. 327: Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. STUPAK, Ms.
DEGETTE, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, and Mr. KLINE
of Minnesota.

H.R. 367: Mr. TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania
and Mr. SESSIONS.

H.R. 380: Ms. HOOLEY, Ms. GIFFORDS, and
Mr. LANTOS.

H.R. 410: Mr. ELLISON.

H.R. 458: Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY,
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. STARK, and
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia.

H.R. 473: Mr. HENSARLING and Mr. PENCE.

H.R. 489: Mr. GOODLATTE and Mr. WALBERG.

H.R. 506: Mrs. DRAKE, Mr. HARE, and Mr.
YOUNG of Alaska.

H.R. 526: Mr. MILLER of North Carolina.

H.R. 549: Mr. BOUCHER and Mr. TIM MURPHY
of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 563: Mr. PRICE of Georgia, Mr. LINCOLN
DAVIS of Tennessee, and Mr. WICKER.

H.R. 581: Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida.

H.R. 582: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois and Mr. CON-
YERS.

H.R. 590: Mr. WALBERG.

H.R. 592: Mr. NADLER and Mr. DAVIS of Illi-
nois.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

H.R. 620: Ms. LORETTA SANCHEzZ of Cali-
fornia, Ms. HIRONO, Ms. WASSERMAN
SCHULTZ, Mr. WEINER, and Mr. RANGEL.

H.R. 621: Mr. WALBERG and Mrs. MUSGRAVE.

H.R. 624: Mr. STARK, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr.
CONYERS, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr.
FATTAH, Mr. BERMAN, and Ms. DELAURO.

H.R. 634: Mr. WEXLER, Ms. MATSUI, Mr.
CUELLAR, and Mr. BILIRAKIS.
H.R. 654: Ms. WATERS, Mr. STARK, Ms.

JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Ms. MOORE of Wis-
consin, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. PETERSON of Min-
nesota, Mr. MATHESON, Mr. OLVER, Mr. CON-
YERS, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. PRICE of North Caro-
lina, Mr. WALZ of Minnesota, Ms. DELAURO,
Mr. TANNER, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr.
DAvis of Illinois, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr.
ALLEN, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California, Mr.
WELCH of Vermont, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. MEE-
HAN, and Mrs. TAUSCHER.

H.R. 656: Mr. YOUNG of Florida.

H.R. 667: Mr. CONYERS, Ms. ESHOO, and Mrs.
NAPOLITANO.

H.R. 687: Mr. TERRY, Mr.
SHAYS, and Mr. STUPAK.

H.R. 688: Mr. TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania
and Mr. WELLER.

H.R. 690: Mr. MORAN of Kansas.

H.R. 694: Mr. FATTAH.

H.R. 725: Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina
and Mr. FORBES.

H.R. 741: Mr. WOLF, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. STARK,
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, and Mr. GER-
LACH.

H.R. 743: Mr.
SIONS.

H.R. 757: Mr. CONYERS and Mr. GORDON.

H.R. 768: Mr. WICKER.

H.R. 769: Mr. WICKER.

H.R. 787: Mr. FATTAH.

H.R. 797: Mr. YARMUTH, Mr. MCCOTTER, Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr.
BUTTERFIELD, Mr. JONES of North Carolina,
Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. SPACE, Ms.
HIrRONO, and Ms. McCoLLUM of Minnesota.

H.R. 821: Mr. TiM MURPHY of Pennsylvania
and Mr. WAXMAN.

H.R. 873: Mr. ELLISON.

.R. 876: Mr. BUCHANAN.
. 887: Mr. FATTAH.
. 891: Mr. UPTON.
.R. 909: Mr. SAXTON and Mr. HOEKSTRA.

H.R. 913: Mr. CARNAHAN, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr.
ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, and Mr. WILSON of
South Carolina.

H.R. 938: Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. HOEKSTRA, and
Mr. FEENEY.

H.R. 971: Mr. WEXLER, Mr. GORDON, Mr. PE-
TERSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. BONNER, Mr.
HIGGINS, Mr. COOPER, Mr. JONES of North
Carolina, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. TERRY, Mrs.
McCARTHY of New York, Mr. PITTS, Mr.
HOLDEN, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. JOHNSON of
Georgia, Mr. BERRY, Ms. HIRONO, Ms. WOOL-
SEY, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. REYES, and Mr. MILLER
of North Carolina.

H.R. 1045: Mr. BRALEY of Iowa,
LOEBSACK, and Mr. LATHAM.

H.R. 1055: Mr. FILNER, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of

CASTLE, Mr.

NEUGEBAUER and Mr. SES-

T
b

Mr.

Texas, Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr.
HODES, Mr. BERMAN, and Ms. HARMAN.

H.R. 1065: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, Mr.
YouNG of Florida, Mr. BOSWELL, and Mr.
SIRES.

H.R. 1076: Mr. EHLERS, Mr. OBERSTAR, and
Mr. WALBERG.

H.R. 1115: Mr. COHEN, Mr. HODES, Mrs.

MYRICK, Mr. JONES of North Carolina, Mr.
FILNER, Ms. KILPATRICK, and Mr. MCGOVERN.
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H.R. 1117: Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr.
ABERCROMBIE, and Mr. HASTINGS of Florida.

H.R. 1118: Mr. SENSENBRENNER.

H.R. 1120: Mr. McCAUL of Texas, Mr. KLINE
of Minnesota, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. BARTLETT of
Maryland, Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. HASTERT, Mrs.
BLACKBURN, Mr. CARTER, Mr. WILSON of
South Carolina, Mr. CHABOT, and Mrs.
MUSGRAVE.

H.R. 1132: Mr. BERMAN, Mr. SHAYS, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Ms. DELAURO, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Ms. EsHOO, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. MATSUI, Mr. BURTON
of Indiana, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. ALLEN, Mrs.
NAPOLITANO, Ms. HERSETH, Mr. UDALL of New
Mexico, Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida, Mr.
TERRY, and Mr. SAXTON.

H.R. 1150: Mr. ROGERS of Michigan and Mr.
COHEN.

H.R. 1188: Mr. MILLER of North Carolina.

H.J. Res. 3: Ms. HERSETH and Mr. SOUDER.

H. Con. Res. 9: Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. WATT,
Mr. WYNN, and Ms. WATSON.

H. Con. Res. 21: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania
and Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN.

H. Con. Res. 26: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia.

H. Con. Res. 62: Mr. WOLF, Mr. BURTON of
Indiana, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. FORBES, Mr. GER-

LACH, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. REHBERG, Mr.
McCAUL of Texas, Mr. BARRETT of South
Carolina, Mr. UPTON, Mr. SAXTON, Mr.

LOBIONDO, Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico, Mr.
ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mrs. DRAKE, Mr.
COBLE, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. McCOTTER, Mr.
WALSH of New York, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. CAN-
TOR, and Mr. SHUSTER.

H. Con. Res. 75: Ms. WOOLSEY and Mr. CON-
YERS.

H. Res. 64: Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA.

H. Res. 97: Mr. GONZALEZ and Ms. MOORE of
Wisconsin.

H. Res. 98: Mr. TANCREDO.

H. Res. 105: Mr. BOREN, Ms. KILPATRICK,
and Mr. ROGERS of Alabama.

H. Res. 113: Mr. KUCINICH and Mr. PAYNE.

H. Res. 118: Mr. DREIER and Mr. COHEN.

H. Res. 121: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. BECERRA,
Mr. SIRES, Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey, Mr.
KuciNicH, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. WAXMAN,
Mr. STARK, and Mr. WOLF.

H. Res. 136: Ms. WOOLSEY and Ms. HOOLEY.

H. Res. 137: Ms. WOOLSEY.

H. Res. 146: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. GRIJALVA,
and Mrs. MALONEY of New York.

H. Res. 186: Mr. CARDOZA, Mr. GRIJALVA,
Mr. FORTUNO, Mr. KILDEE, Mrs. TAUSCHER,
Mr. CASTLE, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. LYNCH, Mr.
MACK, Mr. FOSSELLA, and Mr. BARTLETT of
Maryland.

H. Res. 198: Mr. BAcA, Mr. BECERRA, Ms.
BORDALLO, Mrs. DAVIS of California, Ms.
MATSUI, Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California,
Mr. VAN HOLLEN, and Mr. WEINER.

VAN HOLLEN and Mr.

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 997: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina.
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