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The House met at 9 a.m. and was
called to order by the SPEAKER pro
tempore (Mr. WEINER).

———

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The Speaker pro tempore laid before
the House the following communica-
tion from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC.
June 19, 2009.

I hereby appoint the Honorable ANTHONY
D. WEINER to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

———

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P.
Coughlin, offered the following prayer:

Eternal God, Father of all, as we ap-
proach the weekend, we praise You and
we bless You, for our fathers, both liv-
ing and dead.

Their very presence or their memory
may endow us with strength wrapped
in gentleness, forbearance revealed in
practicality, and a self-giving Ilove
which is a reflection of Your creative
life and goodness.

May the fathers of this Nation be the
first and best teachers of their children
to find satisfaction in hard work,
greatness in moral character, and faith
in powerful ways.

May all fathers be blessed in their
work, in their games and sports, and in
the joys of family life.

This we ask of You, Heavenly Father.
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.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to
clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote on
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the Speaker’s approval
of the Journal.

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

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

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

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

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

Mrs. HALVORSON 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.

——————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain up to five requests
for 1-minute speeches on each side of
the aisle.

—————

FIX COVERAGE GAP IN MEDICARE
PART D COVERAGE

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

Mrs. HALVORSON. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to express the urgent need
to fix the coverage gap in Medicare

part D’s prescription benefit plan, espe-
cially as we take up health care reform
legislation this year.

The coverage gap, better known as
the ‘“‘doughnut hole,” is getting worse
each year. This gap is tied to health
care costs, which are increasing at a
rate much faster than inflation. In
fact, the costs for people that fall into
the doughnut hole are expected to
more than double by 2016. In my State
of Illinois, 32 percent of Medicare part
D beneficiaries fall into this gap, and
only a small fraction ever make it out.

Mr. Speaker, in America, no senior
should have to choose between their
meals and their medication. If we don’t
solve this issue, this situation will only
continue to get worse. We must take
the time to address this serious gap in
coverage for our seniors.

I look forward to working with my
colleagues on this issue as we continue
the health care reform debate.

———

TRIBUTE TO FULLER KIMBRELL

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

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Speaker, today
I rise to congratulate, pay tribute and
honor a great Alabamian on the occa-
sion of his 100th birthday, which will be
this Saturday, a milestone that very
few individuals get to reach.

Fuller Kimbrell was born on June 20,
1909, in Berry, Alabama, and was one of
10 boys. As a young man, he was quar-
terback and captain of his local foot-
ball team, as well as helping his family
on the farm. He traveled across the
country during the Great Depression
and returned home to Berry, Alabama,
and then on to Fayette, Alabama.
Today he resides in Tuscaloosa.

Mr. Kimbrell entered politics and
served in the Alabama State Senate for
the 12th District of Alabama, and he
also managed Big Jim Folsom’s guber-
natorial campaign in 1954. Addition-
ally, he went on to serve as an adviser
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to several successive governors in the
great State of Alabama.

Until his retirement in 1984, he
owned and operated Fayco, which was
located in Fayette, Alabama, which is
in the district I am privileged to rep-
resent.

Mr. Fuller Kimbrell has served on
various civic and committee organiza-
tions such as the Lions Club, the Fay-
ette Chamber of Commerce and the
Alabama Farm Equipment Association,
as well as the Alabama Road Builders
Association, just to name a few.

Mr. Kimbrell has made so many great
contributions to Alabama and our Na-
tion. It is an honor to pay tribute to
this great Alabamian and this great
American. I am thankful to know Mr.
Fuller Kimbrell, who is an inspiring ex-
ample to all of us. I look forward to
having the benefit of his wise counsel
for many years to come, and I wish him
a very happy birthday this Saturday.

———

A SORRY DAY IN THE HISTORY OF
THE HOUSE

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

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day was a sorry day in the history of
the House. Repetitious, unnecessary,
unwise votes set about to obfuscate the
business of this body was the order of
the day. We set a record for the number
of votes cast in a single day, but we
also set a record for irresponsible, mis-
chievous and obfuscatory behavior. It
was a sorry use of the time of this in-
stitution.

The time of this institution is a pub-
lic resource during which we are sup-
posed to do the Nation’s business. We
are supposed to conduct that business
on the floor, in the committees and in
our offices. No opportunity was made
available for the Members of this body
to do that. The institution has not
been helped by that behavior, nor has
its reputation been helped.

I say that if this kind of behavior
persists, we will fall lower in the re-
spect of the American people, as very
well we should.

Yesterday was a sorry event. The
business of the Nation was obfuscated.
The necessary actions that need to be
taken on important concerns of the Na-
tion, like health care, like the econ-
omy, like the budget, like some 12 or 13
appropriations bills that need to be ad-
dressed, were not done.

There are hundreds of items upon
which the committee and the Congress
could well be using its time. Yesterday
we could not because of willful, obfus-
catory and mischievous behavior by
Members of this institution. It is time
to bring that to a stop.

MIRANDA RIGHTS FOR ENEMY
COMBATANTS
(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)
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Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, the
Justice Department has ordered Mi-
randa rights to be read to terrorists
captured on the battlefield. The admin-
istration is confusing constitutional
rights of arrested criminal defendants
in the United States with acts of war
by terrorists against the United States
in foreign lands.

Miranda rights ordered to be given by
the Supreme Court do not apply to a
group of people who have a worldwide
mission to murder in the name of reli-
gion who are captured by our military
in Afghanistan.

Never mind, sayeth the administra-
tion. Enemy war combatants must be
told: ‘“You have the right to remain si-
lent. You have the right to a lawyer. If
you cannot afford a lawyer, we will
provide one for you. And anything you
say may be used against you.”

This new policy is misguided. Never
in history have captured war combat-
ants overseas been treated with such
an overflow of privileges. They have
been dealt with by our military, espe-
cially regarding interrogations.

But now I guess we are changing all
that. But that ought not to be. I guess
next we will have a whole battalion of
lawyers going into the battlefield to
tell our troops if and when they can
shoot back. Have we gone a bit too far?

And that’s just the way it is.

———

URGENT NEED TO FIX HEALTH
CARE

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. We ur-
gently need to fix health care. Every
day Americans worry not simply about
getting well, but whether they can af-
ford to get well. Millions more wonder
if they can afford routine care to stay
well.

Premiums have doubled over the last
9 years, three times faster than wages,
and the average American family al-
ready pays an extra $1,000 in premiums
every year for a broken system that
supports 46 million or more uninsured
Americans.

We have the most expensive health
care system in the world. We spend al-
most 50 percent more per person on
health care than the next most costly
nation, but we are no healthier for it.

We need a uniquely American solu-
tion that builds on the best of what
works—to foster competition among
private plans and provide patients with
quality care, ensure that every Amer-
ican child is covered, invest in preven-
tion and wellness to help every Amer-
ican live longer and healthier lives,
and ensure that doctors and nurses get
the information they need to provide
you with the best individualized care.

Never again will coverage be denied
if you allow that we go forward with
this plan. Never again will one have to
make a life or job decision based on
coverage. Never will anyone have to let
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your family suffer financial catas-
trophe or bankruptcy.
“No” is not the answer.

———————

LET’S USE OIL SHALE

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

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Speaker, energy
prices are a vital concern to all Ameri-
cans. As gasoline prices are edging up
and as the economy is in a recession,
we all need a policy of making energy
affordable and available.

0il shale is a promising source of en-
ergy for America’s future. I am holding
in my hand a piece of oil shale from
western Colorado. My State, along
with Wyoming and Utah, have an esti-
mated quantity of 1 trillion, with a
“T,” barrels of oil products within our
oil shale.

Unfortunately, this administration
put oil shale development on hold al-
most as soon as it took office. This is
unfortunate, because we should not be
importing oil products from the Middle
East if we have it here at home. On top
of that, the cap-and-tax policy that
this administration is pushing will also
drive up the cost of energy.

Mr. Speaker, let’s have an energy
plan that uses American energy with-
out needless taxes and costs piled on.

————

CREATING COMPREHENSIVE
HEALTH CARE REFORM FOR ALL
AMERICANS

(Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. 47 mil-
lion. 47 million is an absolutely unac-
ceptable number of Americans who go
every single day without health insur-
ance, who when they are sick can’t af-
ford to go to the doctor, which means
that when they do have an ability to
access the health care system, they
have to wait until they are so sick that
they use the emergency room as their
primary access point, which makes
health care astronomically more ex-
pensive.

When a child in America is 5 years
old, American families don’t have to
wring their hands every day wondering
how they are going to pay for a child’s
education, because it is universal. You
g0 to kindergarten starting on the first
day that you are 5 years old.

That doesn’t happen in America
when you turn 5 years old and it comes
to health care. Parents all over Amer-
ica have to worry when their child gets
sick whether they are going to be able
to take their child to the doctor, is
their problem going to get worse.

Parents and families in America have
to worry about whether they are going
to continue to have their coverage if
they don’t have a job. They have to
worry about being able to get coverage
when they are sick. Those are worries
that are unacceptable in the most pros-
perous, most democratic nation in the
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world. We must find a solution and cre-
ate comprehensive health care reform
for all Americans.

————
O 0915
TAX-AS-THEY-SPEND

(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, Democrats have announced
they plan to actually use pay-as-you-go
budgetary rules. You may remember
how House Democrats have often cited
PAYGO, while simultaneously finding
any and every opportunity to disregard
it. The zeal to spend taxpayer dollars is
just too much. This would account for
the fact that since Democrats have as-
sumed control of Congress, the annual
budgets deficits have ballooned over 11
times, from $160 billion to $1.8 trillion.

It is clear that PAYGO, as proposed
by our Democrat colleagues, is not so
much about limiting the size of govern-
ment as it is paying for a larger and
more intrusive big government. This is
entirely against the fiscal spirit of re-
sponsibility because it means Congress
can continue to spend recklessly, as
long as they find new and burdensome
ways to tax more American families.
Under this administration and their al-
lies in Congress, pay-as-you-go should
be more correctly called tax-as-they-
spend.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September the
11th and the Global War on Terrorism.

———

HEALTH CARE REFORM

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

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, today,
the House leadership will unveil a
uniquely American solution for health
care reform. It will build upon existing
programs like Medicare and Medicaid
that will be improved significantly. It
will say to employers that if you like
the health insurance you’re providing
your employees, we want you to keep
it, and we will certainly encourage
more employers to provide health in-
surance for their employees.

But for those Americans who have no
health insurance, or those Americans
who have difficulty affording health in-
surance because they have to go out on
the individual market, or have a small
group plan that becomes very expen-
sive, those individuals will be able to
buy cheaper health insurance, much
more low-cost health insurance
through what the Federal Government
would provide. There will be competi-
tion between public and private plans,
and that will be our way of reducing
costs. Because what this plan will do
primarily is to reduce costs for most
Americans and, at the same time,
make sure that every American has
health insurance.
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I can’t tell you how important that
is. It is so important that every Amer-
ican know that they can have quality
and affordable health insurance. It ba-
sically allows them to have peace of
mind to not have to worry about
whether they have one job or another,
and this is what we’re doing because we
believe it’s important for the average
American.

———

INCREASED SPENDING FOR
CONGRESS

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

Mr. JORDAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
last night the Democrat-controlled
Congress decided to prohibit any
amendment that would have reduced
spending for today’s legislation that
funds Congress.

That’s right. At a time when the
American taxpayer, the American fam-
ilies, American small business owners
are tightening their belts, the Demo-
crat-controlled Congress would not
allow any reduction in what it spends
on itself.

This is an outrage. Families are
tightening their belts; small business
owners are tightening their belts;
American taxpayers are tightening
their belts. And this Congress wouldn’t
even allow an amendment to be made
in order which would say, let’s live on
what we lived on last year. Let’s not
increase spending for the Congress of
the United States.

Mr. Speaker, this is an outrage, and
should not be tolerated.

——
PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2018, LEGISLATIVE

BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2010

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso-
lution H. Res. 559 and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 559

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 2918) making appro-
priations for the Legislative Branch for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2010, and for
other purposes. All points of order against
consideration of the bill are waived except
those arising under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI.
The bill shall be considered as read. All
points of order against provisions in the bill
for failure to comply with clause 2 of rule
XXI are waived. The previous question shall
be considered as ordered on the bill and any
amendment thereto to final passage without
intervening motion except: (1) one hour of
debate equally divided and controlled by the
chair and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Appropriations; (2) the
amendment printed in the report of the Com-
mittee on Rules accompanying this resolu-
tion, if offered by Representative McCarthy
of New York or her designee, which shall be
in order without intervention of any point of
order except those arising under clause 9 or
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10 of rule XXI, shall be considered as read,
shall be separately debatable for 10 minutes
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, and shall not be
subject to a demand for a division of the
question; and (3) one motion to recommit
with or without instructions.

SEC. 2. It shall be in order, any rule of the
House to the contrary notwithstanding, to
consider concurrent resolutions providing for
the adjournment of the House and Senate
during the month of July.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida is recognized for 1

hour.
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, for the purpose of debate

only, I yield the customary 30 minutes
to my friend, the gentlelady from
North Carolina, Dr. Foxx. All time
yielded during consideration of the rule
is for debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
sert extraneous materials into the
RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, the resolution provides
for consideration of H.R. 2918, the Leg-
islative Branch Appropriations Act for
2010, under a structured rule.

Mr. Speaker, the Legislative Branch
Appropriations Act provides $3.7 billion
for key investments in the legislative
branch, not including Senate-related
items for fiscal year 2010, including
funding for the Architect of the Cap-
itol, the Congressional Budget Office,
the Government Printing Office, the
Capitol Police, and the Open World
Program.

This bill provides a pragmatic and
fiscally responsible approach to fund-
ing our legislative branch. Actually,
spending is increased only by 7 percent,
less than half of the 15 percent increase
requested.

The funding provided in this legisla-
tion will help us do our jobs better and
faster. It increases funding for the Con-
gressional Budget Office by $1 million,
making it easier for Members to obtain
PAYGO analysis of their proposals, a
vital service, given our need for respon-
sible government spending.

This bill also allocates funds for a
complete overhaul of the House of Rep-
resentatives’ antiquated voting sys-
tem, which, after 33 years of good use,
has become increasingly unreliable.

Further, this measure increases the
Members Representational Allowance
to ensure that we’re able to adequately
serve our districts, and increases our
funding of standing and select commit-
tees by 3 percent to accommodate the
increased legislative and oversight
workload typically seen in the second
session.

These funds will provide us with the
resources necessary to carry out the
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sweeping legislative initiatives of
President Obama and Democrats in
Congress and to better retain our most
experienced and talented staff.

In addition, this bill will also help
protect and preserve the Capitol com-
plex, both from physical decay, and
from the security risks it obviously
faces in this post-9/11 world.

It includes $60 million to establish a
Historic Buildings Revitalization Trust
Fund in order to more evenly spread
out the cost of large-scale historic
building projects within the Capitol
complex, including the repair of the
iconic Capitol dome and the revitaliza-
tion of the 100-year-old Cannon House
Building.

It also provides an increase in fund-
ing of 6 percent for the Capitol Police—
and if T had my way, that would be
more—who work day and night to en-
sure that the U.S. Capitol complex is
secure for not only Members of Con-
gress, but for our staffs and the mil-
lions of visitors that come through
each year.

Finally, this appropriations bill helps
make the work of the legislative
branch more accessible to people
throughout our Nation and across the
globe.

I'm encouraged through this bill. The
Appropriations Committee has helped
to ensure that all visitors touring the
U.S. Capitol have equal and adequate
access, whether they be part of a tour
led by our talented CVC tour guides or
by our hardworking staff and interns.

Additionally, this bill increases fund-
ing by $40 million for the Library of
Congress, an institution which not
only provides a vital resource to Con-
gress, but also preserves a universal
collection of knowledge, history, and
creativity for current and future gen-
erations.

$15 million of these funds will help
modernize the Library’s information
technology infrastructure to make the
library and its unique resources more
widely available to Congress and the
broader public.

Mr. Speaker, this Legislative Branch
Appropriations bill strikes a pragmatic
balance between the growing demands
upon this Congress and the legislative
branch, and the economic realities this
Nation is facing.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
colleague from Florida for yielding
time for us to discuss the rule.

I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

We have a situation here that partly
was demonstrated yesterday in terms
of the Republican concern on how we
are going to do business in the House.
Yesterday the Democrats made in
order only one amendment which had
been offered to this rule. Twenty total
amendments were submitted, 14 by Re-
publicans, four by Democrats, and two
that were bipartisan. Two years ago,
they made three of 23 amendments in
order, which is three times as many as
now.
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Last year we didn’t even consider ap-
propriations bills on the floor, so
maybe an argument could be made that
that was even worse. And even though
the Democrats were in charge last
year, they blame Republicans for the
fact that we couldn’t deal with the ap-
propriations bills on the floor and the
fact that there was a Republican Presi-
dent.

But, in 2006, the last year Repub-
licans were in the majority, we made
all seven amendments submitted to the
Rules Committee in order. That’s the
way it should be. We should be debat-
ing these bills on the floor.

Earlier, our colleague from Michigan
implied that requiring debate and vot-
ing on issues before the House is dys-
functional. It is exactly what the peo-
ple of this country have sent us here
for. They want us to take positions on
these issues and not hide behind them.

We keep wondering what the Demo-
crats are afraid of. Why do they not
want amendments on the floor? They
have a majority, a fairly large major-
ity, but they refuse to debate these
issues.

I would now like to yield such time
as he may consume to my colleague
from Nevada, Mr. HELLER.

Mr. HELLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to this rule and the under-
lying bill, which proposes a $300 million
increase over last year for the oper-
ations of this House. That’s a 6.3 in-
crease at a time most Americans’ budg-
ets are shrinking. $61 million of this in-
crease goes to Members Representa-
tional Allowances, or the MRA, which
we all use for operating our offices and
keeping in touch with our constitu-
ents.

Now, I'll be the first to tell you that
my office could use an MRA increase.
My district is 105,000 square miles. I fly
several hundred thousand miles every
year, I probably drive another 50,000
miles in my district. Traveling my
largely rural district and staying in
touch with thousands of Nevadans
takes a significant amount of MRA
funds. But I am always mindful of the
fact that MRA funds are simply tax-
payer dollars by another name, and I
have a responsibility to use those funds
wisely.
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Many of my constituents and many
of yours are making due with less than
they had last year. As public servants,
we have a responsibility to make simi-
lar sacrifices. Some counties in my dis-
trict are facing 15 percent unemploy-
ment. Statewide unemployment is hov-
ering around 11 percent, well above the
national average of 9 percent. Nevada’s
current unemployment level is at the
highest rate of joblessness since they
began Kkeeping track, or Kkeeping
record, in 1976. Our State budget crisis
led the Nevada legislature to cut back
services some 20 percent. Meanwhile,
Nevada has been hit the hardest by the
wave of foreclosures sweeping the
United States.
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Those lucky enough to have jobs are
also making tough decisions. Moms
and dads across the country are sitting
around their kitchen tables, deciding
what must be cut from their family
budgets to ensure they can pay their
bills and feed their children as the cost
of living continues to skyrocket. Mean-
while, as a whole, our Nation faces an
$11 trillion debt.

Last night, in spite of irresponsible
journalism this morning by the Polit-
ico to the contrary, I offered an amend-
ment to the Rules Committee that
would simply retain the fiscal year 2009
funding level for the MRA. This amend-
ment is simple. I believe it shows the
Americans, who are figuring out their
family budgets at their kitchen tables
this morning, that they are not alone
and that someone in Congress under-
stands that these difficult times call
for shared sacrifice.

We who have been given the honor of
serving in this body must be part of the
sacrifice, and that should start here in
our offices, and it should start now.
Unfortunately, my amendment was re-
jected by the Rules Committee.

I urge this body to reject this restric-
tive rule so that my amendment can
come to the House floor. Give this Con-
gress a chance to lead by example with
commonsense fiscal responsibility.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I am very pleased to yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT),
with whom I serve on the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence.

Mr. HOLT. I thank the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased this morn-
ing to speak about technology assess-
ment as a tool for our legislative work.
This bill funds the tools that allow us
to do our best on behalf of the 300 mil-
lion Americans.

Every issue that comes before us, vir-
tually every issue, has some aspect of
science and technology. Yet this Con-
gress has not brought great credit to
ourselves for our ability to deal with
science and technology issues or to rec-
ognize emerging trends or the implica-
tions of technology. Fortunately, we do
not have to reinvent a tool to help us
in this.

Four decades ago, Congress created
the Office of Technology Assessment, a
congressional support agency with a
professional staff. It produced reports
that were noteworthy for their factual
bases, for their balanced and impartial
presentations, for their nonpartisan
framing, and for their forward-looking
perspectives. The OTA, as it was
known, functioned well for 25 years.

It produced reports on such topics as
retiring old cars, a program to save
gasoline and to reduce emissions. That
was in 1992. There were reports about
bringing health care online, about elec-
tronic surveillance in the digital age,
about impacts of antibiotic-resistant
bacteria, and on and on. The OTA
study of Alzheimer’s, ‘“‘Losing a Million
Minds,” became the bible for Alz-
heimer’s policy in America. The OTA
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study on Social Security computer sys-
tems resulted in changes, saving hun-
dreds of millions of dollars. The OTA
study on synfuels resulted in policy
changes, saving far more money than
was ever spent on the Office of Tech-
nology Assessment, itself. The OTA
study on the use of genetic testing in
the workplace, as a tool of discrimina-
tion and bias, laid the groundwork for
the excellent legislation that Rep-
resentative SLAUGHTER, the Chair of
the Rules Committee, developed in the
Genetic Nondiscrimination Act. An
OTA report on the electronic delivery
of Federal services led to the Food
Stamp Fraud Reduction Act, and on
and on.

In a fit of budget cutting, OTA’s
work was stopped 14 years ago with the
explanation that the work could be ob-
tained elsewhere—from other govern-
ment agencies, from other congres-
sional agencies, from interest groups,
from universities, from our friends
back home, from some other sources.
Well, we’ve done the experiment. It
didn’t work. We have not gotten what
OTA provided in the 14 years since OTA
stopped operations.

Stopping OTA’s functioning was a
stupendous act of false economy. We
have not gotten the equivalent, useful,
relevant work—not from think tanks,
not from interest groups, not from our
universities, and not from our friends
back home. A former Member of Con-
gress described stopping the funding
for OTA as a congressional self-im-
posed lobotomy.

Mr. Speaker, we have the oppor-
tunity to provide ourselves this useful
tool. Yet the rule before us today does
not allow the funding of this agency. It
could have been done. It could have
been done for a pittance. When OTA
was fully functioning, it was far less
than a percent of the budget of the leg-
islative branch.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLT. If I may finish a point
here.

So what are we missing?

Well, let me postulate that, if OTA
had been functioning in recent years,
we could have expected helpful, rel-
evant reports on preparing for global
pandemics. Congress might well have
required that there be communications
in mines, such as in the Sago Mine.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I yield the
gentleman an additional minute in the
hopes that he will yield to the gentle-
woman from Florida at some point.

Mr. HOLT. We might have had com-
munications in the mines, such as the
Sago Mine, that would have allowed
the miners to get out alive. I expect
that we would have had better legisla-
tion dealing with corn-based ethanol.
Through OTA studies, I believe that we
would have recognized the overdepend-
ence of the financial sector on mathe-
matical models.

We are missing out on a lot, Mr.
Speaker. In my exasperation, I wonder
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why in the world Congress would de-
prive itself of this useful tool. I've de-
cided that the very reason we need
OTA—our discomfort with matters sci-
entific and technological. Our inability
to deal with such things is exactly
what makes it difficult for us to recog-
nize that we need it. I regret I have no
time renaming to yield to the
gentlelady for Florida.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, we do need
to fund adequately our offices; the Cap-
itol Police, for whom I have the great-
est respect; and the Library of Con-
gress, a real jewel for our country. As
my colleague from Nevada said, Amer-
ican families are hurting, and we have
been increasing spending by 16 percent
in this area over the past 2 years. Here
are the problems that we are facing in
this country right now, which the
American people are beginning to truly
understand.

We will have a $2 trillion deficit for
fiscal year 2009. The second tranche of
the TARP was allowed to be spent,
which was $350 billion. The stimulus
package, which was H.R. 1, was $787 bil-
lion, which was really over $1 trillion
with the debt cost. There was the om-
nibus bill, which was $409 billion. That
was the bill that funded appropriations
for this year, which the Democrats said
they couldn’t pass last year in indi-
vidual appropriations bills even though
they were in charge of the Congress.
The budget increased total spending to
$4 trillion in 2009, or 28 percent of the
GDP, the highest Federal spending as a
percentage of the GDP since World War
II. Now we have this additional in-
crease which they’re asking for.

Federal spending is out of control.
We have got to put a stop to this some-
where. The day before yesterday, Re-
publicans offered 94 amendments in the
Rules Committee, which were designed
to cut Federal spending, but we
couldn’t deal with that. The Democrats
cut off debate because they said it was
going to take too much time to deal
with this. Apparently, Democrats can’t
spend the American people’s money
fast enough. Republicans think it’s
time that Congress started practicing
fiscal discipline. This is a good place to
start.

I would now like to yield such time
as he may consume to my colleague
from Iowa, Mr. KING.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman from North
Carolina for yielding to me and for her
stalwart representation on the Rules
Committee of her constituents and of
all Americans.

It is a difficult place to serve when
you find yourself outvoted almost 2-1
and when you’re back in a corner of a
room, up on the third floor, where the
press seldom goes, where the cameras
almost never are, where behaviors that
are not consistent with the balance of
the committees on this Hill are com-
mon, and where the rights and the
franchises of the elected Members of
this Congress are diminished signifi-
cantly by the most recent behaviors,
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over the last 2% years, of the Rules
Committee. This is where this Congress
is controlled.

I rise in opposition to this rule. I rise
in opposition to rule after rule that
comes out of that little room up there
on the third floor. For example, there
was the previous bill, Justice appro-
priations, the one that the gentlelady
mentioned. Out of all of the amend-
ments that were offered, Republicans, I
believe, were offering 94 amendments. I
recall that the Rules Committee wrote
a rule. It was unprecedented. It wasn’t
an open rule for appropriations the way
we thought we might get back to.

Even though Democrats were afraid
to have appropriations votes in 2008, we
did have some in 2007. We have always
fought this through. We’ll stay late at
night if we need to. Leadership can get
together if it gets too long and if we
can’t get our business done, and we can
negotiate unanimous consent agree-
ments. That didn’t happen. I've been
what I thought was a victim of nego-
tiated unanimous consent agreements
that were struck quickly, where the
bargain was met before we really got a
chance to catch up with what it all
was, but that was at least leadership
coming together, compromising, nego-
tiating and agreeing.

This was the Rules Committee, I sus-
pect directed from above, that had
written a modified open rule that re-
quired us all to print our amendments
into the RECORD. Once those amend-
ments were printed, then, of course,
the other side of the aisle had the op-
portunity to read through all of the
amendments and to understand the
strategy of the Republicans. Then, hav-
ing written the rule to produce a cer-
tain result, they decided it probably
would not produce the result that
they’d intended, so they shut down de-
bate after the very first Republican
amendment, 20-some minutes into that
debate, and they went back to the
Rules Committee.

I sat there until nearly 1 o’clock in
the morning with a number of my col-
leagues who had offered constructive
amendments, amendments that were
designed to perfect this legislation. I
saw Member after Member have to ask
the Rules Committee, Will you please
make my amendment in order so that
my constituents can be heard? They
didn’t say it, but it was also so that the
American people could understand the
shenanigans that had been going on
here. We were afraid to say that be-
cause they were afraid that their
amendments wouldn’t be made in
order. I watched that parade in front of
the Rules Committee, and I will tell
you it’s unprecedented that Members
of Congress are reduced to having to
beg, in a little room on the third floor,
to be heard.

Each of us has a franchise: Vass of the
United States of America is embodied
in each one of us. Speaker PELOSI
said—I believe the date was June 14,
2006—that every Member has a right to
be heard and, on a different date, that
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this would be the most open Congress
in history.
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Well, it’s anything but that. It’s be-
coming more and more closed—even to
the point where we lose the right to
offer a motion to rise or adjourn, the
right to offer an amendment on an ap-
propriations bill.

And so I had offered six amendments
up there. I didn’t ask the Rules Com-
mittee to make my amendments in
order; they had already made my
amendments in order. Every single one
of them complied with the rule that
was written and had been made in
order. But when the majority under-
stood that they were going to have to
take some votes, some tougher votes
on some subject matter that they had
been ducking from, then they changed
the rules.

I just said, Keep your word. You set
the standards to begin with. We all met
those standards. And then you made
our amendments in order. We shouldn’t
have had to do that. It should have
been an open rule to allow any Member
to offer an amendment down here at
the well unless that title of the bill had
passed. That’s the standard that’s here.
That’s what the Founding Fathers
imagined and envisioned. But we get
anything but that.

And so, this Congress doesn’t get to
debate on important topics. We have to
have a motion to recommit in order to
discuss the issue of giving Miranda
rights to enemy combatants in foreign
continents. That’s what it takes. And
that little window will be closed, too, if
it makes the majority uncomfortable.

We don’t get to debate on the very
critical national security issue, Mr.
Speaker, of the Speaker of the House
declaring the CIA to be a group of felo-
nious liars and having lied to the Con-
gress of the United States of America
and then stated that she’s going up to
receive briefings after this.

The United States of America’s na-
tional security has got to be put at
risk when the person third in line for
the Presidency declares our intel-
ligence community to be lying to Con-
gress. Decisions get made, on this
floor, in committee, behind the
scenes—sometimes by staff—based
upon the allegations made by the
Speaker. The staff wants to please the
Speaker. The Speaker is ducking this
issue. We need to have a vote, and I of-
fered an amendment to get a vote on
the CIA. We aren’t going to get that
vote because the Rules Committee shut
it down.

I offered an amendment that would
also clean up some of this—amendment
No. 2 increases and decreases standing
committee by $1 million—so that we
can broadcast the activities in the
Rules Committee. When you go into a
committee and you realize that you're
sitting in front of a camera, it causes
people to have a little better de-
meanor, and the decisions are there ac-
countable to the public and some of
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that actually ends up on YouTube. But
the Rules Committee doesn’t have
that. The room is too small and it’s too
secret what goes on up there.

We need a big room for the Rules
Committee because that’s where the
decisions are made in the United
States Congress today, Mr. Speaker. So
I offered an amendment to do that.

As I moved through this process—and
by the way, not only the criticism of
the intelligence community came from
the Speaker but now she’s taken on the
Congressional Budget Office and said,
Well, no, they’re the most pessimistic
group that there are. We always over-
estimate things that work against us.

Well, if you challenge the integrity
of the Congressional Budget Office, it
isn’t long before you have intimidation
of the Congressional Budget Office.
When you challenge the CIA and you
control their purse strings, it isn’t long
before you have intimidation of the
CIA. You don’t get the same informa-
tion if you have a trust relationship
going on.

And by the way, the legislation, the
appropriation that passed last night
was managed by an appropriations sub-
committee chair that by all the news
reports is under investigation, and he
received the gavel from the Speaker of
the House. She knew he was under in-
vestigation, and 2 years ago he recused
himself from the discussions. But we’ve
not heard any announcement as to that
investigation being lifted or any of the
subpoenas that may have been served
have been withdrawn or that had been
shut down. There was no announce-
ment whatsoever.

How can we have confidence in this
Congress if the Speaker declares the
intelligence community to be lying to
Congress, if the Rules Committee shuts
down the debate, if this House is re-
cessed in the middle of important busi-
ness, if an impeachment of a judge is
shut down so you can go raise money,
or if the chairman of the subcommittee
who is managing the funding for the
FBI, is being investigated by the FBI?
This Congress has a long way to go to
get where they’re going.

I would just conclude with this, Mr.
Speaker. I'm going to paraphrase Joe
Welch, Let us not assassinate this
process further. You’ve done enough.
Have you no sense of decency at long
last? Have you no sense of decency
left?

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, after that speaker, I find it
necessary to correct him with regard
to a portion of his screed.

Please know that in the process that
he referenced one of our Members, who
is a subcommittee Chair of Appropria-
tions, the committee Chair, Mr. OBEY,
handled the matter, when the Member
referred to by the previous speaker
recused himself. And on the floor, when
the matter was brought here, the com-
mittee Chair handled that matter.

Now, I heard that gentleman talk
about shenanigans. Let me tell you
something, Mr. Speaker. What hap-
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pened in the House of Representatives
yesterday—and I've only been here 17
years—but the dean of the House of
Representatives, Mr. DINGELL, was
down here this morning for a 1-minute
and spoke of the disgrace that took
place yesterday. And someone would
come in here and talk about shenani-
gans? What was that yesterday? How
could we possibly have gotten about
the business of dealing with the Na-
tion’s business when repeatedly what
we saw was people coming in here de-
laying the process?

I have been here 17 years. We cast 54
votes yesterday. We spent more time
casting votes on nonsense than we did
on any substance that was being
sought.

Now enough already. People have a
right to their views. They have a right
to their political shots. But the Rules
Committee operates this body. And if
they want the business of the Amer-
ican people done, then they wouldn’t
conduct the kind of shenanigans that
they conducted yesterday.

I'm very pleased to yield 2 minutes to
the distinguished gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ), the
chairwoman of the Legislative Branch
Subcommittee, which I thought was
what we were here to talk about.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank
you to the gentleman from Florida, my
good friend, Mr. HASTINGS. I appreciate
that.

It is important that we get back to
the business at hand, and I simply
wanted to address the gentleman from
New Jersey’s remark about the Office
of Technology Assessment, which is an
important agency of the legislative
branch that remains authorized in the
U.S. statutes, but that currently does
not receive funding. Especially given
the age of technology and the advent of
scientific progress that we are in the
21st century, I think it is incredibly
important that we begin to reestablish
or explore reestablishing that legisla-
tive branch agency, and I look forward
to working with the gentleman and
with my colleague, Mr. ADERHOLT, the
ranking member, and Mr. WAMP and a
number of other bipartisan members
that are interested in doing that over
the course of the next year.

Mr. HOLT. Would the gentlelady
yield?

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I'd be
happy to yield.

Mr. HOLT. I appreciate the
gentlelady’s use of the word ‘‘bipar-
tisan.” In fact, the amendment that we
had hoped would be made in order
today was brought forward by three
Republicans and me, a Democrat.

This is an agency that would benefit
all in Congress. It has the support of
many on both sides of the aisle.

I thank the gentlelady.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Re-
claiming my time, just to point out for
the Members, we do have $2.5 million
that we have carried in the legislative
branch bills for the last 2 fiscal years.
It is there in the GAO for technology
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assessments. But we do recognize that
the gentleman and many other Mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle believe
that it would be far better and more ef-
fective if we conduct those assessments
with a staffed agency of experts and
bring in the expertise that the Con-
gress currently lacks.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I now yield
4 minutes to our colleague from Ari-
zona, Mr. FLAKE.

Mr. FLAKE. I thank the gentlelady
for yielding.

I, too, went to the Rules Committee
to testify last night to try to have an
amendment ruled in order, an amend-
ment that was germane; there was no
problem with its relevance to the bill.
It was not dilatory, it wasn’t seeking
to delay anything. It was to address a
very real problem that we have.

The problem that we have, Mr.
Speaker, is that we have, that we know
of, a number of investigations from the
Justice Department going on right now
examining the relationship between
earmarks and campaign contributions.
They’re looking at the process of cir-
cular fundraising where Members of
Congress will secure earmarks, or in
other words, no-bid contracts for their
campaign contributors. The money
goes out, taxpayer money, campaign
money comes back in.

Now, whether we want to admit it or
not, the Justice Department is looking
at this. We can talk until we’re blue in
the face, say there is no quid pro quo
here. We’re giving earmarks to those
that we think need them. These no-bid
contracts are going to companies that
really need them. And whether or not
they turned around and individuals
from that organization or the lobbyists
that represent them, if they contribute
tens of thousands or hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars back to my campaign
committee, that’s okay because it’s
not a quid pro quo. Whether we say
that until we’re blue in the face doesn’t
change the fact that the Justice De-
partment seems to feel differently, and
they’re conducting investigations.

Now I think we do feel differently be-
cause just a few weeks ago, we author-
ized or instructed our own Ethics Com-
mittee to reveal whether or not they
were conducting an investigation that
essentially looks into the relationship
between earmarks and campaign con-
tributions. They have since indicated
that they are.

So now we have the Justice Depart-
ment looking into the relationship be-
tween earmarks and campaign con-
tributions. We have our own Ethics
Committee looking into that relation-
ship, and yet we have, Mr. Speaker, our
own Ethics Committee still issuing
guidance to the Members of this body
that campaign contributions do not
constitute financial interest. In other
words, whether or not you can con-
tribute or give an earmark to a com-
pany, that company’s executives and
their lobbyists can turn around and
give you campaign contributions the
next day or the day before. That’s okay
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according to guidance coming from our
own Ethics Committee—the same Eth-
ics Committee that is investigating the
relationship between earmarks and
campaign contributions.

The purpose of the Ethics Com-
mittee, Mr. Speaker, is to ensure that
the dignity of this House is main-
tained, that we rise above it all, that
we have a standard that is perhaps
higher than perhaps others have. We
should have a standard that’s higher
than whether or not Members can be
indicted or convicted over behavior
that takes place here. Yet, we’re allow-
ing the Ethics Committee to issue
guidance that says, It’s okay. That,
Mr. Speaker, is wrong.

What this amendment would have
done is said that no money could be
spent in the bill to implement that
guidance. I can’t think of many more
pressing issues in this House than that.
It’s germane. There is no reason that it
couldn’t be brought up and be part of
the amendments that were offered
today, but the Rules Committee said
“no”” for no other reason than they
didn’t want to stop the practice.

We have come to rely on earmarking
to raise money around here. That’s the
bottom line. And we can’t continue it
if we’re going to uphold the dignity of
this body.

Mr. Speaker, at some point we will
decouple the relationship between ear-
marks and campaign contributions. We
have to. I just hope that we do it soon-
er rather than later and not have to
wait to uphold the dignity of this body.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I would inquire of my friend
from North Carolina if she has any ad-
ditional speakers. I will be our last
speaker.

Ms. FOXX. We do have additional
speakers.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I reserve
the balance of my time.

Ms. FOXX. I now would like to yield
5 minutes to the distinguished ranking
member of the Rules Committee, Mr.
DREIER from California.

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend from Grandfather Commu-
nity, North Carolina, for yielding me
the time, and I appreciate her service
on the House Rules Committee.

It is absolutely true. We could move
the appropriations process through the
House of Representatives much more
easily if the minority party didn’t
exist. If we weren’t here creating what
my friend from Fort Lauderdale has
called ‘‘shenanigans’ or using terms
like that, we could move this process
along very easily.
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Unfortunately, the minority party,
the group that represents almost half
the American people, is being treated
as if they don’t exist. And this rule is
a perfect example of just that, Mr.
Speaker.
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I know that people are saying that
yesterday was a history-making day
because there were more recorded votes
on the floor of the House than have
ever been held in modern history. But
the real history that was made yester-
day was the fact that we saw the vol-
ume that was put forward in the 108th
Congress by the now-Chair of the Com-
mittee on Rules, Ms. SLAUGHTER, de-
scribed as the ‘‘death of deliberative
democracy,” actually implemented
here for the first time in the 220-year
history of the United States of Amer-
ica. For the first time ever we saw a
process begun which is in fact creating
a scenario where the majority is ignor-
ing the minority and doing what the
American people do not want.

I do not believe that the American
people want us to continue down the
road towards a dramatic increase in
Federal spending. People want to get
the economy back on track, people
want to make sure that their jobs
aren’t lost, but they’re really won-
dering whether or not the way to do
that is to have a huge increase in Fed-
eral spending, and yet that’s exactly
what is happening. And this rule is a
perfect example of that.

Now, I was harshly criticized by
Members of the now-majority when I
had the privilege of chairing the House
Rules Committee. But I will tell you
the last time that I chaired the House
Rules Committee there were seven
amendments to the Legislative Branch
Appropriations bills submitted to the
Rules Committee, and I was pleased
that I could make every single one of
those in order. Every single amend-
ment that was submitted was made in
order. And as has been pointed out, 20
amendments were submitted to the
Rules Committee for the Legislative
Branch Appropriations bill, and only
one amendment was made in order.
And guess what, Mr. Speaker? Not one
single amendment was made in order
that would do what the American peo-
ple want us to do and, that is, to reduce
the size, scope, and reach of the Fed-
eral Government.

A 16 percent increase in the level of
spending under this Legislative Branch
Appropriations bill—and we all recog-
nize that the need for Capitol Police
and staff and oversight of the executive
branch are all critically important
things—but our colleague from Georgia
(Mr. BROUN) offered an amendment
that would simply provide a one-half of
1 percent reduction—one-half of 1 per-
cent reduction—and yet the majority
chose not to make even that amend-
ment in order. Yes, there were larger
proposals for cuts. And we know there
is a tendency on this bill—that’s why
we’ve had a bipartisan agreement that
this is the one of the 12 appropriations
bills that we do have a structured rule
on—but with a 16 percent increase in
the bill, to not allow the House to work
its will and have a chance for even a
one-half of 1 percent reduction in that
rate of growth, that’s not what the
American people want. That’s not what
the American people want.
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And so the death of deliberative de-
mocracy was the history that was
made yesterday, Mr. Speaker, because
this is, in fact, the first time that this
kind action has been taken and, unfor-
tunately, it has begun a pattern. It’s
begun a pattern.

As I listened to my friend from Iowa
(Mr. KING) refer to the fact that he was
victimized by the bipartisan leadership
when we in fact had said to him that
we wanted to come to a time agree-
ment on consideration of appropria-
tions bills, it is evidence that we can at
the leadership level—maybe not every
rank-and-file Member—but that the
leadership level worked together.

That is why I am very happy to see
my very good friend from Wisconsin,
the distinguished Chair of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, here. And I
would ask my friend, the distinguished
Chair of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, Mr. OBEY, whether or not he be-
lieves that we could in fact come to
some kind of agreement if we were to
proceed with the appropriations proc-
ess under an open rule. And I would be
happy to yield to the distinguished
Chair of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, Mr. OBEY, if he would engage
with me on this.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. The gen-
tleman’s time has expired, but I can
answer what he asked, and I can also
tell him I don’t have time to yield.

We began in the Rules Committee
with me asking the previous speaker
whether or not his side had offered a
time agreement. He looked at me as if
I was talking about something that
was foreign.

What I knew, and what I believe the
leadership knew on both sides of the
aisle, was that for a protracted period
of time the distinguished chairman of
the Appropriations Committee and the
majority leader have been meeting
with their counterparts in the minor-
ity with reference to time agreements.

Now, I sat here when that bill began
its debate and the first question out of
Mr. OBEY’s mouth to Mr. LEWIS, the
distinguished ranking member of the
committee, the first question out of his
mouth was whether or not they were
going to be able to get a time agree-
ment, and Mr. LEWIS’ reply was that he
could not give that assurance. So for
somebody to come down here and talk
about whether or not the Democrats
tried to get a time agreement and then
to spend time yesterday agreeing on
nothing and accepting no more than
foolishness on the House of Representa-
tives, whether it was history making
or not, is just plain absurdity.

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

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I would
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
ranking member from California, Mr.
DREIER.

Mr. DREIER. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding.

I would like to yield to my friend
from Florida to say to him that what I
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was proposing that bill-by-bill we begin
with a process, as has been done for the
decades that I've been privileged to
serve here, and make an attempt to
work together to bring about some
kind of agreement. No attempt was
made to do that. The request was un-
precedented in that it was a sweeping
request made at the beginning of the
appropriations process before we had
even come to the floor and started
working on this.

I would be happy to yield to my
friend to respond to that.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Most as-
suredly.

I would ask that you and I look at
the RECORD when these proceedings
conclude. And I can assure you that
what Mr. OBEY asked Mr. LEWIS was
whether or not they could get a time
agreement. I was sitting here——

Mr. DREIER. If I could reclaim my
time, Mr. Speaker, let me just say,
having participated in this process in
the past, agreements are worked out,
as Mr. KING said, between the two lead-
erships. And if we begin with the work
of an appropriations bill and Members
are in fact offering dilatory amend-
ments, there is an effort made at the
leadership level to bring about an
agreement at that time. The notion of
trying to impose that constraint before
the process has even begun is wrong
and it is unprecedented and it has been
part of what has killed deliberative de-
mocracy under the leadership of this
majority.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I want to
point out that I have been told that
when he was ranking member, Mr.
OBEY would never agree to a time
agreement before a consideration of a
bill.

Now, Mr. Speaker, we are nearing the
end of the time of debate on this rule.
I think we have had some very impor-
tant issues brought forward by my dis-
tinguished colleagues who have come
to share this debate this morning.

This is a bad rule because it does not
allow for amendments to be offered on
the floor for people to work their will
here.

I do want to correct a couple of
things that were said earlier this morn-
ing by my colleagues in terms of unin-
sured Americans. I think we have to do
this every single time it’s brought up.

My distinguished colleague from
Florida said this earlier: there are 47
million uninsured Americans. There
are not. Despite those claims—and I
am quoting from ‘‘Crisis of the Unin-
sured: 2008’ by the National Center for
Policy Analysis—we have 12 million il-
legal aliens here. We have 14 million
uninsured adults and children who are
qualified for programs but have not en-
rolled. We have 18 million people who
are uninsured who live in households
with annual incomes above $50,000 who
could afford it. We have 18 million who
are uninsured, but most of them are
healthy and don’t need it. Eighty-five
percent of U.S. residents are privately
insured and enrolled in a government
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health program. Therefore, 95 percent
of U.S. residents have health coverage
or access to it, and the remaining 5
percent live in households that earn
less than $50,000 annually. That is
about 7 million people.

I am getting so tired of hearing these
misstatements made all the time. It’s
day after day after day that we keep
getting these figures put out that are
wrong.

But let’s go back to this bill and to
what’s in this bill that we find really
egregious. I am going to urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on the rule and
“no” on the bill because we have in
here $9 million for the Open World
Leadership Center Trust Fund. That’s
just one of the items that’s in here
that we don’t need to be funding. It
would be great to be able to have bet-
ter relations with young people in
other countries who come here; but,
again, the American people are hurt-
ing.

The Republicans are on the side of
the American people who are hurting
here. We want to slow down the spend-
ing. There is a statement that came
out yesterday about the difficulty
we’re having in selling bonds and the
amount that we’re selling. We are
going into debt greater and greater in
this country, and yet the Democrats
seem to see no end to spending. They
can’t spend the American people’s
money fast enough.

There is money in here to do studies
on demonstration projects to save en-
ergy. You know what? I look around
this place every night; we can save lots
of money on energy by just turning out
the lights. The lights are left on all
over the Capitol complex. We don’t
need to spend millions of dollars on
studying what we can do to save en-
ergy. Just use common sense and cut
down on the use of the energy that we
have now. We’re going to be wasting a
huge amount of money.

Yesterday, the Treasury announced a
record $104 billion worth of bond auc-
tions for next week, part of its Hercu-
lean efforts to finance the rescue of the
world’s largest economy. This was in
the news today. It will exceed the pre-
vious record of $101 billion set in auc-
tions that took place in the last week
of April.

We are spending our country more
and more into debt. And why are we
pushing things through? Why are we
not allowing amendments? Because the
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee says we have to stick to his
timetable. And yet, since the beginning
of May, what have we dealt with here?
We’ve had over 101 suspension bills,
things like recognizing the Winston
Churchill Memorial Library in Fulton,
Missouri, as American’s National
Churchill Museum. Really important
work——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman has expired.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues to vote ‘‘no.”
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Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, how much time do I have re-
maining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman has 13% minutes remaining.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I shall not
use all that time, but I do yield myself
such time as I may require.

Mr. Speaker, I've heard so much revi-
sionist history put forward here, not
the least of which just came from the
distinguished colleague of mine from
North Carolina, with reference to pre-
vious periods having to do with wheth-
er or not the minority requested time
agreements.

One thing I’ve done since I've been in
the House of Representatives is spend a
lot of time on the floor of the House of
Representatives. And that isn’t looking
to cause any praise to be directed to
me. It became, over time, a part of my
responsibilities that I assigned to my-
self to kind of know what was going on
in this institution.

During that same period of time
when Mr. OBEY was the ranking mem-
ber of the Appropriations Committee, 1
have been on this floor when Mr. OBEY
has requested time agreements when a
bill is in progress and have participated
in the discussions regarding it when
the majority said no. So to come here
and say that you always allowed for
time agreements is just simply not the
case.

The other thing that is ignored is the
fact that the majority and the minor-
ity meet with regularity. I rather sus-
pect that what’s going on here, with
nobody having said a word to me about
it, is that there has been a little bit of
a strategy by my friends on the other
side to ensure, among other things,
that they will slow down the process
and that we will not be able to get the
business of the people done. The great-
est evidence of that was the transpira-
tion of events here yesterday.

Now, another gentleman here spoke,
my friend from Iowa, with reference to
the Rules Committee being upstairs in
a small place. That’s where it was
when I got here, that’s where it is now,
and I rather suspect when he and I
leave, that’s where it will be. But to
suggest that the media does not cover
the Rules Committee evidently ignores
the fact that everything that we say is
transcribed by these people that are re-
porters, who we overwork and abuse
well on into nights when we could have
been saving taxpayers money by let-
ting them get about their business and
all of the staff related around here that
this legislative branch is about. All of
what we do is recorded.
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In addition to that, no reporter is re-
fused to be there, and C-SPAN often
chooses to cover the Rules Committee
dependent upon whether or not there is
a matter of substance that they would
want to cover.

Now, my friends on the other side
have had 12 years of rulemaking. I
served on the Rules Committee in the
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minority a lot of that time. During
that period of time, you didn’t regulate
financial services. You didn’t provide a
sensible health care plan. You didn’t
give our children what was needed. You
said what you were going to do is leave
no child behind. And you did not only
leave children behind; in certain places
in this country you lost them and
couldn’t find them. Our parks, our en-
vironment deteriorated and were plun-
dered and abused and used in a way
that was beyond the pale, and yet we
come in here and talk about spending.

What would you say to all of the peo-
ple that work in a bank that got saved?
They’re Americans. What would you
say to all of the people in the financial
services and on Wall Street that found
themselves employed? They’re Ameri-
cans. What would you say to the auto-
mobile industry employees and their
directors that have their limited jobs
saved and too many gone because of
mistakes that were made by govern-
ment and industry? What would you
say to those working people? They’re
Americans.

You’re telling me that when we spend
money, we are not spending that
money in a way that’s helping Amer-
ica. What do you say to your commu-
nities like mine that are finding them-
selves in the position of having to cut
services with regularity and it usually
starts with the poor and the disabled?
They’re Americans.

And somewhere along the line, I
would ask you the question, what
would you have this President that’s
been in office now nearly 5 months not
do? Would you have him not do health
care? Would you have him not do any-
thing about climate change? Would you
have him not do anything about the
fact that you didn’t regulate the indus-
tries that needed to be regulated appro-
priately during the time that you were
in the majority?

Mr. Speaker, the resolution that we
are here on provides for consideration
of the legislative branch appropria-
tions. We’ve heard the measures, and
all will be able to see that this bill pro-
vides a pragmatic and fiscally respon-
sible approach to funding this legisla-
tive branch.

Footnote right there: the fine young
people that work with us. When I came
here I was permitted, as every Member,
to have 18 full-time staffers, and I
haven’t always had 18 full-time staff-
ers. But from 1992 until now, it’s been
that many staffers with an increase in
the workload. Now, some of you all
don’t pay these young people well
enough and you know it, and you need
to pay attention to that. And if you do
get an increase, give it to the children
that work with you and you might
have a better-run office.

The funding provided in this legisla-
tion will help us do our jobs better,
faster, and it increases funding for the
Congressional Budget Office that we
continue to use, rightly so. Particu-
larly, the pay-goers need their analysis
done.
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Mr. Speaker, I will stop now by say-
ing that this appropriations bill helps
make the work of the legislative
branch more accessible to people
throughout our Nation and the globe.
I’'m encouraged that through the bill,
the Appropriations Committee has
helped to ensure that all visitors tour-
ing this Capitol have equal and ade-
quate access to this facility.

With that in mind, I just urge my
friends to remember that while they
are making up their history, there are
some of us that remember it well, and
I can assure you that the things that I
have said can be documented from that
record.

I would hope that we would know
that this bill honors our history and
prepares us for the future. It invests in
the preservation and protection of the
Capitol complex and makes more effi-
cient, more accessible the opportuni-
ties for the people that we serve.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time, and I move the
previous question on the resolution.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded that remarks in de-
bate are properly directed to the Chair
and not to others in the second person.

The question is on ordering the pre-
vious question.

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

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this question will be
postponed.

AUTHORIZING SPEAKER TO EN-
TERTAIN MOTION TO SUSPEND
THE RULES ON TODAY

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that it may be in
order today for the Speaker to enter-
tain a motion that the House suspend
the rules and adopt House Resolution
560.

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

There was no objection.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

Record votes on postponed questions
will be taken later.
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EXPRESSING SUPPORT FOR IRA-
NIANS WHO EMBRACE DEMOC-
RACY

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and agree to the
resolution (H. Res. 560) expressing sup-
port for all Iranian citizens who em-
brace the values of freedom, human
rights, civil liberties, and rule of law,
and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The text of the resolution is as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 560

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives—

(1) expresses its support for all Iranian citi-
zens who embrace the values of freedom,
human rights, civil liberties, and rule of law;

(2) condemns the ongoing violence against
demonstrators by the Government of Iran
and pro-government militias, as well as the
ongoing government suppression of inde-
pendent electronic communication through
interference with the Internet and
cellphones; and

(3) affirms the universality of individual
rights and the importance of democratic and
fair elections.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California (Mr. BERMAN) and the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

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

Every day since Iran’s election, the
streets of Tehran have been filled with
demonstrators, and each day this past
week the number seems to be growing.
Even state-run media in Iran has put
the number of demonstrators in Tehran
at “hundreds of thousands.” One Brit-
ish newspaper reports that there were a
million demonstrators in Tehran yes-
terday.

What do these demonstrators want?
Are they simply in favor of the can-
didate Mir Hossein Mousavi? Or are
they making a more profound state-
ment about the Iranian regime?

Nobody knows exactly. We do know
one thing, though: The demonstrators
feel their intelligence was insulted and
their dignity assaulted by the high-
handed manner in which the results of
the June 12 election were handled.
They want justice. This morning the
Supreme Leader offered none.

It is not for us to decide who should
run Iran, much less determine the real
winner of the June 12 election, but we
must reaffirm our strong belief that
the Iranian people have a fundamental
right to express their views about the
future of their country freely and with-
out intimidation.

The Iranian regime is clearly embar-
rassed by the demonstrations and has
not shrunk from using violence to stop
them. At least eight demonstrators,
and quite likely a number more, have
been killed, and hundreds have been in-
jured. The regime has also tried to ban
media coverage of the demonstrations.
Foreign journalists are consigned to
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their homes and offices. Several have
been expelled from the country. Cell
phone coverage has been frequently
blocked in order to limit communica-
tion among the protesters, and the re-
gime has interfered with the Internet
and taken down many opposition Web
sites.

We cannot stand silent in the face of
this assault on human freedom and dig-
nity. I repeat that we have no interest
in interfering in Iran’s internal affairs.
That era has ended. This resolution af-
firms the ‘‘universality of individual
rights’” as well as ‘‘the importance of
democratic and fair elections.” Beyond
that, it simply expresses its solidarity
with ‘“‘Iranian citizens who embrace the
values of freedom, human rights, civil
liberties, and the rule of law.” I don’t
know how many of the demonstrators
fall into that category, but I do know
that many of them do.

This resolution also condemns the
bloody suppression of freedom. It is not
a judgment on who won the Iranian
elections; it is an acknowledgment
that we cannot remain silent when
cherished universal principles are
under attack.

Mr. Speaker, I want to just offer my
appreciation to our ranking member
and to the gentleman from Indiana for
working together on a resolution which
puts the House of Representatives on
the side of the people of Iran, and with
that, I ask my colleagues to join me in
supporting this resolution.

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

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to start out
thanking our esteemed and distin-
guished chairman of our Foreign Af-
fairs Committee, Mr. BERMAN, for
working with us in a bipartisan man-
ner, reaching out to our side to bring
this timely resolution to the floor. I es-
pecially want to thank our Republican
Conference Chair and a great member
of our Foreign Affairs Committee, Mr.
PENCE, who authored this legislation.

I rise in strong support of the funda-
mental, universal human rights and
civil liberties to which the Iranian peo-
ple are entitled. For 30 years, these
rights and freedoms have been denied
again and again by an oppressive Ira-
nian regime which uses a sham process
with candidates handpicked by the rul-
ing apparatus to create the illusion of
political participation.

There was no election in Iran this
year. There has been no election, no de-
mocracy in Iran for decades. The can-
didates and the winners were again
picked in advance by the regime. Real
reform, real democracy were never an
option. This repressive regime relies on
so-called elections to provide a veneer
of legitimacy, but that facade has been
shattered by the protests taking place
in Iran this week. The brutal nature of
the Iranian regime is well-documented.

On Tuesday, I had the honor of at-
tending, with Secretary of State Hil-
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lary Clinton, the release of the State
Department’s annual Trafficking in
Persons Report, which again cited Iran
as a Tier 3 country, among the worst,
as the regime that does little, if any-
thing, to prevent men, women, and
children from being trafficked for sex-
ual exploitation and involuntary ser-
vitude, slavery. Likewise, as the State
Department’s human rights report for
2008 noted: ‘‘Iran’s poor human rights
record worsened and it continued to
commit numerous serious abuses. The
government severely limited citizens’
right to change their government
peacefully through free and fair elec-
tions. Authorities held political pris-
oners and intensified a crackdown
against women’s rights reformers, eth-
nic minority rights activists, student
activists, and religious minorities.”

It is a pattern for decades. So we
must look beyond the past week, which
was only the most recent demonstra-
tion of the regime’s brutality and
authoritarianism.

But the Iranian regime is not just a
threat to its own people. We cannot af-
ford to lose sight of the threat that it
presents to our own national security
interests and, indeed, to global peace
and security. Iran draws even closer to
crossing that nuclear point of no re-
turn. Admiral Mike Mullen, the Chair-
man of our Joint Chiefs of Staff, has
stated that Iran has likely enriched
enough uranium to make an atomic
bomb. International inspectors also re-
port that Iran has enough low-enriched
uranium to achieve nuclear weapons
breakout capabilities and that issues
about possible military dimensions to
Iran’s nuclear program remain unre-
solved. Yet Iran is allowed to continue
its nuclear pursuit virtually unchal-
lenged.

Additionally, Iran continues to de-
velop chemical and biological weapons
and ballistic missiles while arming and
bankrolling violent Islamic extremists
worldwide. We must bear this in mind
when we determine what is the appro-
priate response to the Iranian regime’s
policies and actions.

But today, Mr. Speaker, we must
focus on the hopes of the individual
Iranians who have been robbed of a bet-
ter future for almost 30 years by a re-
gime which only promises nothing but
misery and malaise. Now is the time
for all responsible nations to stand
foresquare with the people of Iran as
they seek freedom, as they seek true
self-governance at home, as well as to
live at peace with the world.
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We must send a clear signal today to
the Iranian regime and all of its prox-
ies and affiliates that free nations will
not tolerate further efforts to silence
the voice of the Iranian people through
violence and coercion.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I would like
to reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute.

My friend, the ranking member, cor-
rectly cited a whole series of very im-
portant issues that we and the United
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States has with the Government of
Iran; and she is correct. Just this quick
note about what the gentlelady from
Florida pointed out at the end of her
comments. The reason I worked to
bring this resolution up—this resolu-
tion is not about a recitation of all
those issues. It’s about an affirmation
of something that this House of Rep-
resentatives has done in places all over
the world, whether it is in Tibet or in
Cuba or in Eastern Europe or in the
Middle East or any other region, to re-
affirm our commitment to stand for
certain fundamental universal prin-
ciples involving human rights,
participatory democracy and the affir-
mation of the rights of the people of
any country. Today it’s about the peo-

ple of Iran.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,

we have an impressive lineup of speak-
ers on our side. I would like to start by
yielding 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. PENCE), the author
of the bill, Republican Conference
Chair and an esteemed member of our
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PENCE. I thank the gentlelady
for yielding.

I rise with a great sense of humility
and a great sense of moment before
this body but also a great sense of grat-
itude to the ranking member for her
extraordinary leadership in bringing
this resolution to the floor, a resolu-
tion which, as the chairman of the
committee just stated quite elo-
quently, will give the American people,
through their elected representatives,
a clear opportunity on this day, after a
week of violence and tumult in the na-
tion of Iran, to express the American
people’s support for all Iranian citizens
who embrace the values of freedom,
human rights, civil liberties and the
rule of law.

I am especially grateful for the lead-
ership and the spirit brought to this
legislation by Chairman HOWARD BER-
MAN, with whom I don’t agree on very
much; but I am grateful that he dem-
onstrates today a public mindedness
that I think is in keeping with the best
traditions of this institution.

Ronald Reagan would say in 1964,
“You and I are told increasingly that
we have to choose between a left or
right, but I would like to suggest that
there is no such thing as a left or right.
There is only an up or down: up to a
man’s age-old dream, the ultimate in
individual freedom consistent with law
and order or down to the ant heap of
totalitarianism.”

Today the leadership of Chairman
HOWARD BERMAN demonstrates that on
the issue of speaking a word of encour-
agement to those who would stand
with extraordinary valor for their own
liberty, there is no left or right in this
body. It has been, as has been stated
before, an extraordinary week in the
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life of the nation of Iran. On 12 June,
just one week ago, from the very mo-
ment that the presidential election re-
sults were announced, the inter-
national community and the inter-
national press called the results into
question. Chief among the reasons for
that was that even before the extraor-
dinary demonstrations had begun, mil-
lions of paper ballots had apparently
been tallied and counted within a mat-
ter of hours. The official government
results of the election were met with
public consternation among the people
of Iran; and while the defeated can-
didate launched a legal appeal, as the
western media has reported, what has
ensued on the streets of Iran has been
the biggest demonstration in the Is-
lamic Republic’s 30-year history. And
most sad, following that election day,
the actions by the government and mi-
litias that support the government
have turned to violence. Pro-govern-
ment forces have attacked demonstra-
tors over the past week, causing fatali-
ties, resulting in the arrest of dis-
sidents. We have heard of foreign re-
porters prevented from making their
way into the public. We’ve heard of the
jamming of electronic communica-
tions. For all the world, we may well
be witnessing a Tiananmen in Teheran.

It seems to me that in this moment,
the people of the United States of
America long to be heard; and by dint
of House Resolution 560 today through
their elected representatives, the
American people will have had that op-
portunity. This resolution simply
states that it is resolved that the
House of Representatives expresses its
support for all Iranian citizens who em-
brace the values of freedom, human
rights, civil liberties and rule of law. It
also condemns the ongoing violence
against demonstrators by the Govern-
ment of Iran and pro-government mili-
tias, as well as the ongoing suppression
of independent electronic communica-
tion through interference with the
Internet and cell phones. And lastly, it
affirms the universality of individual
rights and the importance of demo-
cratic and fair elections.

I have said many times this week,
and it has been echoed by my col-
leagues, like the Republican Whip ERIC
CANTOR, that the cause of America is
freedom; and in this cause, the Amer-
ican people will not be silent. There is
no intention here to pick sides in the
Iranian election. There is an intention
here, in a true spirit of bipartisanship,
to allow the American people to be on
the side of liberty and to be on the side
of freedom. I urge my colleagues to
join us in supporting this legislation
because the voice of the American peo-
ple has before and, I believe in my
heart of hearts, will again make a dif-
ference in the advancement of human
liberty in the world. I urge its support.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to my dear
friend, a member of the Foreign Affairs
Committee, the gentlelady from Ne-
vada (Ms. BERKLEY).
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Ms. BERKLEY. I thank the gen-
tleman from California for yielding and
for his steady leadership on this and so
many other issues, the ranking mem-
ber ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN, and I thank
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
PENCE) for his leadership on this and so
many other Middle East-related issues
as well.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of this resolution and in support of the
people of Iran whose voices deserve to
be heard in a free, open and democratic
way. We are not here today to discuss
the outcome of this election or involve
the United States in the internal poli-
tics of Iran. The American people,
through their elected representatives,
are here today to stand with the people
of Iran and people all over the world
who yearn to express their opinions
and to exercise their right to free
speech and fair elections.

It takes an enormous amount of
courage to stand up to your govern-
ment in a repressive society, and the
American people applaud those heroes
who face intimidation and oppression
for expressing their views. I am person-
ally in awe of the Iranian people and
hope others will learn by their exam-
ple. I also support President Obama,
who I believe has steered an excellent
course for dealing with this situation.
While some have called upon him to
condemn the Iranian government more
forcefully, I believe it is essential that
the United States not interfere in this
remarkable debate and public dem-
onstration. What the world is watching
unfold in Iran is condemnation enough
of what is happening in that country.
We should, however, encourage free
speech, free elections and nonviolence
for all the parties involved. It’s a wise
course, and I believe it is one we would
have benefited from in years past.

I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia once again. I encourage all of
my colleagues to support this legisla-
tion. I support it totally.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
am proud to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. CANTOR),
our esteemed Republican Whip, a mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and
Means, and a leader on issues related
to Iran.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentlelady.

Mr. Speaker, the Iranian regime’s
brutalities are on full display for the
whole world to behold. I rise today in
sympathy with the victims of Iranian
political oppression who have been in-
jured or killed, protesting the outcome
of their election. I salute the leader-
ship of the gentlelady from Florida and
the gentleman from California for
bringing this resolution forward, as
well as the gentleman from Indiana for
his leadership on this and so many
issues, and the way that the gentlelady
from Nevada spoke.

It is America’s moral responsibility
to speak out on behalf of the protec-
tion of human rights wherever they are
violated. And regardless of the out-
come of the Iranian election, make no
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mistake where the power in Iran lies.
It lies with a clerical regime who con-
ducts its most egregious activities in
the dark, hidden from the world’s eyes
and, thus, escaping media attention.
The Iranian Revolutionary Guard
Corps quietly funnels weapons and
funding into terrorist groups from Iraq
to Afghanistan, from Lebanon to Gaza.
Iranian centrifuges enrich uranium at
nuclear plants often hidden from weap-
ons inspectors. And terrorist groups
make voyages to Iran to receive train-
ing at unspecified locations. This is the
regime we are talking about, and this
week the true colors of that regime are
on broad display. We must rally the
world around the cause of the Iranian
people. I urge the administration, I
urge President Obama to follow the
lead of this House, to speak out on be-
half of the Iranian people and their
quest for freedom and human rights.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 30 seconds.

The gentleman for whom I have great
respect, the minority whip, spoke
about America’s moral commitment to
speak out on behalf of people yearning
for freedom. We have an even higher
moral commitment, and that is to do
the things that help expand the extent
of human freedom around the world.
And it is in that context that I know
that this House and this administra-
tion are pursuing this mission, that
higher authority to do the things that
produce the greatest likelihood of the
expansion of human freedom.

I now yield 2 minutes to a member of
the committee, a great Member from
the State of Georgia (Mr. SCOTT).
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Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. Thank you
very much, Chairman BERMAN, and to
Mr. PENCE, for this very timely resolu-
tion.

This is a time of great thought and
deliberation and concern of what the
United States must do and say. Our
words have got to be carefully cal-
culated to make sure that they are
seen as not meddling, as not trying to
tell the Iranian people what to do, be-
cause, quite honestly, Mr. Speaker, the
Iranian people have already spoken.
They have decided, and I believe that is
our responsibility, if we hold true to
the principles of our Founding Fathers.

As I was coming over on the floor, I
was thinking what I could say, and the
words of one of our great founders and
patriots beams very deep in my heart
as I think and I watch the news reports
of what is happening in the streets of
Tehran, when that great patriot said,
Give me liberty or give me death. That
is why the United States of America
cannot be silent. It is our foundation.

I was reminded of the words of Thom-
as Jefferson when he wrote that, All
men are created equal, and are en-
dowed by their creator with certain in-
alienable rights, and among those life,
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.

That is what we stand for. So it is
important that we put this resolution
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forward, and it is important that the
world understand that America is in-
deed that shining light of liberty and of
freedom that Patrick Henry and Thom-
as Jefferson spoke so eloquently about.

We are proud to support the Iranian
people, and we condemn the violence.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
am so pleased to yield 2 minutes to my
good friend from California, Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER, the ranking member on the
Subcommittee on International Orga-
nizations, Human Rights and Oversight
on our Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Today, I rise in
strong support of this resolution which
ratchets up, to a degree, America’s
willingness to express its heartfelt sup-
port for the Iranian people and their
struggle against the mullah dictator-
ship that oppresses them.

Now, it has been said that you cannot
champion the oppressed unless you are
willing to take on the oppressor. Amer-
ica should not intervene in every strug-
gle taking place, but we should be
unapologetically on the side of those
who are in desperate battle for their
own freedom.

Tempered rhetoric can be interpreted
by tyrants as weakness. We need to
send a strong message to those tyrants
and a strong message to the people who
are willing to risk their lives on the
streets of Tehran that we are on the
side of the people and the side of de-
mocracy and freedom. Any other mes-
sage would be a betrayal of our funda-
mental principles, the principles of lib-
erty and democracy that so many
Americans have sacrificed to give us
and to pass on to other generations.

Yes, we should not intervene, but it
is up to us to make sure those people
struggling throughout the world know
we are on their side. We must be bold
in our words of support.

I was honored to be one of five speech
writers serving Ronald Reagan. He too
was told to tone down his rhetoric. He
too was told that strong words would
be interpreted as belligerence. But with
his strong words, he ended the Cold
War, without the conflagration that
hung over our heads for decades. He
made it a better, a more peaceful and a
freer world with a strong message and
no apologies.

We should follow the lead of Ronald
Reagan. It will make this a better
world if we side with the people in
Tehran who oppose their mullah dicta-
torship.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
am so pleased to yield 2 minutes to my

legislative brother, the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-
BALART), a member of the powerful

Committee on Rules.

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of
Florida. The Ayatollah Ali Khamenei,
the so-called ‘‘supreme leader,” is the
ruthless dictator of Iran. Ahmadinejad
is his puppet. In this farcical election,
Khamenei overstepped blatantly. The
others in the dictatorship who aspired
to the puppet presidency are upset.

The Iranian people are utilizing this
moment of division in the dictatorship
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to heroically express their opposition
to the dictatorship. The issue is not
one of who is entitled to be the puppet
president in the Iranian dictatorship.
The issue is the Iranian people are en-
titled to an end of the dictatorship and
to live in self-determination and free-
dom and democracy.

The President of the United States
has been silent and confused. The Con-
gress of the United States clearly
stands with the Iranian people, and
they will prevail.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
very pleased to yield 2 minutes to my
friend from Florida, a member of the
House Foreign Affairs Committee, Mr.
KLEIN.

Mr. KLEIN of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
rise to support H. Res. 560 and would
like to thank our chairman Mr. BER-
MAN and my colleague Mr. PENCE for
bringing this bipartisan statement for-
ward which supports our American
view of the events in Iran.

The Iranian people deserve a democ-
racy that counts every vote and treats
its citizens with the utmost dignity.
They deserve to trust their own gov-
ernment. However, these are not free
and fair elections by any stretch of the
imagination, and it is our imperative
to speak out whenever and wherever
freedom is suppressed, whether by our
allies or by our foes.

Frankly, we have honest differences
with the Iranian government, no mat-
ter who is elected. Any Iranian govern-
ment that seeks a nuclear weapon and
spreads state-sponsored terrorism is a
threat to the United States and our al-
lies. That is why the United States has
not taken either side in this conflict. It
is for the Iranians to choose who leads
them. Indeed, this struggle belongs to
them.

However, the message we send today
is the world is watching. I urge my col-
leagues to support this resolution.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
am pleased to yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from California (Mr. CAMP-
BELL), a member of the Budget and the
Financial Services Committees.

Mr. CAMPBELL. I thank the gentle-
lady from Florida.

This country has always stood with
those around the world yearning for
freedom, a voice and a better future.
Whether those people were in Nazi Ger-
many, Communist Eastern Europe,
apartheid South Africa, or any other
number of places around the world, we
have stood with the freedom fighters.
It is now time for us to stand with
those in Iran who seek freedom from
one of the world’s most oppressive,
most dangerous and most dictatorial
regimes.

I hope this resolution is not the end,
but is just the beginning of the support
that this government, both in Congress
and the White House, gives to those
people.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, could I
get an assessment or calculation of the
remaining time on both sides?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. I can
give you that with precision. The gen-
tleman has 9% minutes remaining; the
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gentlewoman has 4% minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. BERMAN. I am very pleased to
yield 1 minute to the gentlelady from
New York (Mrs. MALONEY).

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, today
I stand with my colleagues in this Con-
gress, I stand with President Obama
and Vice President BIDEN, in support of
the Iranian people, their right to ex-
press themselves, their right to have
peaceful demonstrations, and I stand in
support of this resolution.

I hope that the ayatollahs under-
stand that these demonstrations are
about the future of Iran and the right
of their people to have a voice in their
government. Young and old, liberal or
conservative, all ages, all economic
groups are part of these demonstra-
tions.

As President Obama has said, the en-
tire world is watching, and the world is
inspired. We applaud your efforts to
move your country toward a more
democratic, peaceful country.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
reserve my time.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. JACKSON).

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today in support of the non-
violent movement for social change in
Iran. I have always maintained that
the Middle East is in need of a non-
violent movement for social change,
not only in Iran but also in the Gaza
Strip, a nonviolent movement in Syria,
a nonviolent movement for social
change.

Martin Luther King, Jr. once said,
““Nonviolence is the answer to the cru-
cial political and moral questions of
our time; the need for mankind to
overcome oppression and violence
without resorting to oppression and vi-
olence. Mankind must evolve for all
human conflict a method which rejects
revenge, aggression, and retaliation.”

Today we are not only supporting de-
mocracy in Iran, we are also sup-
porting the nonviolent thrust for de-
mocracy in Iran, so the conflicts may
be settled, Mr. Speaker, without result-
ing to weapons, to violence and con-
flict, not only within that country, but
among nations.

So, today, Mr. Speaker, we rise today
to support the proponents of the non-
violent movement.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,
we just have one additional speaker,
and I would like to call on the author
of the resolution, a great member of
our House Foreign Affairs Committee
and our conference chair on the Repub-
lican side, the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. PENCE) for the remainder of the
time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is recognized for 4%4 minutes.

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlelady for yielding, and again reit-
erate my gratitude for her expeditious
work in bringing this important resolu-
tion to the floor on a timely basis, and
commend again Chairman HOWARD
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BERMAN for the spirit and thoughtful-
ness with which he brought this resolu-
tion to the floor.

Today, in the wake of a week of ex-
traordinary public demonstrations, vi-
olence, and tumult across the nation of
Iran, the American people through this
Congress will condemn that violence
and the suppression of the free and
independent press in Iran, and, as the
American people have done throughout
our history, we will proclaim liberty by
supporting all Iranian citizens who em-
brace the values of freedom, human
rights, civil liberties, and the rule of
law in this measure.

I urge my colleagues to support this
measure and join us, and, if reports are
correct, our colleagues in the Senate
who may well come together and give
voice on the world stage of the char-
acter and compassion and commitment
to freedom that is at the heart of every
American.

Now, some observers say that Amer-
ica should remain silent in the wake of
this violence and the suppression of
free speech and the intimidation and
suppression of a free and independent
press in Iran. But let me say from my
heart, the American cause is freedom,
and in that cause we must never be si-
lent.

The Iranian regime would do well to
note the words of President Ronald
Reagan from his first inaugural address
20 January, 1981, where he said, No ar-
senal or no weapon in the arsenals of
the world is so formidable as the will
and moral courage of free men and
women.

Today this Congress, in a true spirit
of bipartisanship, will come together
on behalf of the moral courage of the
men and women of Iran who have tast-
ed freedom and have been willing to
risk their liberty and their lives to ad-
vance it.

O 1100

It is my hope and it is my prayer
that this word of encouragement from
the American people to the Iranian
people will be to good effect for that
nation and for freedom in the world.

I urge support of this resolution.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I'm
pleased to yield 2 minutes to an excel-
lent member of the House Foreign Af-
fairs Committee, the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. ELLISON).

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Speaker, I want to
commend the drafters of the resolu-
tion. I think it is carefully drafted, and
I think it is clear that the universal
values of freedom that are expressed in
the resolution are done with a great
amount of prudence, and I think that’s
right.

I think it is also important to under-
stand that when the Congress of the
United States speaks a 1ot of people lis-
ten, and so it’s important to not allow
the Congress to be used as a tool in
what was essentially an internal fight
in Iran. And so I would urge caution
and urge the United States Congress to
stand up and speak about the universal
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values that we care about: Democracy,
freedom, due process of law, lack of vi-
olence in terms of solving political dis-
putes, and not allow ourselves to be
used as a weapon against the people
who we are, in fact, trying to help,
which is the people of Iran.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. I'm proud to
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from
California (Mr. IssA), a member of the
Committee on the Judiciary and the
ranking member of the Oversight and
Government Reform Committee.

Mr. ISSA. I thank the gentlelady.

Mr. Speaker, it is clear today that
some would have us be silent as to the
aspiration of the people risking life and
limb on the streets of Iran today. We
cannot and should not be that way.
Yes, it’s an internal matter, but it’s an
internal matter in a country which has
been ruled by theocrats for so very
long who have denied real free elec-
tions, and even when the will of the
people was obvious, in fact, want to
overturn the will of the people for a
President who could be a reformer and
give opportunity, particularly to
women in this country.

So I urge support for this resolution
because it sends the message that we
are, in fact, with the people who want
freedom.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, should I
by yielding 1 minute of my time to the
gentleman from South Carolina at this
point?

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Yes.

Mr. BERMAN. And then if you yield
time, he’ll have all his time.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. INGLIS), and any-
time you would like to.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. INGLIS).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is recognized for 2 minutes.

Mr. INGLIS. I thank the gentlelady
and the gentleman for yielding that
time, and I saw this morning that the
Supreme Leader of Iran said that
street challenge is not acceptable. This
is challenging democracy after the
elections.

Well, we beg to differ and the people
of Iran are begging to differ. When you
can count paper ballots, millions of
them, within a couple of hours, some-
thing’s funny. And when you declare
the results of the election is fine but
say there is going to be some investiga-
tion, what’s the value of the investiga-
tion if you’ve already certified the
election?

And so what we’re begging to differ
with the Supreme Leader of Iran is
that it is not challenging democracy
after elections. It’s saying that the
elections were rigged, and rigged elec-
tions don’t produce outcomes that peo-
ple can believe in.

Furthermore, what’s happening here
is we’re seeing the real disastrous con-
sequence of having a theocracy, where
somebody at the top gets to say—I
don’t know where he derives his au-
thority—but he gets to say what’s what
about elections.
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We’re very thankful, Madam Speak-
er, to live in a country where that’s not
the case, where we have elected offi-
cials who choose Supreme Court mem-
bers, who are then confirmed by the
Senate and who serve with good behav-
ior. And that is a system that produces
confidence among the people, and a
free people get to govern themselves.

That’s our hope, that’s our aspiration
for the Iranian people; and we, the peo-
ple of the United States, should stand
boldly with the people in Tehran and
elsewhere in Iran who are saying we
yearn to breathe free, we want to gov-
ern ourselves. This is their moment.
We stand in support of them.

Mr. BERMAN. Madam Speaker, 1
have no further requests for time, and
I would just yield myself such time as
I may consume to once again thank the
minority for working with us, my
ranking member, as well as Mr. PENCE,
particularly to say that my fondest
hope is that on these critical kinds of
issues we can establish a bipartisan
basis for working together.

And then simply to say that there
are many American interests in U.S.-
Iranian relationships. This resolution
is not about American interests. It’s
about American values, which I believe
are universal values: the values of the
rule of law, of participatory democ-
racy, about individual liberty, and
about justice. And it is on behalf of
those universal values, not American
interests, that I urge this body to sup-
port this resolution.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BERMAN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that all Members may have 5 leg-
islative days to revise and extend their
remarks and include extraneous mate-
rial on the resolution under consider-
ation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
TAUSCHER). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Madam Speaker, | want to
express my appreciation to the Chairman and
to Mr. PENCE for the resolution before us. |
think it is critical for the House to address the
remarkable events that are taking place in
Iran.

We are seeing a nation—an entire nation—
rise up. What is happening in Iran is an inspi-
ration to all of us who believe that there is
such a thing as universal human rights.

We do not want—and we are not attempt-
ing—to choose Iran’s rulers. Who rules Iran is
a question for the people of Iran. And as we
expect all nations to respect our sovereignty,
so too must we respect the sovereignty of
other nations.

But we are not blind. And we must not be
mute.

We have seen gunfire and truncheons de-
ployed against peaceful protesters and
marches. We have followed the wave of re-
pression against activists, reporters, and all
forms of communication. We know about the
crackdown and arrests of Iranians who call for
freedom and reform. We have watched mobs
of thuggish enforcers terrorizing students and
citizens in their dorms and homes.
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But we have also watched the unbelievable,
quiet courage of millions of Iranians marching,
and we have watched their numbers growing
every day. We have seen them insist on non-
violence in the face of provocation and as-
sault. And we have heard their impatient but
persistent call for justice.

And this nation knows what that call for jus-
tice sounds like. The Rev. Martin Luther King,
Jr. wrote from the Birmingham jail that “Injus-
tice anywhere is a threat to justice every-
where. We are caught in an inescapable net-
work of mutuality, tied in a single garment of
destiny. Whatever affects one directly, affects
all indirectly.”

Bound up in the revolutionary documents of
our founding, and in our Nation’s unique role
in the struggle for human freedom, is a special
responsibility. We have an obligation that the
resolution before us answers. We are all wit-
nesses. And we are bound to support the cou-
rageous and decent people in Iran who are
struggling for their rights and their freedom.

This resolution is measured and careful, but
meaningful. And it deserves the strong support
of every Member.

Mr. PAUL. Madam Speaker, | rise in reluc-
tant opposition to H. Res 560, which con-
demns the Iranian government for its recent
actions during the unrest in that country. While
| never condone violence, much less the vio-
lence that governments are only too willing to
mete out to their own citizens, | am always
very cautious about “condemning” the actions
of governments overseas. As an elected mem-
ber of the United States House of Representa-
tives, | have always questioned our constitu-
tional authority to sit in judgment of the actions
of foreign governments of which we are not
representatives. | have always hesitated when
my colleagues rush to pronounce final judg-
ment on events thousands of miles away
about which we know very little. And we know
very little beyond limited press reports about
what is happening in Iran.

Of course | do not support attempts by for-
eign governments to suppress the democratic
aspirations of their people, but when is the last
time we condemned Saudi Arabia or Egypt or
the many other countries where unlike in Iran
there is no opportunity to exercise any sub-
stantial vote on political leadership? It seems
our criticism is selective and applied when
there are political points to be made. | have
admired President Obama’s cautious ap-
proach to the situation in Iran and | would
have preferred that we in the House had acted
similarly.

| adhere to the foreign policy of our Found-
ers, who advised that we not interfere in the
internal affairs of countries overseas. | believe
that is the best policy for the United States, for
our national security and for our prosperity. |
urge my colleagues to reject this and all simi-
lar meddling resolutions.

Madam Speaker, | urge you to support H.R.
560, expressing support for all Iranian citizens
who embrace the values of freedom, human
rights, civil liberties, and rule of law and for
other purposes. The only effective way to
achieve lasting peace and prosperity in the re-
gion, along with bringing about reforms in
Iran’s polity, is to assist the Iranian people in
their quest to achieve political, social, and reli-
gious liberty. Every government can be judged
with the way in which it treats its ethnic and
religious minorities, and the current Iranian
government gets a failing grade for its treat-
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ment of its many and diverse minorities. It is
not our position as the United States to deter-
mine the outcome of the recent Iranian elec-
tions, but as a leader in the international com-
munity, we have a responsibility to ensure that
the people of Iran have the opportunity to
have fair and free elections.

Yet with the results of the recent election,
there was no chance for Iranian citizens to
participate in democracy. On June 12, 2009
Mahmoud Ahmadinejad was ostensibly re-
elected to his second term as President, as a
result of the tenth Presidential elections in
Iran, held and calculated on June 13, 2009.
Subject to official results released by Iran’s
election headquarters, out of a total of
39,165,191 ballots cast in the presidential
election, Ahmadinejad allegedly won
24,527,516 votes, which accounts for approxi-
mately 62.6 percent of the votes, while his op-
ponent and former Prime Minister of Iran Mir-
Hossein Mousavi purportedly secured only
13,216,411 (37.4 percent) of the votes. Su-
preme Leader Ali Khamenei announced that
he envisions Ahmadinejad as president in the
next five years, a comment interpreted as indi-
cating support for Ahmadinejad’s reelection.

Just 48 hours after Iranian officials an-
nounced incumbent President Mahmoud
Ahmadinejad’s landslide 62.6% victory, the sit-
uation in Tehran and in regions throughout the
country broke out in a wave of violent protests
in response to what the people of Iran knew
to be a rigged poll.

Yet despite the large-scale civil unrest in re-
sponse to the rigged elections, the out-
stretched arm of the Ayatollah extends beyond
Tehran. Whereas the size of the crowds pro-
testing reached to more than 1 million people
united in outrage at the absence of a fair and
free electoral process. Despite the government
ban that has been placed on all public gath-
erings with the purpose of voicing opposition
to the outcome of the Iranian presidential elec-
tions, the people of Iran have publicly ex-
pressed their dissent. Iranians throughout the
country have defied Interior Ministry warnings
broadcast. Violence has spilled on to the
streets of Tehran. To date, 7 Iranians have
been killed in violent political unrest. Beyond
Tehran, Iranians living in the rural regions are
feeling the Ayatollah’s pressures to cease all
public expression of their discontent with the
outcome of the elections. The Iranian people
living in the region of Mashad are currently
confined to their homes in order to prevent
them protesting in the streets. All foreign jour-
nalists have now been quarantined and/or
made to leave the country.

Following the results of the June I2th Iranian
election, President Obama released a state-
ment in reaction to then elections in Iran, stat-
ing “I am deeply troubled by the violence that
I've been seeing on television,” Obama said in
Washington. “I can’t state definitively one way
or another what happened with respect to the
election. But what | can say is that there ap-
pears to be a sense on the part of people who
were so hopeful and so engaged and so com-
mitted to democracy who now feel betrayed.”

Given the absence of fair and free elections,
coupled with the government’s poor record for
transparency and accountability, we have
deep cause for concern about the opportunity
for free choices and democratic participation
for the people of Iran. Despite intensified in-
spections since 2002, the International Atomic
Energy Agency’s (IAEA) inability, to verify that
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Iran’s nuclear program is not designed to de-
velop a nuclear weapon is cause for great
concern. While Iran states that the intention of
its nuclear program is for electricity generation
which it feels is vital to its energy security,
U.S. officials challenge this justification by
stating that “Iran’s vast gas resources make a
nuclear energy program unnecessary.”

Establishing a diplomatic dialogue with the
Government of Iran and deepening relation-
ships with the Iranian people will only help fos-
ter greater understanding between the people
of Iran and the people of the United States
and would enhance the stability the security of
the Persian Gulf region. Furthering President
Obama’s approach toward continued engage-
ment will reduce the increased threat of the
proliferation or use of nuclear weapons in the
region, while advancing other U.S. foreign pol-
icy objectives in the region. The significance of
establishing and sustaining diplomatic rela-
tions with Iran cannot be over-emphasized.
Avoidance and military intervention cannot be
the means through which we resolve this
looming crisis.

In conclusion, we must condemn Iran for the
absence of fair and free Presidential elections
and urge Iran to provide its people with the
opportunity to engage in a Democratic election
process, by demanding new elections, and en-
sure that all votes are fairly counted. | look for-
ward to further meaningful discussion and a
new foreign policy strategy with regard to Iran
when the people of Iran are able to participate
in a fair and democratic electoral process.

Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, this week the
world heard the cry of millions of Iranians who
seek the right to a free and fair election. In re-
sponse, Americans from all walks of life have
taken up the cause of liberty for Iranians who
crave real freedom and not sham elections.

“I am proud to join the United States Con-
gress to stand with freedom-loving people ev-
erywhere in support of the people of Iran and
to call for an end to the brutal and violent sup-
pression of peaceful protesters. We will not
stand by in silence and watch the forces of
radicalism attempt to squelch the public outcry
in Iran against last week’s election irregular-
ities.

“The Middle East is ready for another real
democracy, a nation where the voices of every
citizen are heard and where the government
works for the people and not against the peo-
ple. Over the past few years the bellicose re-
gime in Tehran has spewed an endless line of
anti-Western vitriol and insists on threatening
the existence of the state of Israel—one of the
few beacons of real freedom in the Middle
East. It is now obvious that the average Ira-
nian has grown weary with their authoritarian
leadership.

“The ongoing crackdown on free expression
and the rights of journalists along with the
censoring of communication with the outside
world has simply shown the true colors of the
dark Iranian regime desperately trying to hold
its grip on power. The people of Iran deserve
better. They deserve freedom. And today the
House of Representatives has given voice to
their historic plea in the hallowed halls of Con-
gress.”

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
BERMAN) that the House suspend the

rules and agree to the resolution, H.
Res. 560.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings
will resume on questions previously
postponed.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

Ordering the previous question on H.
Res. 559, by the yeas and nays;

Adopting H. Res. 559, if ordered;

Suspending the rules and adopting H.
Res. 560, by the yeas and nays.

The first electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining
electronic votes will be conducted as 5-
minute votes.

———
PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2918, LEGISLATIVE

BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2010

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on order-
ing the previous question on House
Resolution 559, on which the yeas and
nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

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

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 230, nays
177, not voting 26, as follows:

[Roll No. 409]

YEAS—230
Abercrombie Castor (FL) Edwards (MD)
Ackerman Chandler Edwards (TX)
Altmire Childers Ellison
Andrews Clarke Ellsworth
Arcuri Clay Engel
Baca Clyburn Eshoo
Baird Cohen Etheridge
Baldwin Connolly (VA) Farr
Barrow Cooper Filner
Bean Costa Foster
Becerra Costello Frank (MA)
Berkley Courtney Fudge
Berman Crowley Giffords
Berry Cuellar Gonzalez
Boccieri Cummings Gordon (TN)
Boren Dahlkemper Grayson
Boswell Davis (AL) Green, Al
Boucher Dayvis (CA) Green, Gene
Boyd Davis (IL) Griffith
Brady (PA) Davis (TN) Grijalva
Braley (IA) DeGette Gutierrez
Bright Delahunt Hall (NY)
Brown, Corrine DeLauro Halvorson
Butterfield Dicks Hare
Capps Dingell Hastings (FL)
Cardoza Doggett Heinrich
Carnahan Donnelly (IN) Herseth Sandlin
Carney Doyle Higgins
Carson (IN) Driehaus Himes
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Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kosmas
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern

Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Austria
Bachus
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Broun (GA)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Cao
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Castle
Chaffetz
Cleaver
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.

McIntyre
McMahon
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Nye

Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Ryan (OH)
Salazar

NAYS—177

Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
Fallin

Flake
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Guthrie

Hall (TX)
Harper
Hastings (WA)
Hensarling
Herger

Hill
Hoekstra
Hunter
Inglis

Issa

Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk

Kline (MN)
Kratovil
Lamborn
Lance
Latham
LaTourette
Latta

Lee (NY)
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Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Space
Speier
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Teague
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

Lewis (CA)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E

Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McHugh
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Minnick
Mitchell
Moran (KS)
Murphy, Tim
Myrick
Neugebauer
Nunes
Olson
Paul
Paulsen
Pence
Petri
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Posey
Price (GA)
Putnam
Radanovich
Rehberg
Reichert
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
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Rogers (MI) Shimkus Tiahrt
Rohrabacher Shuler Tiberi
Rooney Shuster Turner
Ros-Lehtinen Simpson Upton
Roskam Smith (NE) Walden
Royce Smith (NJ) Wamp
Ryan (WI) Smith (TX) Whitfield
Scalise Souder Wilson (SC)
Schmidt Stearns Wittman
Schock Terry Wolf
Sensenbrenner Thompson (PA) Young (AK)
Sessions Thornberry Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—26
Adler (NJ) Fattah Shadegg
Bachmann Harman Skelton
Barrett (SC) Heller Spratt
Bishop (GA) Kaptur Stark
Bishop (NY) Kennedy Sullivan
Blumenauer Lewis (GA) Velazquez
Capuano Rl}ppersberger Westmoreland
Conyers Sanchez, Linda
Deal (GA) T.
DeFazio Sestak
0O 1131
Messrs. BOOZMAN, EHLERS and

CARTER changed their vote from
“‘yea’ to ‘“‘nay.”

Ms. WATERS changed her vote from
“na,yw to uyea.w

So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated against:

Mr. HELLER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
409, the previous question on the Rule for the
Legislative Branch Appropriations Act for fiscal
year 2010, | was unavoidably detained. Had |
been present, | would have voted “nay.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the resolution.

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

Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 226, nays
179, not voting 28, as follows:

[Roll No. 410]

The

This

YEAS—226
Ackerman Connolly (VA) Gonzalez
Altmire Conyers Gordon (TN)
Andrews Cooper Grayson
Arcuri Costa Green, Al
Baca Costello Green, Gene
Baird Courtney Griffith
Baldwin Crowley Grijalva
Barrow Cuellar Gutierrez
Bean Cummings Hall (NY)
Becerra Dahlkemper Halvorson
Berkley Davis (AL) Hare
Berman Davis (CA) Hastings (FL)
Berry Davis (IL) Heinrich
Blumenauer Davis (TN) Herseth Sandlin
Boccieri DeGette Higgins
Boren Delahunt Himes
Boswell DeLauro Hinchey
Boucher Dicks Hinojosa
Boyd Dingell Hirono
Brady (PA) Doggett Hodes
Braley (IA) Donnelly (IN) Holden
Brown, Corrine Doyle Holt
Butterfield Driehaus Honda
Capps Edwards (MD) Hoyer
Cardoza Edwards (TX) Inslee
Carnahan Ellison Israel
Carson (IN) Ellsworth Jackson (IL)
Castor (FL) Engel Jackson-Lee
Chandler Eshoo (TX)
Childers Etheridge Johnson (GA)
Clarke Farr Johnson, E. B.
Clay Filner Kagen
Cleaver Foster Kanjorski
Clyburn Frank (MA) Kaptur
Cohen Fudge Kildee

Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy

Kind

Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kosmas
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McMahon
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore (KS)

Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Austria
Bachus
Bartlett
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Bright
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Cao
Capito
Carney
Carter
Cassidy
Castle
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
Fallin
Flake
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry

Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Salazar
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schrader

NAYS—179

Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Guthrie
Hall (TX)
Harper
Hastings (WA)
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Hill
Hoekstra
Hunter
Inglis
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kline (MN)
Kratovil
Lamborn
Lance
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (NY)
Lewis (CA)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
McCaul
McClintock
McCotter
McHenry
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Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Teague
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman

Schultz
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Wu

Yarmuth

McHugh
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Minnick
Mitchell
Moran (KS)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Tim
Myrick
Neugebauer
Nunes
Nye
Olson
Paul
Paulsen
Pence
Petri
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Posey
Price (GA)
Putnam
Radanovich
Rehberg
Reichert
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schmidt
Schock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Stearns
Terry
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Thompson (PA) Upton Wittman
Thornberry Walden Wolf
Tiahrt Wamp Young (AK)
Tiberi Whitfield Young (FL)
Turner Wilson (SC)

NOT VOTING—28
Abercrombie DeFazio Sanchez, Linda
Adler (NJ) Fattah T.
Bachmann Harman Sestak
Barrett (SC) Kennedy Shadegg
Barton (TX) Latham Skelton
Bishop (GA) Lewis (GA) Sull}van
Bishop (NY) McCarthy (CA) Velazquez
Broun (GA) Ruppersberger Waters
Capuano Ryan (OH) Westmoreland
Deal (GA) Woolsey

——

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing on this vote.
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So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

——————

EXPRESSING SUPPORT FOR IRA-
NIANS WHO EMBRACE DEMOC-
RACY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and agree to
the resolution, H. Res. 560, on which
the yeas and nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
BERMAN) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the resolution, H.
Res. 560.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 405, nays 1,
answered ‘‘present’ 2, not voting 25, as
follows:

[Roll No. 411]

YEAS—405
Abercrombie Boren Chaffetz
Ackerman Boswell Chandler
Aderholt Boucher Childers
Akin Boustany Clarke
Alexander Boyd Clay
Altmire Brady (PA) Cleaver
Andrews Brady (TX) Clyburn
Arcuri Braley (IA) Coble
Austria Bright Coffman (CO)
Baca Broun (GA) Cohen
Bachus Brown (SC) Cole
Baird Brown, Corrine Conaway
Baldwin Brown-Waite, Connolly (VA)
Barrow Ginny Conyers
Bartlett Buchanan Cooper
Barton (TX) Burgess Costa
Bean Burton (IN) Costello
Becerra Butterfield Courtney
Berkley Buyer Crenshaw
Berman Calvert Cuellar
Berry Camp Culberson
Biggert Campbell Cummings
Bilbray Cantor Dahlkemper
Bilirakis Cao Davis (AL)
Bishop (UT) Capito Davis (CA)
Blackburn Capps Davis (IL)
Blumenauer Cardoza Davis (KY)
Blunt Carnahan Dayvis (TN)
Boccieri Carney DeGette
Boehner Carson (IN) Delahunt
Bonner Cassidy DeLauro
Bono Mack Castle Dent
Boozman Castor (FL) Diaz-Balart, L.



June 19, 2009

Diaz-Balart, M.
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier
Driehaus
Duncan
Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ehlers
Ellison
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Fallin
Farr
Filner
Flake
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foster
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Halvorson
Hare
Harper
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Heinrich
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Hunter
Inglis
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)

Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (CA)
Lee (NY)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maffei
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
MecClintock
McCollum
MecCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minnick
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Neugebauer
Nunes
Nye
Oberstar
Obey
Olson
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paulsen
Payne
Pence
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Petri
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Pingree (ME)
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Posey
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Putnam
Quigley
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Rehberg
Reichert
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Salazar
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Teague
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Turner
Upton
Van Hollen
Visclosky
Walden
Walz
Wamp
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt

Waxman Wilson (OH) Wu
Weiner Wilson (SC) Yarmuth
Welch Wittman Young (AK)
Wexler Wolf Young (FL)
Whitfield Woolsey
NAYS—1
Paul
ANSWERED “PRESENT’—2
Ellsworth Loebsack
NOT VOTING—25
Adler (NJ) DeFazio Sanchez, Linda
Bachmann Doyle T.
Barrett (SC) Fattah Sestak
Bishop (GA) Gordon (TN) Shadegg
Bishop (NY) Harman Skelton
Capuano Johnson (GA) Sullivan
Carter Kennedy Velazquez
Crowley Lewis (GA)
Deal (GA) Ruppersberger Westmoreland
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So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. CROWLEY. Madam Speaker, on June
19, 2009, | was absent for one rollcall vote. If
| had been here, | would like the RECORD to
reflect that | would have voted: “yea” on roll-
call vote 411.

———

PRIVILEGED REPORT ON RESOLU-
TION OF INQUIRY TO SEC-
RETARY OF DEFENSE REGARD-
ING SHIPBUILDING

Mr. SNYDER, from the Committee
on Armed Services, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 111-167) to ac-
company the resolution (H. Res. 477) di-
recting the Secretary of Defense to
transmit to the House of Representa-
tives the fiscal year 2010 30-year ship-
building plan relating to the long-term
shipbuilding strategy of the Depart-
ment of Defense, as required by section
231 of title 10, United States Code,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

—————

PRIVILEGED REPORT ON RESOLU-
TION OF INQUIRY TO SEC-
RETARY OF DEFENSE REGARD-
ING AVIATION

Mr. SNYDER, from the Committee
on Armed Services, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 111-168) to ac-
company the resolution (H. Res. 478),
directing the Secretary of Defense to
transmit to the House of Representa-
tives the fiscal year 2010 30-year avia-
tion plan relating to the long-term
aviation plans of the Department of
Defense, as required by section 23la of
title 10, United States Code, which was
referred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

———
LEGISLATIVE BRANCH
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2010

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.
Madam Speaker, pursuant to House
Resolution 559, I call up the bill (H.R.
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2918), making appropriations for the
Legislative Branch for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2010, and for
other purposes, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
BALDWIN). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 559, the bill is considered read.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 2918

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, that the following sums are
appropriated, out of any money in the Treasury
not otherwise appropriated, for the Legislative
Branch for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2010, and for other purposes, namely:

TITLE I-LEGISLATIVE BRANCH
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For salaries and expenses of the House of
Representatives, $1,375,300,000, as follows:
HOUSE LEADERSHIP OFFICES

For salaries and expenses, as authorized by
law, $25,881,000, including: Office of the
Speaker, $5,077,000, including $25,000 for offi-
cial expenses of the Speaker; Office of the
Majority Floor Leader, $2,530,000, including
$10,000 for official expenses of the Majority
Leader; Office of the Minority Floor Leader,
$4,665,000, including $10,000 for official ex-
penses of the Minority Leader; Office of the
Majority Whip, including the Chief Deputy
Majority Whip, $2,194,000, including $5,000 for
official expenses of the Majority Whip; Office
of the Minority Whip, including the Chief
Deputy Minority Whip, $1,690,000, including
$5,000 for official expenses of the Minority
Whip; Speaker’s Office for Legislative Floor
Activities, $517,000; Republican Steering
Committee, $981,000; Republican Conference,
$1,748,000; Republican Policy Committee,
$362,000; Democratic Steering and Policy
Committee, $1,366,000; Democratic Caucus,
$1,725,000; nine minority employees,
$1,552,000; training and program develop-
ment—majority, $290,000; training and pro-
gram development—minority, $290,000;
Cloakroom Personnel—majority, $497,000;
and Cloakroom Personnel—minority,
$497,000.

MEMBERS’ REPRESENTATIONAL ALLOWANCES

INCLUDING MEMBERS’ CLERK HIRE, OFFICIAL

EXPENSES OF MEMBERS, AND OFFICIAL MAIL

For Members’ representational allowances,
including Members’ clerk hire, official ex-
penses, and official mail, $660,000,000.

COMMITTEE EMPLOYEES
STANDING COMMITTEES, SPECIAL AND SELECT

For salaries and expenses of standing com-
mittees, special and select, authorized by
House resolutions, $139,878,000: Provided, That
such amount shall remain available for such
salaries and expenses until December 31,
2010, except that $1,000,000 of such amount
shall remain available until expended for
committee room upgrading.

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS

For salaries and expenses of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, $31,300,000, includ-
ing studies and examinations of executive
agencies and temporary personal services for
such committee, to be expended in accord-
ance with section 202(b) of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946 and to be avail-
able for reimbursement to agencies for serv-
ices performed: Provided, That such amount
shall remain available for such salaries and
expenses until December 31, 2010.

SALARIES, OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES

For compensation and expenses of officers

and employees, as authorized by law,
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$200,301,000, including: for salaries and ex-
penses of the Office of the Clerk, including
not more than $23,000, of which not more
than $20,000 is for the Family Room, for offi-
cial representation and reception expenses,
$32,089,000 of which $4,600,000 shall remain
available until expended; for salaries and ex-
penses of the Office of the Sergeant at Arms,
including the position of Superintendent of
Garages, and including not more than $3,000
for official representation and reception ex-
penses, $9,509,000; for salaries and expenses of
the Office of the Chief Administrative Officer
including not more than $3,000 for official
representation and reception expenses,
$130,782,000, of which $3,937,000 shall remain
available until expended; for salaries and ex-
penses of the Office of the Inspector General,
$5,045,000; for salaries and expenses of the Of-
fice of Emergency Planning, Preparedness
and Operations, $4,445,000, to remain avail-
able until expended; for salaries and ex-
penses of the Office of General Counsel,
$1,415,000; for the Office of the Chaplain,
$179,000; for salaries and expenses of the Of-
fice of the Parliamentarian, including the
Parliamentarian, $2,000 for preparing the Di-
gest of Rules, and not more than $1,000 for of-
ficial representation and reception expenses,
$2,060,000; for salaries and expenses of the Of-
fice of the Law Revision Counsel of the
House, $3,258,000; for salaries and expenses of
the Office of the Legislative Counsel of the
House, $8,814,000; for salaries and expenses of
the Office of Interparliamentary Affairs,
$859,000; for other authorized employees,
$1,249,000; and for salaries and expenses of the
Office of the Historian, including the cost of
the House Fellows Program (including lodg-
ing and related expenses for visiting Pro-
gram participants), $597,000.
ALLOWANCES AND EXPENSES

For allowances and expenses as authorized
by House resolution or law, $317,940,000, in-
cluding: supplies, materials, administrative
costs and Federal tort claims, $3,948,000; offi-
cial mail for committees, leadership offices,
and administrative offices of the House,

$201,000; Government contributions for
health, retirement, Social Security, and
other applicable employee benefits,

$278,378,000, including employee tuition as-
sistance benefit payments, $3,500,000, if au-
thorized, and employee child care benefit
payments, $1,000,000, if authorized; Business
Continuity and Disaster Recovery,
$27,698,000, of which $9,000,000 shall remain
available until expended; transition activi-
ties for new members and staff, $2,907,000;
Wounded Warrior Program, $2,500,000, to be
derived from funding provided for this pur-
pose in Division G of Public Law 111-8; Office
of Congressional Ethics, $1,548,000; Energy
Demonstration Projects, $2,500,000, if author-
ized, to remain available until expended; and
miscellaneous items including purchase, ex-
change, maintenance, repair and operation of
House motor vehicles, interparliamentary
receptions, and gratuities to heirs of de-
ceased employees of the House, $760,000.
CHILD CARE CENTER

For salaries and expenses of the House of
Representatives Child Care Center, such
amounts as are deposited in the account es-
tablished by section 312(d)(1) of the Legisla-
tive Branch Appropriations Act, 1992 (2
U.S.C. 2062), subject to the level specified in
the budget of the Center, as submitted to the
Committee on Appropriations of the House
of Representatives.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

SEC. 101. (a) REQUIRING AMOUNTS REMAIN-
ING IN MEMBERS' REPRESENTATIONAL ALLOW-
ANCES ToO BE USED FOR DEFICIT REDUCTION OR
To REDUCE THE FEDERAL DEBT.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, any
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amounts appropriated under this Act for
“HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—SALA-
RIES AND EXPENSES—MEMBERS REPRESENTA-
TIONAL ALLOWANCES’ shall be available only
for fiscal year 2010. Any amount remaining
after all payments are made under such al-
lowances for fiscal year 2010 shall be depos-
ited in the Treasury and used for deficit re-
duction (or, if there is no Federal budget def-
icit after all such payments have been made,
for reducing the Federal debt, in such man-
ner as the Secretary of the Treasury con-
siders appropriate).

(b) REGULATIONS.—The Committee on
House Administration of the House of Rep-
resentatives shall have authority to pre-
scribe regulations to carry out this section.

(c) DEFINITION.—As used in this section,
the term ‘“Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives’” means a Representative in, or
a Delegate or Resident Commissioner to, the
Congress.

SEC. 102. Effective with respect to fiscal
year 2010 and each succeeding fiscal year, the
aggregate amount otherwise authorized to be
appropriated for a fiscal year for the lump-
sum allowance for each of the following of-
fices is increased as follows:

(1) The allowance for the office of the Ma-
jority Whip is increased by $96,000.

(2) The allowance for the office of the Mi-
nority Whip is increased by $96,000.

JOINT ITEMS
For Joint Committees, as follows:
JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE

For salaries and expenses of the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee, $4,814,000, to be disbursed
by the Secretary of the Senate.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON TAXATION

For salaries and expenses of the Joint
Committee on Taxation, $11,451,000, to be dis-
bursed by the Chief Administrative Officer of
the House of Representatives.

For other joint items, as follows:

OFFICE OF THE ATTENDING PHYSICIAN

For medical supplies, equipment, and con-
tingent expenses of the emergency rooms,
and for the Attending Physician and his as-
sistants, including: (1) an allowance of $2,175
per month to the Attending Physician; (2) an
allowance of $1,300 per month to the Senior
Medical Officer; (3) an allowance of $725 per
month each to three medical officers while
on duty in the Office of the Attending Physi-
cian; (4) an allowance of $725 per month to
two assistants and $580 per month each not
to exceed 11 assistants on the basis here-
tofore provided for such assistants; and (5)
$2,366,000 for reimbursement to the Depart-
ment of the Navy for expenses incurred for
staff and equipment assigned to the Office of
the Attending Physician, which shall be ad-
vanced and credited to the applicable appro-
priation or appropriations from which such
salaries, allowances, and other expenses are
payable and shall be available for all the
purposes thereof, $3,805,000, to be disbursed
by the Chief Administrative Officer of the
House of Representatives.

OFFICE OF CONGRESSIONAL ACCESSIBILITY
SERVICES

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For salaries and expenses of the Office of
Congressional Accessibility Services,
$1,314,000, to be disbursed by the Secretary of
the Senate.

STATEMENTS OF APPROPRIATIONS

For the preparation, under the direction of
the Committees on Appropriations of the
Senate and the House of Representatives, of
the statements for the first session of the
111th Congress, showing appropriations
made, indefinite appropriations, and con-
tracts authorized, together with a chrono-
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logical history of the regular appropriations
bills as required by law, $30,000, to be paid to
the persons designated by the chairmen of
such committees to supervise the work.
CAPITOL POLICE
SALARIES

For salaries of employees of the Capitol
Police, including overtime, hazardous duty
pay differential, and Government contribu-
tions for health, retirement, social security,
professional liability insurance, and other
applicable employee benefits, $263,198,000, to
be disbursed by the Chief of the Capitol Po-
lice or his designee.

GENERAL EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Capitol Po-
lice, including motor vehicles, communica-
tions and other equipment, security equip-
ment and installation, uniforms, weapons,
supplies, materials, training, medical serv-
ices, forensic services, stenographic services,
personal and professional services, the em-
ployee assistance program, the awards pro-
gram, postage, communication services,
travel advances, relocation of instructor and
liaison personnel for the Federal Law En-
forcement Training Center, and not more
than $5,000 to be expended on the certifi-
cation of the Chief of the Capitol Police in
connection with official representation and
reception expenses, $61,914,000, to be dis-
bursed by the Chief of the Capitol Police or
his designee: Provided, That, notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the cost
of basic training for the Capitol Police at the
Federal Law Enforcement Training Center
for fiscal year 2010 shall be paid by the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security from funds
available to the Department of Homeland
Security.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 1001. TRANSFER AUTHORITY.—Amounts
appropriated for fiscal year 2010 for the Cap-
itol Police may be transferred between the
headings ‘‘SALARIES” and ‘‘GENERAL EX-
PENSES” upon the approval of the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate.

OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For salaries and expenses of the Office of
Compliance, as authorized by section 305 of
the Congressional Accountability Act of 1995
(2 U.S.C. 1385), $4,335,000, of which $884,000
shall remain available until September 30,
2011: Provided, That the Executive Director
of the Office of Compliance may, within the
limits of available appropriations, dispose of
surplus or obsolete personal property by
interagency transfer, donation, or dis-
carding: Provided further, That not more than
$500 may be expended on the certification of
the Executive Director of the Office of Com-
pliance in connection with official represen-
tation and reception expenses.

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For salaries and expenses necessary for op-
eration of the Congressional Budget Office,
including not more than $6,000 to be ex-
pended on the certification of the Director of
the Congressional Budget Office in connec-
tion with official representation and recep-
tion expenses, $45,165,000.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

SEC. 1101.—MODIFICATIONS TO EXECUTIVE
EXCHANGE PROGRAM.—(a) EXPANSION OF NUM-
BER OF PARTICIPANTS.—Section 1201(b) of the
Legislative Branch Apropriations Act, 2008 (2
U.S.C. 611 note) is amended by striking ‘3
each place it appears and inserting ‘5.

(b) PERMANENT EXTENSION OF PROGRAM.—
Section 1201 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 611 note) is
amended—
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(1) by striking subsection (d) and redesig-
nating subsection (e) as subsection (d); and

(2) in subsection (d), as so redesignated, by
strking ‘“‘Subject to subsection (d), this sec-
tion” and inserting ‘‘This section’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect as if
included in the enactment of the Legislatve
Branch Appropriations Act, 2008.

ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL
GENERAL ADMINISTRATION

For salaries for the Architect of the Cap-
itol, and other personal services, at rates of
pay provided by law; for surveys and studies
in connection with activities under the care
of the Architect of the Capitol; for all nec-
essary expenses for the general and adminis-
trative support of the operations under the
Architect of the Capitol including the Bo-
tanic Garden; electrical substations of the
Capitol, Senate and House office buildings,
and other facilities under the jurisdiction of
the Architect of the Capitol; including fur-
nishings and office equipment; including not
more than $5,000 for official reception and
representation expenses, to be expended as
the Architect of the Capitol may approve; for
purchase or exchange, maintenance, and op-
eration of a passenger motor vehicle,
$109,392,000, of which $8,950,000 shall remain
available until September 30, 2014.

HISTORIC BUILDINGS REVITALIZATION TRUST

FUND

For a payment to the Historic Buildings
Revitalization Trust Fund established under
section 1201, $60,000,000, to remain available
until expended.

CAPITOL BUILDING

For necessary expenses for the mainte-
nance, care and operation of the Capitol,
$32,800,000, of which $6,241,000 shall remain
available until September 30, 2014.

CAPITOL GROUNDS

For all necessary expenses for care and im-
provement of grounds surrounding the Cap-
itol, the Senate and House office buildings,
and the Capitol Power Plant, $10,920,000, of
which $1,410,000 shall remain available until
September 30, 2014.

HOUSE OFFICE BUILDINGS

For all necessary expenses for the mainte-
nance, care and operation of the House office
buildings, $100,466,000, of which $53,360,000
shall remain available until September 30,
2014.

CAPITOL POWER PLANT

For all necessary expenses for the mainte-
nance, care and operation of the Capitol
Power Plant; lighting, heating, power (in-
cluding the purchase of electrical energy)
and water and sewer services for the Capitol,
Senate and House office buildings, Library of
Congress buildings, and the grounds about
the same, Botanic Garden, Senate garage,
and air conditioning refrigeration not sup-
plied from plants in any of such buildings;
heating the Government Printing Office and
Washington City Post Office, and heating
and chilled water for air conditioning for the
Supreme Court Building, the Union Station
complex, the Thurgood Marshall Federal Ju-
diciary Building and the Folger Shakespeare
Library, expenses for which shall be ad-
vanced or reimbursed upon request of the Ar-
chitect of the Capitol and amounts so re-
ceived shall be deposited into the Treasury
to the credit of this appropriation,
$125,083,000, of which $31,560,000 shall remain
available until September 30, 2014: Provided,
That not more than $8,000,000 of the funds
credited or to be reimbursed to this appro-
priation as herein provided shall be available
for obligation during fiscal year 2010.

LIBRARY BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS

For all necessary expenses for the mechan-

ical and structural maintenance, care and
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operation of the Library buildings and
grounds, $41,937,000, of which $15,750,000 shall
remain available until September 30, 2014.
CAPITOL POLICE BUILDINGS, GROUNDS AND
SECURITY

For all necessary expenses for the mainte-
nance, care and operation of buildings,
grounds and security enhancements of the
United States Capitol Police, wherever lo-
cated, the Alternate Computer Facility, and
AOC security operations, $26,364,000, of which
$7,750,000 shall remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2014.

BOTANIC GARDEN

For all necessary expenses for the mainte-
nance, care and operation of the Botanic
Garden and the nurseries, buildings, grounds,
and collections; and purchase and exchange,
maintenance, repair, and operation of a pas-
senger motor vehicle; all under the direction
of the Joint Committee on the Library,
$11,263,000, of which $900,000 shall remain
available until September 30, 2014: Provided,
That of the amount made available under
this heading, the Architect may obligate and
expend such sums as may be necessary for
the maintenance, care and operation of the
National Garden established under section
307E of the Legislative Branch Appropria-
tions Act, 1989 (2 U.S.C. 2146), upon vouchers
approved by the Architect or a duly author-
ized designee.

CAPITOL VISITOR CENTER

For necessary expenses for Capitol Visitor

Center operations costs, $23,166,000.
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

SEC. 1201. HISTORIC BUILDINGS REVITALIZA-
TION TRUST FUND.—(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—
There is hereby established in the Treasury
of the United States, as an account for the
Architect of the Capitol, the Historic Build-
ings Revitalization Trust Fund (hereafter in
this section referred to as the ‘‘Fund”).

(b) USE OF AMOUNTS.—Amounts in the
Fund shall be used by the Architect of the
Capitol for the revitalization of the major
historical buildings and assets which the Ar-
chitect is responsible for maintaining and
preserving, except that the Architect may
not obligate any amounts in the Fund with-
out the approval of the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the House of Representatives
and Senate.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall
apply with respect to fiscal year 2010 and
each succeeding fiscal year.

SEC. 1202.—Any individual who is appointed
as the Architect of the Capitol after the date
of the enactment of this Act shall be ap-
pointed in accordance with the applicable
laws in effect at the time of appointment,
taking into account any amendments which
may be made to such applicable laws during
the One Hundred Eleventh Congress.

SEC. 1203. SUPPORT AND MAINTENANCE DUR-
ING EMERGENCIES.—(a) During an emergency
involving the safety of human life or the pro-
tection of property, as determined or de-
clared by the Capitol Police Board, the Ar-
chitect of the Capitol—

(1) may accept contributions of comfort
and other incidental items and services to
support employees of the Office of the Archi-
tect of the Capitol while such employees are
on duty in response to the emergency; and

(2) may incur obligations and make ex-
penditures out of available appropriations
for meals, refreshments, and other support
and maintenance for the Office of the Archi-
tect of the Capitol if, in the judgment of the
Architect, such obligations and expenditures
are necessary to respond to the emergency.

(b) This section shall apply with respect to
fiscal year 2010 and each succeeding fiscal
year.

SEC. 1204. FLEXIBLE AND COMPRESSED WORK
SCHEDULES.—(a) Section 6121(1) of title 5,
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United States Code is amended by inserting
after ‘“‘military department,” the following:
‘“‘the Architect of the Capitol,”.

(b) Section 6133(c) of such title is amended
by adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

‘“(3) With respect to employees of the Ar-
chitect of the Capitol (including employees
of the Botanic Garden), the authority grant-
ed to the Office of Personnel Management
under this subchapter shall be exercised by
the Architect of the Capitol.”

(c) The amendments made by this section
shall apply with respect to pay periods be-
ginning or after the later of October 1, 2009,
or the date of the enactment of this Act.

SEC. 1205. ACCEPTANCE OF VOLUNTARY STU-
DENT SERVICES.—Section 3111 of title 5,
United States Code, is amended by adding
the following new subsection:

‘‘(e) In this section, the term ‘agency’ in-
cludes the Architect of the Capitol, except
that in the case of the Architect of the Cap-
itol, the authority granted to the Office of
Personnel Management under this section
shall be exercised by the Architect of the
Capitol.”.

(b) The amendment made by subsection (a)
shall apply with respect to fiscal year 2010
and each such succeeding fiscal year.

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Library of
Congress not otherwise provided for, includ-
ing development and maintenance of the Li-
brary’s catalogs; custody and custodial care
of the Library buildings; special clothing;
cleaning, laundering and repair of uniforms;
preservation of motion pictures in the cus-
tody of the Library; operation and mainte-
nance of the American Folklife Center in the
Library; activities under the Civil Rights
History Project Act of 2009; preparation and
distribution of catalog records and other
publications of the Library; hire or purchase
of one passenger motor vehicle; and expenses
of the Library of Congress Trust Fund Board
not properly chargeable to the income of any
trust fund held by the Board, $450,211,000, of
which not more than $6,000,000 shall be de-
rived from collections credited to this appro-
priation during fiscal year 2010, and shall re-
main available until expended, under the Act
of June 28, 1902 (chapter 1301; 32 Stat. 480; 2
U.S.C. 150) and not more than $350,000 shall
be derived from collections during fiscal year
2010 and shall remain available until ex-
pended for the development and maintenance
of an international legal information data-
base and activities related thereto: Provided,
That the Library of Congress may not obli-
gate or expend any funds derived from col-
lections under the Act of June 28, 1902, in ex-
cess of the amount authorized for obligation
or expenditure in appropriations Acts: Pro-
vided further, That the total amount avail-
able for obligation shall be reduced by the
amount by which collections are less than
$6,350,000: Provided further, That of the total
amount appropriated, not more than $12,000
may be expended, on the certification of the
Librarian of Congress, in connection with of-
ficial representation and reception expenses
for the Overseas Field Offices: Provided fur-
ther, That of the total amount appropriated,
$7,315,000 shall remain available until ex-
pended for the digital collections and edu-
cational curricula program: Provided further,
That of the total amount appropriated,
$750,000 shall be transferred to the Abraham
Lincoln Bicentennial Commission for car-
rying out the purposes of Public Law 106-173,
of which $10,000 may be used for official rep-
resentation and reception expenses of the
Abraham Lincoln Bicentennial Commission.
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COPYRIGHT OFFICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Copyright
Office, $55,476,000, of which not more than
$28,751,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, shall be derived from collections
credited to this appropriation during fiscal
year 2010 under section 708(d) of title 17,
United States Code: Provided, That the Copy-
right Office may not obligate or expend any
funds derived from collections under such
section, in excess of the amount authorized
for obligation or expenditure in appropria-
tions Acts: Provided further, That not more
than $5,861,000 shall be derived from collec-
tions during fiscal year 2010 under sections
111(d)(2), 119(b)(2), 803(e), 1005, and 1316 of
such title: Provided further, That the total
amount available for obligation shall be re-
duced by the amount by which collections
are less than $34,612,000: Provided further,
That not more than $100,000 of the amount
appropriated is available for the mainte-
nance of an ‘‘International Copyright Insti-
tute’” in the Copyright Office of the Library
of Congress for the purpose of training na-
tionals of developing countries in intellec-
tual property laws and policies: Provided fur-
ther, That not more than $4,2560 may be ex-
pended, on the certification of the Librarian
of Congress, in connection with official rep-
resentation and reception expenses for ac-
tivities of the International Copyright Insti-
tute and for copyright delegations, visitors,
and seminars: Provided further, That notwith-
standing any provision of chapter 8 of title
17, United States Code, any amounts made
available under this heading which are at-
tributable to royalty fees and payments re-
ceived by the Copyright Office pursuant to
sections 111, 119, and chapter 10 of such title
may be used for the costs incurred in the ad-
ministration of the Copyright Royalty
Judges program, with the exception of the
costs of salaries and benefits for the Copy-
right Royalty Judges and staff under section
802(e).

CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of section 203 of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 166) and
to revise and extend the Annotated Constitu-
tion of the United States of America,
$112,490,000: Provided, That no part of such
amount may be used to pay any salary or ex-
pense in connection with any publication, or
preparation of material therefor (except the
Digest of Public General Bills), to be issued
by the Library of Congress unless such publi-
cation has obtained prior approval of either
the Committee on House Administration of
the House of Representatives or the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration of the
Senate.

BOOKS FOR THE BLIND AND PHYSICALLY
HANDICAPPED

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For salaries and expenses to carry out the
Act of March 3, 1931 (chapter 400; 46 Stat.
1487; 2 U.S.C. 135a), $70,182,000, of which
$30,577,000 shall remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That of the total amount
appropriated $650,000 shall be available to
contract to provide newspapers to blind and
physically handicapped residents at no cost
to the individual.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

SEC. 1301. INCENTIVE AWARDS PROGRAM.—Of
the amounts appropriated to the Library of
Congress in this Act, not more than $5,000
may be expended, on the certification of the
Librarian of Congress, in connection with of-
ficial representation and reception expenses
for the incentive awards program.
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SEC. 1302. REIMBURSABLE AND REVOLVING
FUND ACTIVITIES.—

(a) IN GENERAL.—For fiscal year 2010, the
obligational authority of the Library of Con-
gress for the activities described in sub-
section (b) may not exceed $123,328,000.

(b) ACTIVITIES.—The activities referred to
in subsection (a) are reimbursable and re-
volving fund activities that are funded from
sources other than appropriations to the Li-
brary in appropriations Acts for the legisla-
tive branch.

(c) TRANSFER OF FUNDS.—During fiscal
year 2010, the Librarian of Congress may
temporarily transfer funds appropriated in
this Act, under the heading ‘“‘LIBRARY OF
CONGRESS”’, under the subheading ‘‘SALA-
RIES AND EXPENSES’, to the revolving fund
for the FEDLINK Program and the Federal
Research Program established under section
103 of the Library of Congress Fiscal Oper-
ations Improvement Act of 2000 (Public Law
106-481; 2 U.S.C. 182c): Provided, That the
total amount of such transfers may not ex-
ceed $1,900,000: Provided further, That the ap-
propriate revolving fund account shall reim-
burse the Library for any amounts trans-
ferred to it before the period of availability
of the Library appropriation expires.

SEC. 1303. TRANSFER AUTHORITY.—

(a) IN GENERAL.—Amounts appropriated for
fiscal year 2010 for the Library of Congress
may be transferred during fiscal year 2010 be-
tween any of the headings under the heading
“LIBRARY OF CONGRESS” upon the ap-
proval of the Committees on Appropriations
of the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives.

(b) LIMITATION.—Not more than 10 percent
of the total amount of funds appropriated to
the account under any heading under the
heading “LIBRARY OF CONGRESS” for fis-
cal year 2010 may be transferred from that
account by all transfers made under sub-
section (a).

SEC. 1304. CLASSIFICATION OF LIBRARY OF
CONGRESS POSITIONS ABOVE GS-15.—Section
5108 of title 5, United States Code, is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘“(c) The Librarian of Congress may clas-
sify positions in the Library of Congress
above GS-15 pursuant to standards estab-
lished by the Office in subsection (a)(2).”.

SEC. 1305. LEAVE CARRYOVER FOR CERTAIN
LIBRARY OF CONGRESS EXECUTIVE PoOSI-
TIONS.—(a) Section 6304(f)(1) of title 5, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (F), by striking ‘“‘or’’ at
the end;

(2) in subparagraph (G), by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘“(H) a position in the Library of Congress
the compensation for which is set at a rate
equal to the annual rate of basic pay payable
for positions at level III of the Executive
Schedule under section 5314.”".

(b) The amendments made by subsection
(a) shall apply with respect to annual leave
accrued during pay periods beginning after
the date of the enactment of this Act.

SEC. 1306. (a) Section 4(a) of the American
Folklife Preservation Act (20 U.S.C. 2103(a))
is amended by striking ‘‘an American
Folklife Center’” and inserting ‘‘the Archie
Green American Folklife Center”.

(b) Any reference to the American Folklife
Center in any law, rule, regulation, or docu-
ment shall be deemed to be a reference to the
Archie Green American Folklife Center.

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
CONGRESSIONAL PRINTING AND BINDING
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For authorized printing and binding for the
Congress and the distribution of Congres-
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sional information in any format; printing
and binding for the Architect of the Capitol;
expenses necessary for preparing the semi-
monthly and session index to the Congres-
sional Record, as authorized by law (section
902 of title 44, United States Code); printing
and binding of Government publications au-
thorized by law to be distributed to Members
of Congress; and printing, binding, and dis-
tribution of Government publications au-
thorized by law to be distributed without
charge to the recipient, $93,296,000: Provided,
That this appropriation shall not be avail-
able for paper copies of the permanent edi-
tion of the Congressional Record for indi-
vidual Representatives, Resident Commis-
sioners or Delegates authorized under sec-
tion 906 of title 44, United States Code: Pro-
vided further, That this appropriation shall
be available for the payment of obligations
incurred under the appropriations for similar
purposes for preceding fiscal years: Provided
further, That notwithstanding the 2-year lim-
itation under section 718 of title 44, United
States Code, none of the funds appropriated
or made available under this Act or any
other Act for printing and binding and re-
lated services provided to Congress under
chapter 7 of title 44, United States Code, may
be expended to print a document, report, or
publication after the 27-month period begin-
ning on the date that such document, report,
or publication is authorized by Congress to
be printed, unless Congress reauthorizes such
printing in accordance with section 718 of
title 44, United States Code: Provided further,
That any unobligated or unexpended bal-
ances in this account or accounts for similar
purposes for preceding fiscal years may be
transferred to the Government Printing Of-
fice revolving fund for carrying out the pur-
poses of this heading, subject to the approval
of the Committees on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives and Senate.
OFFICE OF SUPERINTENDENT OF DOCUMENTS
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For expenses of the Office of Super-
intendent of Documents necessary to provide
for the cataloging and indexing of Govern-
ment publications and their distribution to
the public, Members of Congress, other Gov-
ernment agencies, and designated depository
and international exchange libraries as au-
thorized by law, $40,911,000: Provided, That
amounts of not more than $2,000,000 from
current year appropriations are authorized
for producing and disseminating Congres-
sional serial sets and other related publica-
tions for fiscal years 2008 and 2009 to deposi-
tory and other designated libraries: Provided
further, That any unobligated or unexpended
balances in this account or accounts for
similar purposes for preceding fiscal years
may be transferred to the Government Print-
ing Office revolving fund for carrying out the
purposes of this heading, subject to the ap-
proval of the Committees on Appropriations
of the House of Representatives and Senate.

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE REVOLVING

FUND

For payment to the Government Printing
Office Revolving Fund, $12,000,000 for infor-
mation technology development and facili-
ties repair: Provided, That the Government
Printing Office is hereby authorized to make
such expenditures, within the limits of funds
available and in accordance with law, and to
make such contracts and commitments with-
out regard to fiscal year limitations as pro-
vided by section 9104 of title 31, United
States Code, as may be necessary in carrying
out the programs and purposes set forth in
the budget for the current fiscal year for the
Government Printing Office revolving fund:
Provided further, That not more than $7,500
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may be expended on the certification of the
Public Printer in connection with official
representation and reception expenses: Pro-
vided further, That the revolving fund shall
be available for the hire or purchase of not
more than 12 passenger motor vehicles: Pro-
vided further, That expenditures in connec-
tion with travel expenses of the advisory
councils to the Public Printer shall be
deemed necessary to carry out the provisions
of title 44, United States Code: Provided fur-
ther, That the revolving fund shall be avail-
able for temporary or intermittent services
under section 3109(b) of title 5, United States
Code, but at rates for individuals not more
than the daily equivalent of the annual rate
of basic pay for level V of the Executive
Schedule under section 5316 of such title:
Provided further, That activities financed
through the revolving fund may provide in-
formation in any format: Provided further,
That the revolving fund and the funds pro-
vided under the headings ‘‘Office of Super-
intendent of Documents’ and ‘‘Salaries and
Expenses” may not be used for contracted
security services at GPO’s passport facility
in the District of Columbia.

GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Government
Accountability Office, including not more
than $12,500 to be expended on the certifi-
cation of the Comptroller General of the
United States in connection with official
representation and reception expenses; tem-
porary or intermittent services under sec-
tion 3109(b) of title 5, United States Code,
but at rates for individuals not more than
the daily equivalent of the annual rate of
basic pay for level IV of the Executive
Schedule under section 5315 of such title;
hire of one passenger motor vehicle; advance
payments in foreign countries in accordance
with section 3324 of title 31, United States
Code; benefits comparable to those payable
under sections 901(5), (6), and (8) of the For-
eign Service Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 4081(5), (6),
and (8)); and under regulations prescribed by
the Comptroller General of the United
States, rental of living quarters in foreign
countries, $558,849,000: Provided, That not
more than $5,449,000 of payments received
under section 782 of title 31, United States
Code, shall be available for use in fiscal year
2010: Provided further, That not more than
$2,350,000 of reimbursements received under
section 9105 of title 31, United States Code,
shall be available for use in fiscal year 2010:
Provided further, That not more than
$7,423,000 of reimbursements received under
section 35621 of title 31, United States Code,
shall be available for use in fiscal year 2010:
Provided further, That this appropriation and
appropriations for administrative expenses
of any other department or agency which is
a member of the National Intergovernmental
Audit Forum or a Regional Intergovern-
mental Audit Forum shall be available to fi-
nance an appropriate share of either Forum’s
costs as determined by the respective
Forum, including necessary travel expenses
of non-Federal participants: Provided further,
That payments hereunder to the Forum may
be credited as reimbursements to any appro-
priation from which costs involved are ini-
tially financed.

OPEN WORLD LEADERSHIP CENTER
TRUST FUND

For a payment to the Open World Leader-
ship Center Trust Fund for financing activi-
ties of the Open World Leadership Center
under section 313 of the Legislative Branch
Appropriations Act, 2001 (2 U.S.C. 1151),
$9,000,000.

JOHN C. STENNIS CENTER FOR PUBLIC SERVICE
TRAINING AND DEVELOPMENT

For payment to the John C. Stennis Center

for Public Service Development Trust Fund
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established under section 116 of the John C.

Stennis Center for Public Service Training

and Development Act (2 U.S.C. 1105), $430,000.
TITLE II-GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 201. MAINTENANCE AND CARE OF PRI-
VATE VEHICLES.—No part of the funds appro-
priated in this Act shall be used for the
maintenance or care of private vehicles, ex-
cept for emergency assistance and cleaning
as may be provided under regulations relat-
ing to parking facilities for the House of
Representatives issued by the Committee on
House Administration and for the Senate
issued by the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration.

SEC. 202. FISCAL YEAR LIMITATION.—No
part of the funds appropriated in this Act
shall remain available for obligation beyond
fiscal year 2010 unless expressly so provided
in this Act.

SEC. 203. RATES OF COMPENSATION AND DES-
IGNATION.—Whenever in this Act any office
or position not specifically established by
the Legislative Pay Act of 1929 (46 Stat. 32 et
seq.) is appropriated for or the rate of com-
pensation or designation of any office or po-
sition appropriated for is different from that
specifically established by such Act, the rate
of compensation and the designation in this
Act shall be the permanent law with respect
thereto: Provided, That the provisions in this
Act for the various items of official expenses
of Members, officers, and committees of the
Senate and House of Representatives, and
clerk hire for Senators and Members of the
House of Representatives shall be the perma-
nent law with respect thereto.

SEC. 204. CONSULTING SERVICES.—The ex-
penditure of any appropriation under this
Act for any consulting service through pro-
curement contract, under section 3109 of
title 5, United States Code, shall be limited
to those contracts where such expenditures
are a matter of public record and available
for public inspection, except where otherwise
provided under existing law, or under exist-
ing Executive order issued under existing
law.

SEC. 205. AWARDS AND SETTLEMENTS.—Such
sums as may be necessary are appropriated
to the account described in subsection (a) of
section 415 of the Congressional Account-
ability Act of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 1415(a)) to pay
awards and settlements as authorized under
such subsection.

SEC. 206. CosTs OF LBFMC.—Amounts
available for administrative expenses of any
legislative branch entity which participates
in the Legislative Branch Financial Man-
agers Council (LBFMC) established by char-
ter on March 26, 1996, shall be available to fi-
nance an appropriate share of LBFMC costs
as determined by the LBFMC, except that
the total LBFMC costs to be shared among
all participating legislative branch entities
(in such allocations among the entities as
the entities may determine) may not exceed
$2,000.

SEC. 207. LANDSCAPE MAINTENANCE.—The
Architect of the Capitol, in consultation
with the District of Columbia, is authorized
to maintain and improve the landscape fea-
tures, excluding streets, in the irregular
shaped grassy areas bounded by Washington
Avenue, SW on the northeast, Second Street
SW on the west, Square 582 on the south, and
the beginning of the I-395 tunnel on the
southeast.

SEC. 208. LIMITATION ON TRANSFERS.—None
of the funds made available in this Act may
be transferred to any department, agency, or
instrumentality of the United States Gov-
ernment, except pursuant to a transfer made
by, or transfer authority provided in, this
Act or any other appropriation Act.

SEC. 209. GUIDED TOURS OF THE CAPITOL.—

(a) Except as provided in subsection (b),
none of the funds made available to the Ar-
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chitect of the Capitol in this Act may be
used to eliminate or restrict guided tours of
the United States Capitol which are led by
employees and interns of offices of Members
of Congress and other offices of the House of
Representatives and Senate.

(b) At the direction of the Capitol Police
Board, or at the direction of the Architect of
the Capitol with the approval of the Capitol
Police Board, guided tours of the United
States Capitol which are led by employees
and interns described in subsection (a) may
be suspended temporarily or otherwise sub-
ject to restriction for security or related rea-
sons to the same extent as guided tours of
the United States Capitol which are led by
the Architect of the Capitol.

This division may be cited as the ‘‘Legisla-
tive Branch Appropriations Act, 2010”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. After 1
hour of debate on the bill, it shall be in
order to consider the amendment print-
ed in House Report 111-161 if offered by
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
MCCARTHY) or her designee, which
shall be in order without intervention
of any point of order or demand for di-
vision of the question, shall be consid-
ered read, and shall be debatable for 10
minutes, equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent.

The gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ) and the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. ADERHOLT)
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Florida.

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.
Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all Members have 5 legisla-
tive days in which to revise and extend
their remarks and include tabular and
extraneous material on H.R. 2918.

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

There was no objection.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.
Madam Speaker, I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Madam Speaker and Members, I am
very proud to present the fiscal year
2010 Legislative Branch Appropriations
bill to the House.

The jurisdiction of this bill is incred-
ibly important. We, as Members, have
responsibility not just for the institu-
tion, but for the staff that work for
this institution, and to preserve the fa-
cilities that help support this institu-
tion. We have endeavored to do that re-
sponsibly, and I believe we have accom-
plished that goal.

It has been an incredible privilege
and pleasure to work with my col-
league, the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. ADERHOLT). We have crafted a bi-
partisan bill and worked together
every step of the way. And I just want-
ed to acknowledge him at the very out-
set to thank him for all of his good
work and tell him what a pleasure he
has been to work with.

Madam Speaker, I also want to
thank, on behalf of, if I may, the House
of Representatives, all of the staff that
work not just for the House of Rep-
resentatives, but for every legislative
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branch agency because this bill is de-
signed to support them. This bill is de-
signed to make sure that they can do
the work they need to do in order for
us to be able to serve our constituents
in the most effective way possible. So
on behalf of the House of Representa-
tives, if I may, both myself and Mr.
ADERHOLT, we owe a tremendous debt
to the true public servants that work
here every single day on our behalf.

We, as Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives, get quite a bit of the
glory and the attention and the focus,
but it is our staff, both the ones that
work for us in our own Member offices,
but also throughout this Chamber and
across every legislative branch agency,
that are toiling in the wilderness, so to
speak, and are the unsung heroes that
make the wheels of the legislative
process turn, and we just can’t thank
them enough.

This is a bill that attempts to fulfill
our responsibilities at two different
levels. We really focused on two main
tasks in the legislative branch bill.
First, we have tried to provide the
right balance of funding in a prudent
way for each existing office, agency,
and program so that we can support
the day-to-day operations of the Con-
gress.

The bill provides a total of $3.68 bil-
lion, which is an increase of $37 mil-
lion, 6.8 percent above 2009 levels. A
majority of those funds go to two of
our greatest priorities within the bill:
life safety issues, because, quite frank-
ly, if we don’t address the backlog of
life safety and deferred maintenance
that exist in all of our facilities, at
some point we are not going to have
the facilities to be able to work in. And
the treasures of the facilities that we
work in every single day is what our
role is in the legislative branch. We
must preserve them through the gen-
erations as they have been preserved
for us to be able to work in today.

In addition, the bill, as is tradition,
reserves funds, $1.025 million, for later
action by the Senate on their issues to
operate the Senate, and that is cus-
tomary.

We have been able to provide for all
mandatory cost increases and a limited
number of program enhancements as
well. In spite of the fact that we were
able to do that, there were a number of
things that we were unable to do be-
cause our focus during the markup of
this bill was to fund the ‘‘gotta haves,”
not the ‘“‘nice to haves.”” There are so
many ‘‘nice to haves’ that we could
fund and that make sense and that
would be appropriate, but we wanted to
make sure that we crafted a frugal and
fiscally responsible piece of legislation,
which is why the bill, as written, is $281
million below the amount requested,
which is a source of pride for all of the
members of the committee.

Let me just summarize a few of the
key amounts in the bill, Madam Speak-
er. The bill includes $1.4 billion for the
operations of the House. This is an in-
crease of $75 million, or 5.8 percent,
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over the 2009 enacted level, but $120
million below the amount requested.
We have appropriated $660 million of
this amount for the MRA.

Of interest to Members, and as was
discussed during the rule, we also in-
clude within the budget an allocation
for the Clerk of the House of $4.6 mil-
lion to finally replace the antiquated
33-year-old voting system that we use
here electronically in the Chamber so
that we no longer have to have it held
together by the duck tape that its
inner workings are actually held to-
gether by.

$325.1 million is provided for the Cap-
itol Police. That is sufficient to main-
tain their current officer strength.
There was a request that we did not
fund to increase the number of officers,
the number or FTEs that they carry. It
was felt that although the Capitol Po-
lice is working diligently towards get-
ting their fiscal house in order—and
Chief Morse is to be commended for
that—they are not quite there yet. And
adding to the strength of their force
did not make sense, we felt, until they
can make sure that they can get a han-
dle on their overtime and get a handle
on who is where in the Capitol Police
structure.

$647.4 million is included for the Li-
brary of Congress. That is a 6.6 percent
increase over the fiscal year 2009 en-
acted level. The amount provided in-
cludes $22 million for the Library to
fund their high-priority initiatives,
which also includes $15 million for
technology upgrades.

It also includes the full amount,
Members will be interested to know,
that was requested for the Copyright
Office. There is a tremendous backlog
in the Copyright Office, which the com-
mittee has added report language to
address. We are very concerned about
that backlog and are going to be push-
ing the Copyright Office to get a han-
dle on it, as well as full funding for the
Books for the Blind program.

The bill also includes $146.2 million
for the Government Printing Office,
which is a 4 percent increase.

Finally, the bill includes $558.8 mil-
lion for the GAO. Obviously, they have
some tremendously increased respon-
sibilities. That is a 5.2 percent in-
crease. We need to make sure that GAO
has the ability to conduct the account-
ability responsibilities that they have
and that they do such a good job doing.

Beyond the core funding for the day-
to-day operations, Madam Speaker, of
the Congress, we have largely focused
on two long-term priorities as well. We
are first taking a more aggressive ap-
proach to dealing with the backlog of
deferred maintenance needs of our
aging Capitol complex. As we have
said, and I risk saying this on the
House floor, this is not the sexiest of
committees of the 12 Appropriations
Committees, but it is one that is in-
credibly important in order for us to be
able to preserve the institution and the
facilities in the institution that we
serve in. The bill includes funding for
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23 high-priority projects that are re-
quested by the Architect of the Cap-
itol.

Beyond these immediate needs, how-
ever, the bill includes—and this is
something that is a great source of
pride for the members of the com-
mittee, and we want to thank Chair-
man OBEY for his leadership on this—
$60 million to establish a new Historic
Buildings Revitalization Trust Fund.
We have a number of major facilities
projects coming up over the next few
years, including the renewable of the
Cannon House Office Building, which is
100 years old, as well as the restoration
of the Capitol dome, which will cost in
the range of $100 million. And that is
not a hit that this budget can take on
a year-to-year basis, so we are going to
begin to bank funds that are in that
trust fund and only allow the appro-
priation for those projects out of that
trust fund.

In addition, we have tried to deal,
most importantly, I think, with the
challenge of retaining the best and
brightest that have come to work for
us in the House of Representatives. We
are so fortunate to have young people
who are brilliant and who put aside a
lot of other opportunities to devote
themselves to public service and come
to work for us. But what happens is
that, inevitably, because we are often
not competitive in the benefits that we
provide or the pay that we give them,
we end up losing them. We train them,
we get them ready, and we end up los-
ing them down the road to other career
alternatives.

We are committed to dealing with
this retention problem in the Legisla-
tive Branch Appropriations bill, and we
did several different things in order to
be able to do that. We increased fund-
ing for the MRA accounts so that we
can grow salaries. It is important that
we be able to pay, not astronomical
sums to our staff, but an appropriate
amount of salary so that we can make
sure we can hold on to the best and
brightest that we are already able to
attract.

It includes two additional benefits
that are not currently provided that we
felt were very important. We have been
trying to get a sense from our employ-
ees what their needs are, and this bill
anticipates two of those needs. We fund
$3.6 million for a tuition reimburse-
ment program for all House employees,
and $1 million in child care benefits for
our lower-income employees because
making sure that we can take away the
angst of not having quality child care
or being able to afford quality child
care is an important thing for us to be
able to do for our valuable staff.

Again, I want to thank Mr.
ADERHOLT, and Mr. LEWIS, the ranking
member of the full committee, for your
incredible cooperation. It has been an
absolute pleasure to work with them.
And I also want to thank both of our
staffs, who really work so hard every
day to make us look good. These bills
are not crafted over night, Madam
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Speaker, and there is painstaking ef-
fort and detail that goes into them,
and so I want to thank Mike Stephens,
the majority clerk, Dave Marroni,
Matt Glassman, Liz Dawson, the mi-
nority clerk, Jenny Kisiah, Megan
Medley, and Ian Rayder on my personal
staff, each of whom have put in very
long hours in support of this bill.

I urge all Members to support this
fiscally responsible bill, which I again
will remind you is millions of dollars
below the request.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

O 1200

Mr. ADERHOLT. Madam Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, this is my first ap-
propriation bill to help manage on the
floor, and I have very much enjoyed
the process and consider it a real privi-
lege to have this honor to do it.

I do want to commend the Chair, Ms.
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, for her profes-
sional and her courteous manner in the
way that she has conducted the process
over the last several months for pro-
ducing the fiscal year 2010 Legislative
Branch Appropriations bill. We have
worked closely and very much in the
spirit of bipartisanship to meet the
funding needs of the legislative branch
agencies. In addition, the Chair oper-
ated under an open process and was re-
sponsive to the concerns and input of
all the members of this committee.

Madam Speaker, I will say it is un-
fortunate that the bipartisan approach
taken by our committee stopped at the
doors of the Rules Committee. I under-
stand that the rule accompanying this
bill, the Legislative Branch Appropria-
tion bill, has historically been a struc-
tured rule. Traditionally, while not all
amendments filed with the Rules Com-
mittee have been made in order, a
much more balanced approach has been
taken than what we are seeing today.
Twenty amendments were filed with
the Rules Committee and only one was
made in order. While I may not have
personally supported some of the
amendments, I do feel strongly that
Members should be permitted to debate
the issues of concern to them. Members
have once again been denied the right
to offer amendments to an appropria-
tion bill, a trend that’s happening more
often than not.

That being said, the Legislative
Branch Appropriations Subcommittee,
did its work and we addressed the
many competing priorities and indi-
vidual agency challenges.

The committee has reduced the fiscal
year 2010 requested increase of 15 per-
cent down to 6.8 percent, a reduction of
$282 million. However, it is important
to distinguish that nearly one-quarter
of this increase, or $60 million, is for
the establishment of the Historical
Buildings Revitalization Trust Fund.
When you take this into account, the
agencies will be operating on an aver-
age of a 5.2 increase over the last year.
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This funding allows the committee to
continue to focus on critical life safety
issues surrounding the Capitol complex
and to maintain adequate funding of
current staff operations.

Among the highlights of the bill is
$1.375 billion for the expenses of the
House of Representatives. This pro-
vides an appropriate level of funding
for the Members’ representational al-
lowances, the ability to address the
much-needed new voting system, addi-
tional benefits for House employees,
and a new House I.D. badge system. For
the United States Capitol Police, $325
million will be included. This amount
supports the current sworn strength at
1,799 positions and fully funds the im-
plementation costs of the merger with
the Library of Congress Police. The Ar-
chitect of the Capitol, excluding Sen-
ate items, is funded at $5641 million and
supports the top 20 construction
projects. All life safety projects, sig-
nificant investment in energy and sav-
ing efforts, and almost $70 million
worth of deferred maintenance projects
have been funded in this bill.

And we have started a very needed
new initiative, the Historic Buildings
Revitalization Trust Fund, to begin to
address the Capitol complex’s deterio-
rating infrastructure. For the Library
of Congress, $647 million is included,
and it includes $15 million for the be-
ginning of needed new technology in-
vestments. The Government Printing
Office is to continue the development
of the Federal digital system and is in-
cluded at $7 million, and in order to
meet the congressional demands, addi-
tional workforce is provided for the
Congressional Budget Office and the
Government Accountability Office.

In conclusion, H.R. 2918 is a well-
rounded bill and adequately addresses
the needs of the legislative branch.

Again, I would like to express my
thanks to the Chair for her bipartisan-
ship and how she has conducted this
subcommittee over the last several
months that we’ve had the hearings
and as we have worked together on this
bill. I also do want to thank the major-
ity staff, Mike Stephens, David
Marroni, Matt Glassman, and Ian
Rayder, for their help with this bill;
and, of course, on my side of the aisle,
on the minority’s side, Liz Dawson,
Jennifer Kisiah, and Megan Medley
with my office to make sure that this
bill goes through as it has successfully
over the last several months. So, again,
I thank all the people who were in-
volved.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.
Madam Speaker, at this time I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Madam
Speaker, I rise with my friend from
Tennessee (Mr. WAMP) to engage in a
colloquy with the distinguished chair-
woman of the Legislative Branch Ap-
propriations Subcommittee.

Madam Chairwoman, as you Kknow,
Mr. WAMP and I worked with you to
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name the main hall in the Capitol Vis-
itor Center Emancipation Hall. How-
ever, we feel the naming of Emanci-
pation Hall needs context and want to
work with you, the House Administra-
tion Committee, and the Senate Rules
Committee to do this.

I yield to Mr. WAMP.

Mr. WAMP. Madam Speaker, ‘‘eman-
cipation” means free or equal. There’s
no greater duty bestowed upon the
Congress than to advance the principle
of freedom. The process of emanci-
pation liberated all Americans from
the bondage of slavery, and Emanci-
pation Hall will tell freedom’s story to
millions of visitors each year.

But there is a missing element in the
hall to educate visitors about the proc-
ess of emancipation that this great hall
was named to honor. We would like to
design and construct an educational
display in the Capitol Visitor Center
that recognizes the naming of Emanci-
pation Hall and provides an historical
narrative of President Lincoln’s eman-
cipation of the slaves.

Madam Chair, can you work with us
to make this happen?

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. 1
would not only be happy to work with
you, I could not agree with either of
you more on this very worthwhile en-
deavor. You are both to be commended
for your effort to recognize that slave
labor and their hands constructed the
great building that we work in every
single day, and subject to the author-
ization of the House Administration
Committee, I look forward to working
with you towards this goal.

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. I thank the
chairwoman, and while this may not
necessarily be part of a colloquy, I
would like the gentlewoman to yield
me an additional 30 seconds, if she
wouldn’t mind.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. 1
would be happy to yield an additional
30 seconds.

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. I just want-
ed to say that on behalf of every Mem-
ber of this institution, we owe a debt of
gratitude to the distinguished chair-
woman and the ranking member for
their extraordinary efforts in wrapping
their arms around the Capital Visitor
Center, which, since the inauguration
of the President and since its opening,
has served as a beaming moment of
pride for every Member that brings
their constituents through that enor-
mous visitor center.

And while it started out, Madam
Speaker, as somewhat of a controver-
sial project, the chairwoman and the
ranking member have done an extraor-
dinary job on behalf of this institution
and all Members are grateful.

I thank the gentlewoman for yield-

ing.

Mr. WAMP. Will the gentlewoman
yield?

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. 1

would be happy to yield.

Mr. WAMP. Just to add a note of
thanks to you and the ranking member
for extraordinary work protecting the
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interests of the legislative branch. You
have been remarkable in your diligence
both in finishing the CVC and properly
managing the affairs of the House. And
I'd also like to thank Representative
JOHN LEWIS of Atlanta for chairing the
Slave Labor Task Force and working
with us all along the way to try to use
both the CVC and Emancipation Hall
to properly honor the slave labor that
did contribute mightily to this great
temple of freedom. Also, Chairman
BrADY of House Administration and
Ranking Member LUNGREN have met
with us and agreed to this in principle.
We’re just working with the Senate
trying to dot the “I’s” and cross the
“T’s” so that we can join up the au-
thorization and the appropriation at
the proper time and before it’s too late.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank
you very much.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman, the ranking member of the
full committee, from California (Mr.
LEWIS).

Mr. LEWIS of California. I appreciate
very much my colleague’s yielding.

Madam Speaker, I rise to say just a
few things about the way these two
people are working together. DEBBIE
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ and my friend
ROBERT ADERHOLT have done a fabulous
job on this bill. Not the most expensive
bill of the 12 that are around but prob-
ably one of the very most important
bills, for it decides whether the legisla-
tive branch works effectively or does
not work effectively. I want the Mem-
bers and our public to know that these
two people have done a fabulous job in
putting us on a course that I think
makes sense.

I especially want to express my ap-
preciation for concern about the build-
ings that are the places where we must
work and operate the legislative
branch. Those are institutions in the
place that are in serious difficulty be-
cause of lack of repair, et cetera. They
are on a course that will make sure
that we extend their life and their serv-
ice to all of our people in an effective
way.

Further, the Capitol Visitor Center
has been mentioned by several, but let
me suggest that it’s a fabulous new ad-
dition to the Capitol, but there is an
institution developing there as well.
We do have a way in Washington to
create new bureaucracies almost no
matter what, and there are those who
believe that they’re the only ones that
know how to show off the CVC and the
Capitol to our public. The long history
of Members’ staffs developing expertise
as well and representing us well by
taking our constituents through these
facilities is a very important part of
our process.

I want to congratulate the ranking
member, but especially the gentle-
woman, for language in the bill that
very specifically tells those who run
the CVC that this is a people’s institu-
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tion and the people’s elected represent-
atives ought to play the most signifi-
cant role in the way it is run.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.
Madam Speaker, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Madam Speaker, 1
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
LATOURETTE), who is a member of the
subcommittee.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

I want to add I'm new to the Appro-
priations Committee, new to this sub-
committee, and I have to tell you it’s
one of the most pleasant experiences I
have had in 15 years in the United
States Congress. I would commend the
chairwoman for her diligence and over-
sight and commend the ranking mem-
ber for being her partner.

This product truly is a bipartisan re-
sult, and unlike some of the things
that go on around here, the gentle-
woman from Florida did, in fact, in-
clude the minority in every decision
that was made in the crafting of this
bill. And I want to highlight just a cou-
ple of things that I'm really pleased
with.

One is the increase in the Members’
representational account, not that
Members of Congress will make more
money but that so we can attract and
retain, and retention really is the key,
quality staff folks in our personal of-
fices. I’'m also appreciative to the gen-
tlewoman for including some report
language dealing with the Congres-
sional Research Service as a result of
the oversight hearing. As was men-
tioned before by Mr. LEWIS and others,
the icon fund, the anticipated repairs
to the United States Capitol and the
Cannon building are going to be astro-
nomical. Rather than sort of waiting
for disaster to strike, squirreling
money away now so that we can do it
in an orderly fashion, I think, is a
great idea.

The only concern I have, and I want
to thank the gentlewoman for her will-
ingness to work with us during the full
committee markup of this bill, is we
did have an oversight hearing and folks
are aware that at the historic inau-
guration of President Obama, a crush
of people arrived here. Some people in
the purple haze or purple zone were
stuck in a tunnel and never got the op-
portunity to see the inauguration. And
the report as currently written cor-
rectly indicates that some of the prob-
lem was with the planning with the po-
lice, the Secret Service, and others.
However, in that oversight hearing and
why I am grateful to the gentlewoman
for indicating she’ll work with us, the
police and the Secret Service indicated
that they were turning away hundreds
and thousands of people who had re-
ceived this very fancy invitation. And
the invitation, Madam Speaker, says
the honor of your presence is requested
at the ceremonies for the inauguration
of the President on January 20. And
people were coming to the barricades
and basically saying, I've been invited.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. ADERHOLT. I yield the gen-
tleman 1 additional minute.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank you very
much, and I won’t take a minute.

But thousands of people were coming
up to the barricades and basically indi-
cating, Hey, look, I've been invited by
Senator FEINSTEIN, Senator REID, Sen-
ator BENNETT, Speaker PELOSI, Major-
ity Leader HOYER, and Minority Leader
BOEHNER to attend the inauguration; so
what do you mean I can’t get in? And,
of course, these aren’t invitations.

So I appreciate the gentlewoman’s
willingness to also look at the Joint
Committee on Inaugural Ceremonies
and perhaps we all can do better and
have a more peaceful inauguration in
2013.

O 1215

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.
Madam Speaker, at this time I yield 3
minutes to my colleague and friend,
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
HASTINGS).

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I thank
my good friend from Florida.

In my capacity as the cochairman of
the Commission on Security and Co-
operation in Europe, I would like to en-
gage in a colloquy with the gentle-
woman from Florida regarding a chron-
ic problem faced by the commission,
and that is, access to appropriate space
for public hearings, briefings and other
events.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I yield to
the gentlewoman from Florida.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I'm
very familiar with the outstanding
human rights work undertaken by the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS)
and his colleagues on the commission.
Last year I had the opportunity to par-
ticipate in a commission hearing on
combating sexual exploitation of chil-
dren and strengthening international
law enforcement cooperation. The com-
mission is providing important leader-
ship on this and many other issues at
home and abroad, including among par-
liamentarians, through engagement by
Mr. HASTINGS, a past president of the
OSCE Parliamentary Assembly, and
Senator CARDIN, a vice president of the
assembly and current Chair of the com-
mission.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Fulfill-
ment of the commission’s congres-
sional mandate requires the convening
of public hearings and briefings as well
as sustained engagement with visiting
delegations of senior foreign govern-
ment officials, including parliamentar-
ians and representatives of nongovern-
mental organizations. When Congress
established the commission, there were
35 countries that were part of the Hel-
sinki Process. Today that number has
grown to 56. Additionally, the commis-
sion has paid increasing attention to
developments in OSCE partner coun-
tries, including Afghanistan, Egypt,
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Jordan, and Israel, among others. The
commission’s increased workload has
led to an increased number of public
events as well as meetings with foreign
dignitaries.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I can
appreciate the dilemma faced by my
colleagues on the commission and the
difficulty of securing suitable space for
such events and meetings. I am com-
mitted to working with the gentleman
from Florida in finding a durable solu-
tion to this persistent problem. My un-
derstanding is that he has identified
space in the CVC that might meet the
commission’s needs.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. That is
correct. I appreciate the Chair’s sup-
port and look forward to working with
her and others to fix this problem.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Madam Speaker, 1
would like to yield 3 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. KIRK) who is a member of the full
committee and has worked very dili-
gently on a lot of these issues that in-
volve the legislative branch, even
though he is not on the subcommittee.
He has worked very diligently, espe-
cially regarding the Visitor Center and
making sure that Members have the
opportunity to bring their guests
throughout the Capitol and get a qual-
ity tour from the State’s perspective
from where they’re from.

Mr. KIRK. I thank my colleague and
rise in very strong support for this bi-
partisan legislation. 1 particularly
want to thank Mr. ADERHOLT and our
Chair, DEBBIE WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, for
putting together this legislation. I
have worked on this legislation in the
past, particularly to build a staff gym,
which is now one of the great successes
of this institution. But lately was par-
ticularly concerned with the decision
quietly made that gave the Architect
of the Capitol Red Coats apparently
the exclusive power to control Capitol
tours in the Capitol. It’s clear now that
they abused this power. They blocked
staff-led tours of the Capitol and on
Facebook set a record for poor cus-
tomer service in condemning congres-
sional staffs—politically naively
enough majority and minority staffs—
and saying what a bad piece of work
that they did.

Many Members came together under
the leadership of Chairman Wasserman
Schultz, concerned about this power
grab in the people’s House. While the
CVC attempted changes, they main-
tained that they still wanted to control
access to the Capitol, turning away one
of our Members who had four mayors
visiting here, but they only had three
tickets.

What this legislation now does, as
written by the chairwoman, is that we
have fired the Red Coats’ ability to
control access to the Capitol by Mem-
bers of Congress and their staff, that if
constituents come in from whatever
district, that Members should now
know that your staff can get your con-
stituents into the Capitol to see it. We
have also removed the restraints so
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that you can see all provisions of the
Capitol, especially, for example, my
constituents and many others who
have seen this institution on C-SPAN
and want to look at it. Now we can get
them in here.

I particularly want to thank the
leadership for this legislation because
we have returned a sense of order and
control in making sure that the people
who were elected to represent them ac-
tually can bring them into the Capitol.
As I said in full committee, this insti-
tution can be quite frustrating—like
yesterday; and the one thing that we
can guarantee that was under our con-
trol is that we could guarantee that
our constituents have a good experi-
ence in the Capitol. That had been de-
nied by the Red Coats. This legislation
returns that control.

I want to particularly thank Jenny
Desia and Liz Dawson on our side; and
Ian Rader in Congresswoman
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ’s staff for helping
out; and Brette Davis of my staff who
helped bring this together. I also want
to thank Congressmen DAVE LOEBSACK
and JIM MORAN who helped me out so
much.

We see ourselves as institutionalists
here. I started working here as a staff-
er in 1984. And while the CVC is quite
impressive, its restrictions were begin-
ning to deny a number of Members of
Congress the opportunity to show it to
their constituents. This legislation re-
stores that access.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.
Madam Speaker, I yield myself 2 min-
utes just to agree wholeheartedly with
the gentleman from Illinois. I am so
glad that he raised the issue of staff-led
tours during debate on this legislation.
It is incredibly important, and it was
an incredible source of frustration for
me as we moved towards opening the
CVC to note that it was possible that
constituents of ours could come to the
Capitol, take a tour, walk through this
whole building, watch our proceedings
in the gallery, and leave to go home,
never having known or been able to
identify who it is that represents them
in the United States Congress.

Preserving staff-led tours is an in-
credibly important way for us to be
able to do that. And quite frankly, just
to promote staff-led tours to anyone
who is interested in getting one, you
can get a more unique and less homog-
enized tour. As good as the guide-led
tours are, you can get a more tailored-
to-your-State oriented tour from your
Member of Congress. And I would en-
courage people who are interested in
doing that to go through their own
Member of Congress to book their res-
ervation and get a tour of the Capitol
from the person that represents you in
Washington.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. ADERHOLT. At this time I
would like to yield 2 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. SCALISE).

Mr. SCALISE. I thank my colleague
from Alabama for yielding me time to
speak.
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I rise in opposition to this legislative
appropriations bill. While I appreciate
the work that’s been done in putting
this bill together, I think it’s been a
disservice to the American people that
the amendments that were filed by so
many Members on our side to actually
cut the growth of spending in this bill
were not allowed to come to the floor,
were, in essence, ruled out of order. I
think it’s a sad day when someone at-
tempts to cut spending in a bill that
grows government by the size of 7 per-
cent, in this case, and it is ruled out of
order. It’s not allowed to be debated on
this House floor. I think what’s hap-
pening right now—and we saw this yes-
terday—there was a $64 billion piece of
legislation that was brought before
Congress yesterday, which represented
a 12 percent growth—the CJS budget
that was brought before Congress yes-
terday—a 12 percent growth in govern-
ment at a time when Americans all
across the country are cutting their
spending because we’re living in tough
economic times.

I think there’s some people in this
leadership in Congress that just don’t
get the fact that people want us to cut
spending here in Washington, not spend
at record levels.

I think it was very sad when just on
this House floor yesterday we had a
record—8 hours was spent on a bill
where $64 billion of taxpayer money
was being spent, and we were trying to
bring up amendments to cut that rapid
growth in spending. People just last
night and today in the leadership on
this floor actually used the comments
that ‘‘delaying tactics’—they called
our amendments to cut spending delay-
ing tactics. Some of their Members ac-
tually used the term ‘‘nonsense’ and
“foolishness’® when describing our
amendments to cut spending. So now
some people on the other side want to
spend money so fast that if we put up
an amendment to cut spending, to cut
growth in spending, they call that a de-
laying tactic.

Well, I think Americans all across
this country want more of those types
of delaying tactics to slow down this
runaway train of massive Federal
spending, money we don’t have. Every
dollar we spend in Congress from today
all the way through the end of this
year is borrowed money. We don’t have
that money. We need to control what
we’re spending. I would urge opposition
to this bill.

Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. Madam
Speaker, | rise today in support of the Legisla-
tive Branch Appropriations bill for Fiscal Year
2010. | want to thank Chairwoman
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ and all of the members
of the subcommittee for their hard work. It is
no secret that we are in the middle of the
most trying economic times that we have seen
in decades. This has made a hard job even
harder for the Appropriations Committee, as
difficult decisions had to be made. | commend
the Subcommittee for finding a balance that
supports the necessities of running the Legis-
lative branch while restraining spending.

A year ago at this time we were still antici-
pating the opening of the new Capitol Visitor
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Center. Today we are seeing it flourish, as it
has already welcomed more than one million
visitors to the Capitol. | want to commend
Chairwoman WASSERMAN SCHULTZ for her part
in opening the doors to the CVC, and for her
work on this bill that supports its continued
success and growth.

| am very pleased to see that this bill in-
cludes funds to renovate the east underground
garage and for design work necessary to ren-
ovate the Cannon House Office Building. The
garage renovation is a must-fund project for
the safety of anyone who uses the facility.
Maintenance projects have been deferred for
too long and parts of the structure are literally
beginning to crumble. Furthermore, the Can-
non building has historic significance and we
owe it to the institution to preserve the struc-
ture. These are just the first elements of long-
deferred maintenance of the Capitol complex,
and | am pleased to see the initiation of a cap-
ital fund to address these multi-year expenses.

| am sure that many members here share in
my excitement for this bill’s inclusion of funds
to modernize the Electronic Voting Display in
the House Chamber. The EVS has not been
upgraded significantly since it was first in-
stalled more than 30 years ago. The proposed
changes to the display will not just reduce
malfunctions, but also make it easier for Mem-
bers to read at a glance. It will also remove
any confusion about what is being voted on.
This upgrade is long overdue and will ensure
the system’s ability to adapt to advancing
technologies.

Additionally, I'd like to voice my support for
funding a number of initiatives from the Office
of the Chief Administrative Officer. I'm glad to
see the continued support for the CAO’s
greening efforts. These efforts have greatly
improved the House’s energy efficiency, low-
ered our carbon footprint, and reduced our
costs. In this bill, funds have been specifically
set aside for energy demonstration projects.
This appropriation will make the House a
showcase for the possibilities of a greener,
and more responsible, tomorrow.

Another CAO initiative that | am happy to
see funded in this bill is the Wounded Warrior
program. Wounded veterans face innumerable
challenges when they return home. This pro-
gram is a small way that we can ease that
burden for some, and hopefully set an exam-
ple for other employers to follow.

Finally, 'm pleased to see the inclusion of
staff benefits aimed to create parity between
the executive and legislative branches. In par-
ticular, | am glad to see funds for a tuition re-
imbursement program and extended childcare
benefits. All of the benefits the CAO has rec-
ommended already exist in executive agen-
cies, and the Committee on House Administra-
tion will soon consider extending them to
House employees to retain and recruit the
best staff.

Before closing, | just wanted to mention the
importance of the funds incorporated in the
supplemental for the Capitol Police to upgrade
their radio system. Their antiquated radio sys-
tem has been an ongoing problem that affects
the safety of everyone who works in or visits
the Capitol. We have increasing security con-
cerns and an expanding campus, making ef-
fective communication more important than
ever. Including that money in the supplemental
accelerated the installation of the new system;
otherwise, funding would have had to be in-
cluded in this bill.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

| urge all of my colleagues to support this
bill. It represents a wise and careful use of
taxpayer dollars in a difficult economic time.
Meanwhile, it effectively addresses the neces-
sities of running the legislative branch. These
appropriations make it possible for all of us to
do our jobs effectively for the American peo-
ple.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.
Madam Speaker, at this time I have no
additional speakers, but I continue to
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Madam Speaker, 1
have no more requests for time and
yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.
Madam Speaker, again, it was a great
privilege to work with the gentleman
from Alabama and his staff. I look for-
ward to continuing to work as we move
the legislative branch appropriations
bill through the conference process.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate on the bill has expired.
AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MRS. MCCARTHY

OF NEW YORK

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. I have
an amendment at the desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 1 offered by Mrs. MCCAR-
THY of New York:

In the item relating to ‘‘Library of Con-
gress, Salaries and Expenses’’, strike the pe-
riod at the end and insert the following:
““Provided further, That of the amount made
available under this heading, $250,000 shall be
used to carry out activities under the Civil
Rights History Project Act of 2009.”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 559, the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Mrs.
MCcCARTHY) and a Member opposed each
will control 56 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New York.

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. I
thank you, Madam Speaker.

I certainly want to thank Chair-
woman WASSERMAN SCHULTZ and Rank-
ing Member ADERHOLT for letting this
amendment come through today. I ap-
preciate all the work that has been
done, and I am not going to speak long
on this to save time.

I want to thank my lead cosponsor of
the Civil Rights Oral History Project,
Congressman JOHN LEWIS of Georgia,
himself a civil rights hero, for all of his
help in developing and generating sup-
port for this program.

All I’'m going to say is that I thank
everyone for working together to make
sure that this amendment comes
through. What has happened was—it
has passed in the House before. Money
had been appropriated for it. But unfor-
tunately by a technical change, there
was a delay until the year 2011. We
have so many people around this coun-
try that are advancing in age who have
the history of the civil rights move-
ment, and obviously in the last few
years, we have seen some of the great
civil rights leaders, unfortunately, die;
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but it’s also those that were the house-
wives, just the ordinary citizens that
really also made a difference.

| would like to thank Chairwoman
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ and Ranking Member
ADERHOLT for their help in moving this
amendmendment forward and congratulate
them for their hard work on crafting the Legis-
lative Branch Appropriations bill.

| also want to thank my lead cosponsor of
the Civil Rights Oral History Project, Con-
gressman JOHN LEwIS of Georgia, himself a
civil rights hero, for all of his help in devel-
oping and generating support for this program.

Mr. LEwIS was at the forefront of the battle
to end segregation and his contribution to en-
suring equality in our country cannot be over-
stated.

| know | speak for all of my colleagues
when | say that we are honored to serve with
him and grateful for all that he has done and
continues to do for all Americans as a steward
of justice and equal rights.

We are fortunate to serve in Congress with
several other influential civil rights leaders and
| would like to extend a heartfelt “thank you”
for their sacrifices and commitment to the
cause of freedom.

The fight for civil rights was one of the most
significant social and cultural movements in
our nation’s history.

H.R. 586, the Civil Rights Oral History
Project Act of 2009, was passed by Congress
and signed into law by President Obama on
May 12th.

It would permit the Library of Congress and
the Smithsonian Museum to jointly create a
comprehensive compilation of audio and video
recordings of personal histories and
testimonials of individuals who participated in
the Civil Rights movement.

It is important that we begin to fund this
project now, so we can document the stories
of those brave men and women who fought in
so many ways to ensure equal rights to all
Americans.

Another year is too long to wait.

Unfortunately, with each passing year, our
nation loses more and more of the people that
played major roles in the American Civil
Rights Movement.

Over the last few years, we lost Mrs.
Coretta Scott King and Mrs. Rosa Parks, and
we will continue to lose more courageous Civil
Rights pioneers.

Thankfully, their stories have been well doc-
umented in the historic record, but there are
many others who have already passed or
whose memories are fading.

While we know so much about the lives of
the leaders of the Civil Rights Movement, such
as Dr. Martin Luther King, our colleague, Con-
gressman JOHN LEwis, and Thurgood Mar-
shall, it is important that we learn about the
everyday people of all races who took a stand
during a pivotal time in our nation’s history.

Many leaders from all walks of life put their
lives on the line to make it possible for all peo-
ple to live freely and have the same funda-
mental rights.

The workers in Memphis that went on strike
and marched in protest with Dr. King, the stu-
dents that held sit-ins at lunch counters in the
south, the thousands of people that marched
on Washington and witnessed the “l Have a
Dream Speech” and the millions of Americans
that stood up and worked in their own ways to
make our country a better place for all people.
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In my Congressional District, there are
many important leaders who fought to ensure
equal rights for all Long Islanders.

Brave Americans like Irving C. McKnight
from Roosevelt, Mr. McNeil from Hempstead,
Mrs. Iris Johnson from Freeport, Fred
Brewington from Malverne and so many oth-
ers.

These people are the heroes of the civil
rights movement and we need to make sure
that their stories are woven into the fabric of
the American story.

Without their efforts many of the freedoms
we take for granted everyday would not have
come to pass.

It is vital that future generations know and
understand the struggles and challenges of
those that paved the way for us to live in a
free nation.

This legislation stresses the importance of
capturing the memories and deeds of the Civil
Rights generation and will give us a unique in-
sight into the experiences of the people that
were really on the frontlines of the civil rights
movement.

This bill is based on the successful Vet-
erans History Project and will create a joint ef-
fort between the future National Museum of
African American History and Culture and the
Library of Congress to collect oral histories of
the people that were involved in the civil rights
movement and preserve their stories for future
generations.

The legislation authorized $500,000 for fis-
cal year 2010, for the purpose of carrying out
the project, jointly between the two agencies.

| know that the bill was signed into law late
and | appreciate the Legislative Branch Appro-
priations Subcommittee including language in
the bill indicating funding can be used for “ac-
tivities for the Civil Rights Oral History
Project.” However, it does not appropriate an
actual amount.

My amendment simply specifies that
$250,000 would be directed from the salaries
and expenses account to begin implementing
the project in fiscal year 2010.

The amendment would guarantee a speci-
fied amount be used by the Library of Con-
gress for this project.

| urge my colleagues to support this amend-
ment and take the time to acknowledge the
contributions of those great Americans who
fought to make our nation a more fair and just
place.

With that, I yield to the gentlelady
from Florida.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. 1
thank the gentlelady from New York
for yielding and for her very appro-
priate amendment.

It is really wonderful to see the
progress that has been made on the
Civil Rights Oral History Project. We
did have language in our bill, pre-
serving the possibility for providing
the funding. I'm glad that we’ve been
able to fast forward that opportunity. I
look forward to continuing to work

with her. I'm happy to accept the
amendment.

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York.
Thank you.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Will the gentlelady
yield?

Mrs. McCARTHY of New York. I

yield to the gentleman from Alabama.
Mr. ADERHOLT. Let me just say on
the minority side, the Republican side,
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we accept the amendment as well. We
look forward to working with you on
that.

Mrs. MCcCARTHY
Thank you.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does
any Member claim time in opposition
to the amendment?

All time for debate on the amend-
ment has expired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 559,
the previous question is ordered on the
bill and on the amendment by the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Mrs.
MCCARTHY).

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentlewoman from New
York.

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

Mr. KINGSTON. Madam Speaker, I
have a motion to recommit at the
desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. KINGSTON. I am.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Kingston of Georgia moves to recom-
mit the bill H.R. 2918 to the Committee on
Appropriations with instructions to report
the same back to the house forthwith with
the following amendments:

Page 2, line 9, strike ‘‘$1,375,300,000’" and in-
sert <‘$1,375,200,000"’.

Page 5, line 19, strike ‘‘$317,940,000"° and in-
sert <‘$317,840,000°".

Page 5, line 25, strike ‘‘$278,378,000"” and in-
sert ‘‘$278,278,000"".

Mr. KINGSTON (during the reading).
Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the motion be considered as
read.

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

There was no objection.

0 1230

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Georgia is recognized for 5 minutes in
support of his motion.

Mr. KINGSTON. Madam Speaker,
what this motion to recommit does is
it moves to strike the congressional bi-
cycle program.

When I came to Congress 17 years
ago, we actually had a congressional
ice program. I want you to imagine,
every day 435 offices would get a buck-
et of ice delivered to them, even
though we had ice machines in our re-
frigerator. It was a long-standing tradi-
tion and we couldn’t get rid of it. It
cost $375,000 a year. Finally we got rid
of it.

Not to be outdone, it seems this Con-
gress has started a bicycle program so
our staff could have an opportunity to

of New York.
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ride a beautiful bike like this. I want
to tell you, these are beautiful bikes,
not just because they are a pleasant
blue color. But I am a bike rider. I ride
a bike to work. I take this carbon foot-
print stuff seriously. I also don’t like
to pay $2.70 a gallon. So I ride my bike,
but I pay for mine with my own money.

Now, these bikes, you don’t have to
pay for them. You just have to sign up.
The problem is, last year $200,000, this
year—the chairman would like me to
show my colors here. I am a bike rider,
and I take it seriously. Mr. JACKSON
and Mr. LEWIS, we would love to have
you in our caucus.

To get 30 bikes, we have spent
$200,000. But only a small number of
people have signed up for this, and last
year they were only used 186 times.
That calculates to $330 a ride.

Now, it is important to give staff em-
ployees benefits, and that is why this
bill increases the salary allowance. We
give them Metro cards. They have a
health care plan and a fitness center.
They have Federal holidays. They have
nurses on the premises. They have a
Thrift Savings Plan. There are a lot of
good things we do and should continue
doing for employees. But the bike pro-
gram is so silly.

Why is it silly? It is not available, ex-
cept for on weekdays from 8 to 5. So
when I have an employee come to
work, I expect them to be working, not
riding bikes provided for by hard-work-
ing taxpayers.

These bikes are deluxe bikes. You
can’t quite see them. There is a nice
seat, a very nice cushiony seat. They
have lights. They have speedometers. I
can tell you these bikes don’t have any
speed to them at all. I ride a road bike.
I know. I could take one of these eas-
ily. But they have a speedometer, in
case they do get up to five miles per
hour. Nice thick tires. And you can’t
quite see them, but they have a mud
flap. Now, you know you can’t be seri-
ous with a bike unless you have a mud
flap on it.

I want people to be riding bicycles,
but I don’t think it is fair for taxpayers
in this economy to be spending $300,000
for a silly congressional bike program
that is not used.

And, by the way, how bad is it? I
would challenge you to do this: Check
the Web page out and ask them how to
get a bike, and it can’t even accurately
tell you where to go. It tells you to go
to the Fitness Center. You call the Fit-
ness Center, and they say, no, you have
to go to First Call. You call First Call
and you wait in line. That is where you
get your sandwiches and meeting
rooms and everything else. You have to
be in line for that.

I went over, by the way, to see those
bikes. Lots of dust is on them. They
are sitting all by themselves in the cor-
ner of the parking lot, Ride me, ride
me, please, somebody. No, you don’t
get that opportunity, because you
can’t sign up for it.

But, again, I want my employees to
be working between 8 and 5, and on the



H7052

weekend, if they want to ride a bike,
they ought to pay for it with their own
money. Again, if this program was
practical, it would be available to them
on the weekends, but it is not.

It is a silly program and it revisits
the days of the congressional ice-deliv-
ery program. Like the congressional
ice-delivery program, it was a good
idea, a good intention gone bad.

We need to strike this, put it to rest
and say, you know what? We tried it.
Let’s don’t be stupid and continue try-
ing it. Let’s accept this language and
move the bill and get rid of the con-
gressional bike program.

I would like all of you folks to sign
up for a bike program, but not this one.
Bring your own bike at your own ex-
pense.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.
Madam Speaker, I rise to claim the
time in opposition to the motion to re-
commit; although I am not opposed to
it.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida is recognized for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.
Madam Speaker, I do first think it is
important to point out that tech-
nically the language in the motion to
recommit does not specifically reduce
the funding for any program at all. It
simply reduces funding by $100,000 in
this section of the bill. So I do think it
is important to point out that the
Wheels for Wellness program has not
been specifically named in the motion
to recommit for reduction.

That having been said, it is also im-
portant to point out that included in
the report that accompanies the Legis-
lative Branch Appropriations bill, we
did express our concern about the effec-
tiveness of the program as it is cur-
rently constructed. There are very few
bikes that have been checked out, and
we do believe that there needs to be a
more effective plan brought forward by
the CAO to ensure that if the program
is going to continue to exist into the
future, that more bikes be checked out
and that they have an effective plan for
doing that.

We are looking forward to getting
that report language back and to work-
ing towards the possibility of reestab-
lishing the funds in this section of the
bill, which is all that has occurred.

But with that understanding and in
anticipation of receiving that report,
and recognizing the good work of our
colleague, the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. BLUMENAUER) and his passionate
commitment to ensuring that we get
out of our cars and on to our bikes, be-
cause obviously that would reduce our
carbon footprint and the carbon emis-
sions, that is a worthwhile goal that
the American people would greatly
benefit from, with that, I would be glad
to accept the motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate on the motion to recommit
having expired, without objection, the
previous question is ordered on the mo-
tion 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 ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. KINGSTON. Madam Speaker, I
object to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to clause 8 and clause 9 of
rule XX, this 15-minute vote on the
motion to recommit will be followed by
5-minute votes on passage of the bill,
and approval of the Journal, if ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 374, nays 34,
not voting 25, as follows:

[Roll No. 412]

Evi-

YEAS—374

Abercrombie Castle Green, Al
Ackerman Castor (FL) Green, Gene
Aderholt Chaffetz Griffith
Adler (NJ) Chandler Grijalva
Akin Childers Guthrie
Alexander Cleaver Gutierrez
Altmire Coble Hall (NY)
Andrews Coffman (CO) Hall (TX)
Arcuri Cohen Halvorson
Austria Cole Hare
Baca Conaway Harper
Bachus Cooper Hastings (FL)
Baird Costa Hastings (WA)
Baldwin Costello Heinrich
Barrow Courtney Heller
Bartlett Crenshaw Hensarling
Barton (TX) Cuellar Herger
Bean Culberson Herseth Sandlin
Becerra Dahlkemper Higgins
Berkley Davis (CA) Hill
Berman Davis (KY) Himes
Berry Davis (TN) Hinchey
Biggert DeGette Hinojosa
Bilbray Delahunt Hodes
Bilirakis DeLauro Holden
Bishop (UT) Dent Honda
Blackburn Diaz-Balart, L. Hoyer
Blumenauer Diaz-Balart, M. Hunter
Blunt Dicks Inglis
Boccieri Dingell Inslee
Boehner Doggett Israel
Bonner Donnelly (IN) Issa
Bono Mack Doyle Jackson (IL)
Boozman Dreier Jenkins
Boren Driehaus Johnson (IL)
Boswell Duncan Johnson, E. B.
Boucher Edwards (TX) Johnson, Sam
Boustany Ehlers Jones
Boyd Ellsworth Jordan (OH)
Brady (PA) Emerson Kagen
Brady (TX) Engel Kaptur
Braley (IA) Eshoo Kildee
Bright Etheridge Kilroy
Broun (GA) Fallin Kind
Brown (SC) Farr King (IA)
Brown, Corrine Flake King (NY)
Brown-Waite, Fleming Kingston

Ginny Forbes Kirk
Buchanan Fortenberry Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Burgess Foster Kissell
Burton (IN) Foxx Klein (FL)
Butterfield Frank (MA) Kline (MN)
Buyer Franks (AZ) Kosmas
Calvert Frelinghuysen Kratovil
Camp Gallegly Lamborn
Campbell Garrett (NJ) Lance
Cantor Gerlach Langevin
Cao Giffords Larsen (WA)
Capito Gingrey (GA) Larson (CT)
Capps Gohmert Latham
Cardoza Gonzalez Latta
Carnahan Goodlatte Lee (NY)
Carney Gordon (TN) Levin
Carson (IN) Granger Lewis (CA)
Carter Graves Linder
Cassidy Grayson Lipinski
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LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maffei
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
MecClintock
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McHenry
McHugh
MeclIntyre
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minnick
Mitchell
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Murtha
Myrick
Neal (MA)

Clarke

Clay

Clyburn
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (IL)
Edwards (MD)
Ellison

Filner

Fudge

Bachmann
Barrett (SC)
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Capuano
Davis (AL)
Deal (GA)
DeFazio
Fattah
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Neugebauer
Nunes

Nye

Obey

Olson

Olver

Ortiz
Pallone
Paul
Paulsen
Pence
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Petri

Pitts

Platts

Poe (TX)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Posey

Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Putnam
Quigley
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Rehberg
Reichert
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Rush

Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Salazar
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader

NAYS—34
Hirono
Holt
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Kucinich
Lee (CA)
McGovern
Mollohan
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Oberstar
Pastor (AZ)

Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner
Shea-Porter
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Teague
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Turner
Upton
Van Hollen
Visclosky
Walden
Walz
Wamp
Wasserman
Schultz
Waxman
Wexler
Whitfield
Wilson (OH)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Wu
Yarmuth
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Payne
Pingree (ME)
Serrano
Sherman
Tsongas
Waters
Watson
Watt
Weiner
Welch
Woolsey

NOT VOTING—25

Harman
Hoekstra
Johnson (GA)
Kanjorski
Kennedy
Kilpatrick (MI)
LaTourette
Lewis (GA)
Pascrell

Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sessions
Sestak
Shadegg
Sullivan
Velazquez
Westmoreland

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). Members have 2 minutes re-
maining in this vote.

Messrs.
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McGOVERN, HOLT, CON-

YERS, Ms. CLARKE, Ms. EDWARDS of

Maryland,
WOOLSEY,

Mrs.
Mr.

NAPOLITANO, Ms.
SERRANO,

Ms.
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FUDGE, and Mr. ELLISON changed
their vote from ‘‘yea’ to ‘“‘nay.”

Mr. REYES, Ms. CASTOR of Florida,
and Messrs. HALL of New York,
LUJAN and SMITH of Washington

changed their vote from ‘‘nay’” to
ééyea.ﬁﬁ

So the motion to recommit was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.
Madam Speaker, pursuant to the in-
structions of the House in the motion
to recommit, I report the bill, H.R.
2918, back to the House with an amend-
ment.

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Ms. WASSERMAN

SCHULTZ:

Page 2, line 9, strike *‘$1,375,300,000’" and in-
sert ‘‘$1,375,200,000".

Page 5, line 19, strike ‘$317,940,000” and in-
sert <$317,840,000".

Page 5, line 25, strike ‘$278,378,000 and in-
sert ‘$278,278,000".

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 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.

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

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

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 232, nays
178, not voting 23, as follows:

[Roll No. 413]

YEAS—232
Abercrombie Connolly (VA) Griffith
Ackerman Conyers Grijalva
Aderholt Cooper Gutierrez
Andrews Costa Hall (NY)
Baca Courtney Halvorson
Baird Crenshaw Hare
Baldwin Crowley Hastings (FL)
Barrow Cuellar Heinrich
Becerra Cummings Herseth Sandlin
Berkley Dahlkemper Higgins
Berman Davis (CA) Hill
Berry Davis (IL) Himes
Blumenauer Davis (TN) Hinchey
Boccieri DeGette Hinojosa
Boren Delahunt Hirono
Boswell DeLauro Hodes
Boucher Diaz-Balart, L. Holden
Boyd Diaz-Balart, M. Holt
Brady (PA) Dicks Honda
Braley (IA) Dingell Hoyer
Brown, Corrine Doggett Inslee
Butterfield Doyle Israel
Cao Edwards (MD) Jackson (IL)
Capito Edwards (TX) Jackson-Lee
Capps Ellison (TX)
Cardoza Ellsworth Johnson (GA)
Carnahan Emerson Johnson, E. B.
Carney Engel Kagen
Carson (IN) Eshoo Kaptur
Carter Etheridge Kildee
Castor (FL) Farr Kilroy
Chandler Filner Kirk
Childers Foster Kissell
Clarke Frank (MA) Klein (FL)
Clay Fudge Kosmas
Cleaver Gonzalez Kucinich
Clyburn Gordon (TN) Lance
Cohen Grayson Langevin
Cole Green, Al Larsen (WA)

Larson (CT)
Latham

Lee (CA)
Levin

Lewis (CA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney
Markey (MA)
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
MclIntyre
McMahon
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murtha
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Adler (NJ)
Akin
Alexander
Altmire
Arcuri
Austria
Bachus
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bean
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Bright
Broun (GA)
Brown (SC)
Brown-Waite,
Ginny
Buchanan
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Cassidy
Castle
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Conaway
Costello
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Dent
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier
Driehaus
Duncan
Ehlers
Fallin
Flake
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen

Ortiz

Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel

Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush

Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler

NAYS—178

Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Green, Gene
Guthrie
Hall (TX)
Harper
Hastings (WA)
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Hoekstra
Hunter
Inglis
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kline (MN)
Kratovil
Lamborn
Latta
Lee (NY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey (CO)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McHugh
McKeon
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Simpson
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Visclosky
Walz
Wamp
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Mica
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Minnick
Mitchell
Moran (KS)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Myrick
Neugebauer
Nunes
Nye
Olson
Paul
Paulsen
Pence
Perriello
Petri
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Posey
Price (GA)
Putnam
Radanovich
Rehberg
Reichert
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
Roskam
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schmidt
Schock
Sensenbrenner
Shimkus
Shuster
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Stearns
Tanner
Taylor
Teague
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiahrt

H7053

Tiberi Walden Wittman
Turner Whitfield Wolf
Upton Wilson (SC)

NOT VOTING—23
Bachmann Fattah Sanchez, Linda
Barrett (SC) Harman T.
Bishop (GA) Kanjorski Sessions
Bishop (NY) Kennedy Sestak
Capuano Kilpatrick (MI) Shadegg
Davis (AL) LaTourette Sullivan
Deal (GA) Lewis (GA) Velazquez
DeFazio Miller (FL) Westmoreland

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). Members have 2 minutes re-
maining in the vote.
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Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida
changed her vote from ‘‘nay’ to ‘‘yea.”

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated against:

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Madam Speaker, on
rolicall No. 413, | was detained in a meeting.
Had | been present, | would have voted “nay.”

————
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan. | was unable
to attend to several votes today. Had | been
present, | would have voted “yea” on the Mo-
tion to Recommit H.R. 2918, Legislative
Branch Appropriations Act for FY 2010, and
“yea” on Final Passage of H.R. 2918, Legisla-
tive Branch Appropriations Act for 2010.

————
THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the unfin-
ished business is the question on agree-
ing to the Speaker’s approval of the
Journal, which the Chair will put de
novo.

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal.

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

IMPEACHING JUDGE SAMUEL B.
KENT

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Judiciary,
I call up House Resolution 520 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 520

Resolved, That Samuel B. Kent, a judge of
the United States District Court for the
Southern District of Texas, is impeached for
high crimes and misdemeanors, and that the
following articles of impeachment be exhib-
ited to the Senate:

Articles of impeachment exhibited by the
House of Representatives of the United
States of America in the name of itself and
all of the people of the United States of
America, against Samuel B. Kent, a judge of
the United States District Court for the
Southern District of Texas, in maintenance
and support of its impeachment against him
for high crimes and misdemeanors.

ARTICLE I

Incident to his position as a United States
district court judge, Samuel B. Kent has en-
gaged in conduct with respect to employees
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associated with the court that is incompat-
ible with the trust and confidence placed in
him as a judge, as follows:

(1) Judge Kent is a United States District
Judge in the Southern District of Texas.
From 1990 to 2008, he was assigned to the
Galveston Division of the Southern District,
and his chambers and courtroom were lo-
cated in the United States Post Office and
Courthouse in Galveston, Texas.

(2) Cathy McBroom was an employee of the
Office of the Clerk of Court for the Southern
District of Texas, and served as a Deputy
Clerk in the Galveston Division assigned to
Judge Kent’s courtroom.

(3) On one or more occasions between 2003
and 2007, Judge Kent sexually assaulted
Cathy McBroom, by touching her private
areas directly and through her clothing
against her will and by attempting to cause
her to engage in a sexual act with him.

Wherefore, Judge Samuel B. Kent is guilty
of high crimes and misdemeanors and should
be removed from office.

ARTICLE II

Incident to his position as a United States
district court judge, Samuel B. Kent has en-
gaged in conduct with respect to employees
associated with the court that is incompat-
ible with the trust and confidence placed in
him as a judge, as follows:

(1) Judge Kent is a United States District
Judge in the Southern District of Texas.
From 1990 to 2008, he was assigned to the
Galveston Division of the Southern District,
and his chambers and courtroom were lo-
cated in the United States Post Office and
Courthouse in Galveston, Texas.

(2) Donna Wilkerson was an employee of
the United States District Court for the
Southern District of Texas.

(3) On one or more occasions between 2001
and 2007, Judge Kent sexually assaulted
Donna Wilkerson, by touching her in her pri-
vate areas against her will and by attempt-
ing to cause her to engage in a sexual act
with him.

Wherefore, Judge Samuel B. Kent is guilty
of high crimes and misdemeanors and should
be removed from office.

ARTICLE IIT

Samuel B. Kent corruptly obstructed, in-
fluenced, or impeded an official proceeding
as follows:

(1) On or about May 21, 2007, Cathy
McBroom filed a judicial misconduct com-
plaint with the United States Court of Ap-
peals for the Fifth Circuit. In response, the
Fifth Circuit appointed a Special Investiga-
tive Committee (hereinafter in this article
referred to as ‘‘the Committee’) to inves-
tigate Cathy McBroom’s complaint.

(2) On or about June 8, 2007, at Judge
Kent’s request and upon notice from the
Committee, Judge Kent appeared before the
Committee.

(3) As part of its investigation, the Com-
mittee sought to learn from Judge Kent and
others whether he had engaged in unwanted
sexual contact with Cathy McBroom and in-
dividuals other than Cathy McBroom.

(4) On or about June 8, 2007, Judge Kent
made false statements to the Committee re-
garding his unwanted sexual contact with
Donna Wilkerson as follows:

(A) Judge Kent falsely stated to the Com-
mittee that the extent of his unwanted sex-
ual contact with Donna Wilkerson was one
kiss, when in fact and as he knew he had en-
gaged in repeated sexual contact with Donna
Wilkerson without her permission.

(B) Judge Kent falsely stated to the Com-
mittee that when told by Donna Wilkerson
his advances were unwelcome no further con-
tact occurred, when in fact and as he knew,
Judge Kent continued such advances even
after she asked him to stop.

(5) Judge Kent was indicted and pled guilty
and was sentenced to imprisonment for the
felony of obstruction of justice in violation
of section 1512(c)(2) of title 18, United States
Code, on the basis of false statements made
to the Committee. The sentencing judge de-
scribed his conduct as ‘‘a stain on the justice
system itself”’.

Wherefore, Judge Samuel B. Kent is guilty
of high crimes and misdemeanors and should
be removed from office.

ARTICLE IV

Judge Samuel B. Kent made material false
and misleading statements about the nature
and extent of his nonconsensual sexual con-
tact with Cathy McBroom and Donna
Wilkerson to agents of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation on or about November 30, 2007,
and to agents of the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation and representatives of the Depart-
ment of Justice on or about August 11, 2008.

Wherefore, Judge Samuel B. Kent is guilty
of high crimes and misdemeanors and should
be removed from office.

————
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CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, under clause 7 of rule XX, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The call was taken by electronic de-
vice, and the following Members re-
sponded to their names:

[Roll No. 414]
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Holt McMahon Ryan (OH)
Honda McMorris Ryan (WI)
Hoyer Rodgers Salazar
Hunter McNerney Sanchez, Loretta
Inglis Meek (FL) Sarbanes
Inslee Meeks (NY) Scalise
Israel Mica Schakowsky
Issa Michaud Schauer
Jackson (IL) Miller (FL) Schiff
Jackson-Lee Miller (MI) Schmidt
(TX) Miller (NC) Schock
Jenkins Miller, Gary Schrader
Johnson (GA) Miller, George Schwartz
Johnson (IL) Minnick Scott (GA)
Johnson, E. B. Mitchell Scott (VA)
Johnson, Sam Mollohan Sensenbrenner
Jones Moore (KS) Serrano
Jordan (OH) Moore (WI) Shea-Porter
Kagen Moran (KS) Sherman
Kaptur Moran (VA) Shimkus
Kildee Murphy (CT) Shuler
Kilroy Murphy (NY) Shuster
Kind Murphy, Patrick  Simpson
King (IA) Murphy, Tim Sires
King (NY) Murtha Skelton
Kingston Myrick Slaughter
Kirk Nadler (NY) Smith (NE)
Kirkpatrick (AZ) Napolitano Smith (NJ)
Kissell Neal (MA) Smith (TX)
Klein (FL) Neugebauer Smith (WA)
Kosmas Nunes Snyder
Kratovil Nye Souder
Kucinich Oberstar Space
Lamborn Obey Spratt
Lance Olson Stearns
Langevin Olver Stupak
Larsen (WA) Ortiz Sutton
Larson (CT) Pascrell Tanner
Latham Pastor (AZ) Tauscher
Latta Paul Taylor
Lee (CA) Paulsen Teague
Lee (NY) Payne Terry
Levin Pence Thompson (CA)
Lewis (CA) Perlmutter Thompson (MS)
Linder Perriello Thompson (PA)
Llplpskl Peters Thornberry
LoBiondo Peterson Tiahrt
Loebsack Petri Tiberi
Lofgren, Zoe Pingree (ME) T
. ierney
Lowey Pitts T
itus
Lucas Platts Tonko
Luetkemeyer Poe (TX)
Lujén Polis (CO) Towns
. Tsongas
Lummis Pomeroy Tur
Lungren, Daniel  Posey Uu;ner
E. Price (GA) pton
Lynch Price (NC) Vgn Hollen
Mack Putnam Visclosky
Maffei Quigley Walden
Maloney Radanovich Walz
Manzullo Rahall Wamp
Marchant Rehberg Wasserman
Markey (CO) Reichert Schultz
Markey (MA) Reyes Waters
Marshall Richardson Watson
Massa Rodriguez Watt
Matheson Roe (TN) Weiner
Matsui Rogers (AL) Welch
McCarthy (CA) Rogers (KY) Wexler
Whitfield

McCarthy (NY)

Rogers (MI)

McCaul Rohrabacher Wilson (OH)
McClintock Rooney Wilson (SC)
McCollum Ros-Lehtinen Wittman
McCotter Roskam Wolf
McDermott Ross Woolsey
McGovern Rothman (NJ) Wu
McHenry Roybal-Allard Yarmuth
McHugh Royce Young (AK)
Mclntyre Ruppersberger Young (FL)
McKeon Rush
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Abercrombie Capps Ellsworth
Aderholt Cardoza Emerson
Adler (NJ) Carnahan Engel

Akin Carney Etheridge
Alexander Carson (IN) Fallin
Altmire Carter Filner
Andrews Cassidy Flake
Arcuri Castle Fleming
Austria Castor (FL) Forbes

Baca Chaffetz Fortenberry
Bachus Chandler Foster
Baird Childers Foxx
Baldwin Clarke Franks (AZ)
Barrow Clay Frelinghuysen
Bartlett Cleaver Fudge
Barton (TX) Clyburn Gallegly
Bean Coble Garrett (NJ)
Becerra Coffman (CO) Gerlach
Berkley Cohen Giffords
Berry Cole Gingrey (GA)
Biggert Conaway Gohmert
Bilbray Connolly (VA) Gonzalez
Bilirakis Conyers Goodlatte
Bishop (UT) Cooper Gordon (TN)
Blackburn Costa Granger
Blumenauer Costello Graves
Blunt Courtney Grayson
Boccieri Crenshaw Green, Al
Boehner Crowley Green, Gene
Bonner Cuellar Griffith
Bono Mack Culberson Grijalva
Boozman Cummings Guthrie
Boren Dahlkemper Gutierrez
Boswell Davis (CA) Hall (NY)
Boustany Davis (IL) Hall (TX)
Boyd Davis (KY) Halvorson
Brady (PA) Davis (TN) Hare

Brady (TX) DeGette Harper
Braley (IA) Delahunt Hastings (FL)
Bright DeLauro Hastings (WA)
Broun (GA) Dent Heinrich
Brown (SC) Diaz-Balart, L. Heller
Brown, Corrine Diaz-Balart, M. Hensarling
Brown-Waite, Dicks Herger

Ginny
Buchanan
Butterfield
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Cao
Capito

Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle

Dreier
Driehaus
Duncan
Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ehlers
Ellison

Herseth Sandlin
Higgins

Hill

Himes

Hinchey
Hinojosa

Hirono

Hodes

Hoekstra
Holden

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
JACKSON of Illinois) (during the vote).
There are 2 minutes remaining in the
call of the House.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. 395
Members have recorded their presence.
A quorum is present.
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IMPEACHING JUDGE SAMUEL B.
KENT

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

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material on the resolution under
consideration.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. CONYERS. I yield 30 minutes to
the distinguished ranking member of
the Judiciary Committee, LAMAR
SMITH of Texas, and ask unanimous
consent that he be allowed to control
the time on his side for purposes of de-
bate.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. CONYERS. I yield myself as
much time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker and my colleagues, we
are here today to perform one of the
most solemn duties under the Constitu-
tion, which is to consider the impeach-
ment of a sitting member of the judici-
ary, a Federal judge, who, but for the
congressional power of impeachment,
holds a life tenure on his office.

The judge in question, Samuel B.
Kent of the United States District
Court for the Southern District of
Texas, has already pled guilty to ob-
struction of justice and has entered
into and is residing in a Federal prison
at this moment.

The Judiciary Committee’s inde-
pendent investigation, conducted admi-
rably by a special task force estab-
lished for that purpose and led by the
gentleman from California (Mr.
SCHIFF), has concluded that the charge
underlying that guilty plea is over-
whelmingly borne out by the evidence,
as are the related charges of repeated
sexual assault against various court
employees under his supervision.

Judge Kent’s conduct is described in
greater detail in the report filed by our
committee, which voted unanimously
29-0 to recommend four articles of im-
peachment to the House. The court
documents and other materials are
available on the committee’s Web site.

Of the three branches of government
devised by the framers of our Constitu-
tion, only the judicial branch is insu-
lated from the accountability of stand-
ing for election. This is by design. The
other two branches, the legislative and
the executive, are designed to be demo-
cratically responsible to the people,
but the judicial branch is designed to
be independent, to interpret the laws
passed by the Congress without favor
and without fear of political reprisal.

And so, article III, section 1 provides
that Federal judges hold their offices
during ‘‘good behavior.” And when a
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judge abuses his power, when by his
conduct he proves himself unfit to hold
his office, he cannot be turned out by
the voters; instead, it falls to the Con-
gress to ensure that the public trust of
that office is protected through the
power of impeachment.

Congress has used this power spar-
ingly. In our Nation’s history, only 13
Federal judges have been impeached,
and even fewer convicted. Needless to
say, the conduct at issue here is both
shocking and shameful. In due course,
many of the disturbing details of Judge
Kent’s appalling conduct will more
than likely be revealed, but now I want
to emphasize for the Members the fol-
lowing points:

The committee is recommending im-
peachment not merely on the fact that
the judge has pleaded guilty and has
been sentenced to prison; rather, it is
his conduct—making false statements
to his fellow judges in an official in-
quiry and sexually assaulting court-
house personnel—that the committee
has independently determined to con-
stitute high crimes and misdemeanors
warranting his impeachment and re-
moval from office.

The Judiciary Committee has deter-
mined overwhelmingly and unani-
mously, after most careful examina-
tion, that the judge’s conduct plainly
renders him unfit to remain a Federal
judge.

Entrusted to use the power of his of-
fice to dispatch justice impartially,
this judge abused his power blatantly,
with partiality and favor, for his own
personal gain. Entrusted to render jus-
tice, he has instead sought to evade it.
Only Congress can remove Judge Kent
from office. Until we do so, he will con-
tinue to draw a salary as a sitting Fed-
eral judge, even from his prison cell.

While the executive can prosecute
him and the judiciary can impose pun-
ishment for his criminal conviction,
only the Congress of the United States
has the power to remove him from of-
fice, and that is our constitutional
duty here today.

I bring this resolution to the floor
with heavy regret that we are even
called upon to take such action. But
let it be clear, I have no doubt that
this member of the judiciary must be
removed from the office that he has so
blatantly abused. The evidence is over-
whelming and the grounds for impeach-
ment perfectly clear. I therefore urge
my colleagues to support this resolu-
tion.

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, we are here today to
consider and vote on Articles of Im-
peachment following U.S. District
Judge Samuel Kent’s guilty plea and
sentencing.

Judge Kent is a convicted felon who
pleaded guilty to obstruction of justice
and lying to a panel of his Federal
judges who were investigating allega-
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tions that he sexually assaulted two
women on his staff.

Following Judge Kent’s guilty plea
and sentencing, the House authorized
the Judiciary Committee to undertake
an inquiry into whether the House
should impeach Judge Kent. Recently,
the Impeachment Task Force of the
Judiciary Committee heard testimony
from two women whom Judge Kent
sexually assaulted. Their testimony
about Judge Kent’s conduct was trou-
bling, especially because Judge Kent
abused his authority as a Federal judge
to intimidate his staff into silence.
Judge Kent has refused to appear be-
fore the committee. Judge Kent con-
tinues to abuse his position of author-
ity by refusing to resign immediately.
Instead, he sent a letter to President
Obama tendering his resignation effec-
tive June 1, 2010.

Last Monday, Judge Kent reported to
Federal prison to serve a 33-month
prison sentence. By resigning effective
June 1, 2010, Judge Kent is attempting
to collect his full judicial salary for an-
other year, even while he sits in prison.
That’s why we are here today, to take
the next step to putting an end to
Judge Kent’s abusive authority and ex-
ploitation of American taxpayers.

On Wednesday, June 10, the Judiciary
Committee unanimously approved four
Articles of Impeachment against Judge
Kent. Two of the articles relate to his
sexual misconduct, and two of the arti-
cles relate to Judge Kent’s lying about
his conduct.

I am not unsympathetic to the
claims that Judge Kent endured dif-
ficult personal tragedies and may suf-
fer from mental illness; however, he
does not have the right to continue to
serve as a Federal judge and collect a
taxpayer-funded salary while sitting in
prison for felony obstruction of justice.

Judge Kent has remained on the
bench long after he sexually assaulted
two women and lied to law enforce-
ment officials. It is now time for jus-
tice; justice for the American people
who have been exploited by a judge
who violated his oath of office and ob-
structed justice by lying, and justice
for the victims who were subjected to
abuse and humiliation.

Although his attorney claims that
Congress has ‘‘better things to do,” en-
suring that a Federal judge convicted
of a felony does not receive a taxpayer-
funded salary while sitting in jail is
important to our system of justice and
a priority of this Congress. Every day
that Judge Kent remains on the bench
is one day too long.

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor
of these Articles of Impeachment to re-
store integrity to the Federal bench.
And I hope the Senate will act quickly
to ensure swift justice for Judge Kent,
his victims, and the American people.

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased now to recognize one of our
most distinguished members of the Ju-
diciary Committee who headed the
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task force for impeachment in our
committee. ADAM SCHIFF has per-
formed remarkably well. It is a bipar-
tisan committee. And his former expe-
rience himself as an assistant U.S. at-
torney held him in very good stead.

I recognize the distinguished gen-
tleman from California for 10 minutes.
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Mr. SCHIFF. I thank the gentleman
and appreciate the great leadership of
the chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee.

Today we find ourselves in the re-
grettable circumstance where we must
act to remove a Federal judge from the
bench. The task before us is not one we
welcome, but it is an important respon-
sibility that has been entrusted to us
by the Founders and one which we
must not shrink from.

Throughout our Nation’s history, we
have been fortunate to have a distin-
guished judiciary that has served as an
essential and coequal branch of our
government. We owe a great deal to the
success of our representative democ-
racy to the positive, thoughtful, and
vital role played by the Nation’s
judges. To insulate members of the
bench from political and other pres-
sures, to ensure that judges are free to
determine the justice of the cases be-
fore them on the basis of the law alone
and no outside influence, Federal
judges are appointed for life.

Unlike elected officials, who may be
removed periodically by the voters or
serve a term that comes to an end, the
Founding Fathers provided only one
extraordinary method of removing a
Federal judge, that of impeachment.
The President cannot remove a judge
he has appointed or any other, and the
courts cannot. Conviction of a Federal
or State offense is also powerless to re-
move a judge from office. Only the
Congress may remove a judge and only
then upon impeachment of the House
under article I, section 2 of the Con-
stitution and conviction in the Senate
for treason, bribery, or other high
crimes and misdemeanors justifying
their removal.

Because we have been blessed by an
extraordinarily professional judiciary
and because the bar for removal is
high, the extraordinary remedy of im-
peachment of a Federal judge has been
used only 13 times in the Nation’s his-
tory. But the matter before us today
warrants its use once again.

Last month, the House Judiciary
Task Force on Judicial Impeachment
was directed to inquire whether Judge
Kent should be impeached. As the
chairman of the task force, I would
like to report on our work and provide
the Members of the House with a proce-
dural history of the matter as well as
an overview of the relevant facts. As a
task force, we were extremely well-
served by the very capable ranking
member from Virginia, BOB GOOD-
LATTE, and have worked to proceed in a
fair, open, and deliberate manner, and
we have done so on a bipartisan, really
nonpartisan, basis.
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Samuel Kent was appointed to the
Federal bench in 1990 and served in the
Galveston courthouse in the Southern
District of Texas. During that time, he
was generally the sole judicial officer
in the courthouse, an imposing figure
who exercised a substantial degree of
influence and control both inside and
outside of the courtroom.

At some point in 2001, Judge Kent
began sexually assaulting at least two
women employees who served in the
courthouse. These repeated assaults oc-
curred through at least May of 2007,
when one of the victims, Cathy
McBroom, filed a judicial misconduct
complaint with the U.S. Court of Ap-
peals for the Fifth Circuit alleging sex-
ual misconduct on the part of Judge
Kent. In response, the Judicial Council
of that circuit appointed a Special In-
vestigative Committee to investigate
the complaint.

On June 8, 2007, Judge Kent, pursuant
to his own request, was interviewed by
the Special Investigative Committee of
that circuit. They sought to learn from
Judge Kent whether he had engaged in
unwanted sexual contact with Ms.
McBroom or others. During the inter-
view, Judge Kent made material false
statements about the extent of his non-
consensual contact with Ms. McBroom.
He was also questioned about another
female employee in the courthouse, his
secretary Donna Wilkerson, and told
the investigative committee that once
Ms. Wilkerson informed him that his
advances were unwelcome, no further
sexual contact had occurred, when, in
fact, he continued his nonconsensual
sexual contacts with both Ms.
McBroom and Ms. Wilkerson.

The Department of Justice com-
menced a criminal investigation relat-
ing to Judge Kent’s conduct as well. In
November 2007, Judge Kent asked for
and was granted an interview with the
FBI. During the voluntary interview
that he had requested, he was asked
about his alleged conduct and repeated
the same material false statements he
had made to the Fifth Circuit.

In August of 2008, Judge Kent,
through his attorney, asked for a meet-
ing at the Department of Justice. And
at this meeting he sat down with his
attorney, an FBI agent, and represent-
atives of the Department of Justice,
and again Judge Kent made material
false statements about the nature and
extent of his nonconsensual sexual con-
tact with Ms. McBroom and Ms.
Wilkerson.

Intimidated by Judge Kent and wor-
ried about losing her job, Ms.
Wilkerson was not initially candid
with investigators and law enforce-
ment when questioned about Judge
Kent’s conduct towards her. In fact, it
was not until her third grand jury ap-
pearance that Ms. Wilkerson was will-
ing to reveal the full extent of sexual
assault she endured from Judge Kent.

On August 28, a Federal grand jury
returned a multi-count indictment
against Judge Kent, and on January 6
the grand jury issued a superseding in-
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dictment against Judge Kent alleging
counts of aggravated sexual abuse as
well as obstruction of justice and abu-
sive sexual contact.

On February 23, the day his criminal
trial was set to begin, Judge Kent pled
guilty to obstruction of justice. Pursu-
ant to the plea agreement, Judge Kent
knowingly, voluntarily, and truthfully
admitted having nonconsensual sexual
contact with both women and obstruct-
ing justice in his testimony before the
Fifth Circuit investigative committee.

On May 11, Judge Kent was sentenced
to a term of 33 months in prison and or-
dered to pay fines and restitution.
Judge Kent began his term of incarcer-
ation on June 15, this past Monday.

The day after sentencing, the House
of Representatives directed the Judici-
ary Committee Impeachment Task
Force to inquire whether Judge Kent
should be impeached, and the task
force held an evidentiary hearing on
June 3, receiving testimony from Ms.
McBroom and Ms. Wilkerson as well as
Professor Arthur Hellman, a judicial
impeachment scholar. Professor
Hellman provided expert testimony
that concluded that making false
statements to fellow judges, as well as
abusing his power as a Federal judge to
sexually assault women, were inde-
pendent grounds that would justify and
warrant Judge Kent’s impeachment
and removal from office.

The task force invited Judge Kent to
testify, but he declined our offer. The
task force received correspondence
from Judge Kent that was made avail-
able to all Members and was entered
into the RECORD. The task force also
invited Judge Kent’s counsel to partici-
pate in the hearing and present argu-
ments on behalf of his client as well as
to provide the opportunity to question
any of the witnesses, and Judge Kent’s
counsel also declined to appear or par-
ticipate.

Subsequently, Judge Kent’s counsel
sent a letter to the committee ques-
tioning the veracity of the women and
making an extraordinary admission
that their testimony was unnecessary
because, quoting from the letter: Judge
Kent’s guilty plea to the felony of ob-
struction presents sufficient grounds
for impeachment.

The task force also received a letter
from Judge Kent to the White House,
dated June 2, stating his intention to
resign June 1 a year from now. But nei-
ther his surrender to custody nor his
stated intention to resign a year from
now affect his current status as a Fed-
eral judge or a constitutional obliga-
tion to determine whether impeach-
ment is warranted.

Our proceeding today does not con-
stitute a trial, as the constitutional
power to try impeachment resides in
the Senate; rather, the House’s role is
to inquire whether Judge Kent’s con-
duct provides a sufficient basis for im-
peachment. According to leading com-
mentators and historical precedent on
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the issue, there are two broad cat-
egories of conduct that have been rec-
ognized as justifying impeachment: se-
rious abuse of power and conduct that
demonstrates an official is unworthy to
fill the office that he or she holds.

Earlier this month, the Judicial Con-
ference of the United States trans-
mitted a certificate to the House certi-
fying its determination that consider-
ation of impeachment of Judge Kent
may be warranted. After concluding
that the full record establishes Judge
Kent should be impeached for high
crimes and misdemeanors, the House
Judiciary Task Force met on June 9
and voted unanimously in favor of rec-
ommending four Articles of Impeach-
ment, which have been read before the
House today. On June 10, the House Ju-
diciary Committee ordered H. Res. 520
favorably reported by a rollcall of 29-0.

Judge Kent, incident to his position
as a U.S. district judge, engaged in de-
plorable conduct with respect to em-
ployees associated with the court. Such
conduct is incompatible with the trust
and confidence placed in him as a
judge. In particular, the record dem-
onstrates that Judge Kent sexually as-
saulted two women who were both em-
ployees of the court. Furthermore,
Judge Kent corruptly obstructed, influ-
enced, or impeded an official pro-
ceeding by making false statements to
the Special Investigative Committee of
the Fifth Circuit and again by making
false material statements to agents of
the FBI and Department of Justice.

These acts of sexual assault and ob-
struction of justice are, as the judge
who sentenced Mr. Kent to incarcer-
ation stated, ‘“‘a stain on the justice
system itself.” Were the House of Rep-
resentatives to sit idly by and allow
Mr. Kent to continue to hold the office
of U.S. district judge while sitting in
prison, and after committing such high
crimes and misdemeanors, it would be
a stain on the Congress as well.

Judge Kent’s conduct was a disgrace
to the bench. That he would still cling
to the bench from the confines of his
prison cell and ask the public, whose
trust he has already betrayed, to con-
tinue paying his salary demonstrates
how little regard he has for the institu-
tion he was supposed to serve.

I urge the House to approve each of
the four Articles of Impeachment set
out in House Resolution 520.

Today, we find ourselves in the regrettable
circumstance where we must act to remove a
federal judge from the bench. The task before
us is not one that we welcome, however, it is
an important responsibility that has been en-
trusted to us by the Founders and one which
we must not shrink from.

Throughout our nation’s history, we have
been fortunate to have a distinguished judici-
ary that has served as an essential and co-
equal branch of our government. We owe a
great deal of the success of our representative
democracy to the positive, thoughtful and vital
role played by the nation’s judges. To insulate
members of the bench from political and other
pressures, to insure that judges are free to de-
termine the justice of the cases before them
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on the basis of the law alone and no outside
influence, federal judges are appointed for life.

Unlike elected officials who may be re-
moved periodically by the voters, or serve a
term that comes to an end, the Founding Fa-
thers provided only one extraordinary method
of removing a federal judge—that of impeach-
ment. The President cannot remove a judge
he has appointed or any other, and the courts
cannot—conviction of a federal or state of-
fense is also powerless to remove a judge
from his office. Only the Congress may re-
move a judge, and only then upon impeach-
ment in the House under Article I, Section 2
of the Constitution, and conviction in the Sen-
ate for treason, bribery, or other high crimes
and misdemeanors justifying their removal.

Because we have been blessed by an ex-
traordinarily professional judiciary, and be-
cause the bar for removal is high, the extraor-
dinary remedy of impeachment of a federal
judge has been used only 13 times in our na-
tion’s history. But the matter before us today
warrants its use once again.

Last month, the House Judiciary Committee
Task Force on Judicial Impeachment was di-
rected by the House to inquire whether Judge
Kent should be impeached. As Chairman of
the Task Force, I'd like to report on our work
and provide the Members of the House with
the procedural history of this matter as well as
an overview of the relevant facts. As a Task
Force, we were extremely well served by the
very capable Ranking Member from Virginia,
BoB GOODLATTE, and have worked to proceed
in a fair, open and deliberate manner, and we
have done so on a bipartisan, really, non-
partisan basis.

Samuel B. Kent was appointed to the fed-
eral bench in 1990 and has served in the Gal-
veston courthouse in the Southern District of
Texas for most of his career. During that time,
he was generally the sole judicial officer in the
courthouse, an imposing figure who exercised
a substantial degree of influence and control
both inside and outside of his courtroom.

At some point in 2001, Judge Kent began
sexually assaulting at least two women em-
ployees who served in his courthouse. These
repeated sexual assaults occurred through at
least May of 2007, when one of the victims,
Cathy McBroom, filed a judicial misconduct
complaint with the U.S. Court of Appeals for
the Fifth Circuit, alleging sexual misconduct on
the part of Judge Kent. In response, the Judi-
cial Council of the Fifth Circuit appointed a
Special Investigative Committee to investigate
Ms. McBroom’s complaint.

On June 8, 2007, Judge Kent, pursuant to
his own request, was interviewed by the Spe-
cial Investigative Committee of that Circuit.
The Investigative Committee sought to learn
from Judge Kent whether he had engaged in
unwanted sexual contact with Ms. McBroom or
with others.

During the interview, Judge Kent made ma-
terial and false statements about the extent of
his non-consensual contact with Ms.
McBroom; in fact, he had engaged in repeated
non-consensual sexual contact with her.
Judge Kent was also questioned about an-
other female employee in the courthouse, his
secretary Donna Wilkerson. He told the inves-
tigative committee that once Ms. Wilkerson in-
formed him that his advances were unwel-
come, no further sexual contact with her oc-
curred, when in fact he continued his non-con-
sensual contacts with Ms. Wilkerson as well.
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On September 28, 2007, in an “Order of
Reprimand and Reasons” signed by Chief
Judge Edith Jones, the Judicial Council for the
Fifth Circuit suspended Judge Kent with pay
for four months and transferred him to Hous-
ton. The Order did not disclose the underlying
findings of fact or conclusions by the Special
Investigative Committee.

The Department of Justice then commenced
a criminal investigation relating to Judge
Kent's conduct. In November 2007, Judge
Kent asked for and was granted an interview
with Federal Bureau of Investigation law en-
forcement agents. During the voluntary inter-
view that he had requested, he was asked
about his alleged conduct and repeated the
same material false statements that he made
to the Fifth Circuit.

In August 2008, Judge Kent through his at-
torney asked for a meeting at the Department
of Justice Headquarters in Washington, D.C.
At this meeting, he sat down with his attorney,
an FBI agent, and representatives from the
Department of Justice. Judge Kent again
made material false and misleading state-
ments about the nature and extent of his non-
consensual sexual contact with Ms. McBroom
and Ms. Wilkerson.

Intimidated by Judge Kent and worried
about losing her job, Ms. Wilkerson was not
initially candid with investigators and law en-
forcement when questioned about Judge
Kent's conduct towards her. In fact, it was not
until her third grand jury appearance, that Ms.
Wilkerson was willing to reveal the full extent
of sexual assaults she endured from Judge
Kent.

On August 28, 2008, a federal grand jury re-
turned a three-count indictment charging
Judge Kent with two counts of abusive sexual
contact against Ms. McBroom, in violation of
18 U.S.C. §2244(b), and one count of at-
tempted aggravated sexual abuse against Ms.
McBroom, in violation of 18 U.S.C.
§2241(a)(1).

On January 6, 2009, the grand jury issued
a superseding indictment that re-alleged the
three counts involving Ms. McBroom and
added three additional counts. Count four
charged aggravated sexual abuse against Ms.
Wilkerson in violation of 18 U.S.C.
§2241(a)(1), a crime punishable by up to life
in prison. Count five charged abusive sexual
contact against Ms. McBroom in violation of
18 U.S.C. §2244(b).

Finally, the superseding indictment charged
Judge Kent with Obstruction of Justice for cor-
ruptly obstructing, influencing, and impeding
an official proceeding by making false state-
ments to the Special Investigative Committee
of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fifth Cir-
cuit regarding his unwanted sexual contact
with Ms. Wilkerson.

On February 23, 2009, the day his criminal
trial was set to begin, Judge Kent pled guilty
to Obstruction of Justice. Pursuant to the plea
agreement, Judge Kent knowingly, voluntarily,
and truthfully admitted having nonconsensual
sexual contact with both women, and obstruct-
ing justice by testifying otherwise before the
Fifth Circuit Investigative Committee.

On May 11, 2009, Judge Kent was sen-
tenced to a term of 33 months in prison and
ordered to pay fines and restitution to Ms.
McBroom and Ms. Wilkerson. Judge Kent
began his term of incarceration on June 15th,
this past Monday.

The day after his sentencing, the House of
Representatives directed the House Judiciary
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Committee Impeachment Task Force to in-
quire whether Judge Kent should be im-
peached. On June 3, 2009, the Task Force on
Judicial Impeachment held an evidentiary
hearing to determine whether Judge Kent’s
conduct provides a sufficient basis for im-
peachment and to develop a record upon
which to recommend Articles of Impeachment
to the House Judiciary Committee.

The Task Force received testimony from
Ms. McBroom, Ms. Wilkerson, and Professor
Arthur Hellman, a judicial impeachment schol-
ar from the University of Pittsburgh School of
Law. Ms. McBroom and Ms. Wilkerson both
testified that they were sexually assaulted by
Judge Kent on a number of occasions, and
detailed several of these incidents for the Task
Force.

Professor Hellman provided expert testi-
mony that concluded that making false state-
ments to fellow judges, as well as abusing his
power as a federal judge to sexually assault
women, were independent grounds that would
justify and warrant Judge Kent’'s impeachment
and removal from office.

The Task Force invited Judge Kent to tes-
tify, but he declined our offer. The Task Force
received correspondence from Judge Kent
that was made available to all Members and
entered into the record. The Task Force also
invited Judge Kent's counsel to participate in
the hearing and present arguments on behalf
of his client, as well as to provide the oppor-
tunity to question any of the witnesses. Judge
Kent's counsel also declined to appear or par-
ticipate in the hearing.

Subsequently, Judge Kent’'s counsel sent a
letter to the Committee. The letter questioned
the veracity of the two women, citing an anon-
ymous caller at length and claiming there are
other witnesses who contradict the two
women. The letter also made the extraordinary
admission that their testimony was unneces-
sary because, quoting from the letter, “Judge
Kent's guilty plea to the felony of Obstruction
presents sufficient grounds for impeachment.”

The Task Force also received a letter from
Judge Kent to the White House, dated June 2,
2009, stating his intention to resign effective
June 1, 2010, a year from now. Neither his
surrender to custody, nor his stated intention
to resign a year from now, affect his current
status as a federal judge or our constitutional
obligation to determine whether impeachment
is warranted.

Article Ill, Section 1 provides that “The
Judges, both of the supreme and inferior
Courts, shall hold their Offices during good
Behaviour, and shall, at stated Times, receive
for their Services, a Compensation, which
shall not be diminished during their Continu-
ance in Office.”

Article Il, Section 4 of the Constitution pro-
vides that “all civil Officers of the United
States, shall be removed from Office on Im-
peachment for and Conviction of Treason,
Bribery, or other high Crimes and Mis-
demeanors.”

Our proceeding today does not constitute a
trial, as the constitutional power to try im-
peachment resides in the Senate. Rather, the
House’s role is to inquire whether Judge
Kent's conduct provides a sufficient basis for
impeachment.

According to leading commentators and his-
torical precedent on this issue, there are two
broad categories of conduct that have been
recognized as justifying impeachment: serious
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abuse of power, and conduct that dem-
onstrates that an official is “unworthy to fill”
the office that he or she holds.

The House Report accompanying the 1989
Resolution to Impeach Judge Walter Nixon
summarized historical precedents that inform
the meaning of the term “high crimes and mis-
demeanors” stating that, “Congress has re-
peatedly defined ‘other high crimes and mis-
demeanors’ to be serious violations of the
public trust, not necessarily indictable offenses
under criminal laws. Of course, in some cir-
cumstances the conduct at issue . . . con-
stituted conduct warranting both punishment
under the criminal laws and impeachment.”
The Report concluded, “When a judge’s con-
duct calls into question his or her integrity or
impartiality, Congress must consider whether
impeachment and removal of the judge from
office is necessary to protect the integrity of
the judicial branch and uphold the public
trust.”

Earlier this month, the Judicial Conference

of the United States unanimously transmitted
a Certificate to the House of Representatives,
certifying to the House its determination that
consideration of impeachment of Judge Kent
may be warranted. The certificate concludes
that “Judge Kent's conduct and felony convic-
tion . . . have brought disrepute to the Judici-
ary.”
After concluding that the full record estab-
lishes that Judge Kent should be impeached
for high crimes and misdemeanors, the House
Judiciary Impeachment Task Force met on
June 9th and unanimously voted in favor of
recommending four Articles of Impeachment
for consideration by the House Judiciary Com-
mittee.

These four Articles were subsequently intro-
duced in the House in the form of House Res-
olution 520. Article | focuses on Judge Kent's
sexual assault of Ms. McBroom. Article Il Arti-
cle focuses on Judge Kent's sexual assault of
Ms. Wilkerson.

Article Il focuses on Judge Kent's obstruc-
tion of justice by making false statements dur-
ing an official proceeding of the Fifth Circuit
Court of Appeals regarding his unwanted sex-
ual contact with Donna Wilkerson.

Article IV focuses on Judge Kent’'s material
false and misleading statements about the na-
ture and extent of his non-consensual sexual
contact with both women to agents of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation and to representa-
tives of the Department of Justice on two sep-
arate occasions.

On June 10th, the House Judiciary Com-
mittee ordered H. Res. 520 favorably reported
by a roll call vote of 29-0.

Judge Kent, incident to his position as a
U.S. district court judge, engaged in deplor-
able conduct with respect to employees asso-
ciated with the court. Such conduct is incom-
patible with the trust and confidence placed in
him as a judge. In particular, the record dem-
onstrates that Judge Kent sexually assaulted
two women who were both employees of the
court. Furthermore, Judge Kent corruptly ob-
structed, influenced, or impeded an official
proceeding when he made false statements to
the Special Investigative Committee of the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit.

Finally, the record demonstrates that Judge
Kent made material false and misleading
statements about the nature and extent of his
non-consensual sexual contact with Ms.
McBroom and Ms. Wilkerson to agents of the
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Federal Bureau of Investigation and to rep-
resentatives of the Department of Justice.

These acts of sexual assault and obstruc-
tion of justice are, as the judge who sentenced
Mr. Kent to incarceration stated, “a stain on
the justice system itself.” Were the House of
Representatives to sit idly by and allow Mr.
Kent to continue to hold the office of U.S. Dis-
trict Judge while sitting in prison, and after
committing such high crimes and mis-
demeanors, it would be a stain on the Con-
gress as well.

Judge Kent's conduct was a disgrace to the
bench. That he would still cling to the bench
from the confines of his prison cell, and ask
the public whose trust he has already be-
trayed to continue paying his salary, dem-
onstrates how little regard he has for the insti-
tution he was to supposed serve. | urge the
House to approve each of the four Articles of
Impeachment set out in House Resolution
520.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE), who is the
ranking member of the Impeachment
Task Force.

Mr. GOODLATTE. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, it’s a rare occasion
when the House of Representatives
must vote on Articles of Impeachment
against a Federal judge. Indeed, the
last time this occurred was 20 years
ago. However, when evidence emerges
that an individual is abusing his judi-
cial office for his own advantage, the
integrity of the judicial system be-
comes compromised, and the House of
Representatives has the duty to inves-
tigate the matter and take the appro-
priate actions to end the abuse and re-
store confidence in the judicial system.

It is also rare for the members of the
House Judiciary Committee to agree
on anything. However, the committee
voted unanimously last week to report
out House Resolution 520, which con-
tains the four Articles of Impeachment
against Judge Kent. This vote came
after a thorough investigation and
much work by the Task Force on Judi-
cial Impeachment. Specifically, the
task force conducted an investigation
of Judge Kent’s conduct, which in-
cluded working with the FBI, the De-
partment of Justice, and the Fifth Ju-
dicial Circuit. The task force also con-
ducted an investigatory hearing on the
matter, at which two court employees
who were victimized by Judge Kent
testified about the extent of his sexual
abuse. At that same hearing, we heard
from a constitutional scholar who tes-
tified that Judge Kent’s misconduct
rises to the level of impeachable of-
fenses. It is important to note that
Judge Kent was invited to testify at
the hearing. His attorney was also in-
vited to testify and participate in the
hearing. Both declined to attend.

As you have already heard in state-
ments today and as you have already
seen in the Judiciary Committee re-
port, Judge Samuel Kent’s misconduct
merits the serious step of issuing Arti-
cles of Impeachment. The evidence also
shows that he lied to the FBI and the
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Department of Justice about the na-
ture of his sexual misconduct with
court employees. In addition, he pled
guilty to felony obstruction of justice
and to committing repeated acts of
nonconsensual sexual contact with
court employees. He was sentenced to
33 months in prison for committing fel-
ony obstruction of justice, and this
past Monday he reported to prison and
began his prison term.

However, because the Constitution
provides that Federal judges are ap-
pointed for life, Samuel Kent, despite
the fact that he is sitting in prison,
continues to collect his taxpayer-fund-
ed salary of approximately $174,000 per
year, continues to collect his taxpayer-
funded health insurance benefits, and
continues to accrue his taxpayer-fund-
ed pension.

This is the first time that a Federal
judge has pled guilty to a felony, has
reported to prison, and has still not re-
signed from his office. This shows how
deep Judge Kent’s audacity truly runs.
In fact, Judge Kent even took the step
of sending a letter to the President ex-
plaining that he intends to resign 1
year from now. However, this pur-
ported resignation is not worth the
paper it is written on because nothing
would prevent Judge Kent from with-
drawing his resignation at any time be-
fore the expiration of the year. What it
really amounts to is an attempt to ex-
tort hundreds of thousands of dollars
from the American people.

It is not a pleasant task to impeach
a Federal judge; yet when a judge so
clearly abuses his office, it becomes
necessary to take the appropriate ac-
tion in order to restore the confidence
of the American people in their judicial
system. The Constitution gives the
House of Representatives the power
and responsibility to impeach Federal
judges. It is my strong recommenda-
tion that the Members of the House
adopt these Articles of Impeachment
against Judge Kent. It is my hope that
the United States Senate will then act
to swiftly bring this matter to trial
and quick disposition.

I would also like to take this oppor-
tunity to thank ADAM SCHIFF, the
chairman of the Task Force on Judicial
Impeachment, for his leadership in this
effort, along with all the members of
the task force on both sides of the
aisle. As ranking member of the task
force, I appreciate the fact that this ef-
fort has been undertaken in an ex-
tremely nonpartisan fashion. And I
would also like to thank Chairman
CONYERS and Ranking Member SMITH
for their comprehensive yet expedi-
tious and bipartisan consideration of
these Articles of Impeachment in the
full Judiciary Committee.
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Mr. CONYERS. I am pleased now to
recognize for 5 minutes the distin-
guished member of the Judiciary Com-
mittee who served on the task force
with great skill, SHEILA JACKSON-LEE
from Houston, Texas, who has been an
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anchor in the proceedings that have
brought us to this stage. I also want to
commend BOB GOODLATTE for his serv-
ices during that period of time.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I think
it is important for all of us to recog-
nize the solemnity of this day, and I
thank the managers and the task force
members that I believe worked in that
spirit.

As I come from Texas and Houston, I
think it is important to note that the
judge, as all people may have in Amer-
ica, has his defenders; and he will have
an opportunity for those defenders to
continue to raise their voice and to
continue to emphasize their beliefs. As
my colleague from Texas indicated, he
had debilitating conditions, and he had
faced tragedy. And so that should be
recognized.

But I believe what I've come to ac-
knowledge on the floor of the House
and, in fact, I am coming to acknowl-
edge is that there is the responsibility
constitutionally to follow the law. So
article II, section 4, in fact, says that
we are to proceed with impeachment
specifically if civil officers have en-
gaged in partly or been convicted of
treason, bribery or other high crimes
and misdemeanors. Specifically in
count six of the plea agreement, we
find language that says that this judge
willingly agreed that he had obstructed
justice. He admitted to falsely stating
to the Special Investigative Committee
of the United States Court of Appeals
for the Fifth Circuit, lying to an offi-
cial judicial body that the extent of his
unwanted sexual contact with person B
was one Kkiss, and that when told by
person B his advances were
unwelcomed, he then further said they
were consensual; and that is to block
person A from coming forward or hav-
ing any veracity or anyone to back up
what that person has said. I use A and
B because I want to, again, respect
that these are more than troubling
comments and actions against two
women who deserve to have a safe and
secure workplace.

Then article IIT indicates that judges
must hold their position and they
must, in essence, be persons of good be-
havior. To create a workplace that
does not allow the safety and security
of your employee and, in particular,
witness A and B, that poses a serious
problem. So I am interested in making
sure that we track the constitutional
roadmap that we are now in and that
we are aware of the fact that we can
track the constitutional provisions
and, in essence, say that this judge is
not of good behavior. He now sits in-
carcerated. He has been convicted of a
felony. The felony is obstruction of jus-
tice, and he did it knowingly.

I would like a moment to just say
that in the proceedings where he had to
proceed with his plea, the court specifi-
cally said, ‘““You have the right to per-
sist in the prior plea of not guilty that
you have entered in this case. And in
that event, the burden is entirely upon
this government to prove your guilt’”’—
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you don’t have to go forward with
this—‘to a jury’s satisfaction with
proof beyond a reasonable doubt, which
is a very high standard of proof.

““And under the law and the Constitu-
tion”’—to the judge who was standing
there—‘‘you are presumed innocent,”
which means you do not have to prove
your innocence or prove anything at
all, meaning that the judge was ques-
tioned on his plea that involved the ob-
struction of justice, misrepresenting
and denying witness A, who has alleged
of his activities with her and person B,
that everything was consensual and
that person A is not telling the truth.
He did not have to proceed.

And so the court says, ‘“‘However, if 1
accept your guilty plea this morning,
each of those rights will be denied.”

And after the defendant said, ‘““‘Yes,
sir,” the court proceeded and said,
“And knowing that, is it your intent to
enter a plea of guilty this morning to
this charge?”’ The defendant answered,
“Yes, sir.” That was, in essence, a plea
to the felony of obstructing justice.

Sad as it may be, as we proceed to
the constitutional procedure of the
voting here and then a trial in the Sen-
ate, it lays down the framework that
we must act. We have no inability to
ignore it. We must act. High crimes
and misdemeanors, worthy behavior,
all of them have been counted by a
willing expression of this individual,
this judge, that he has committed this
offense.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman has expired.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. It is
crucial that we proceed in moving on
the articles of impeachment.

Mr. Speaker, as a Member of the Impeach-
ment Task Force of the House Judiciary Com-
mittee, | rise today in support of a rec-
ommendation for impeachment of Judge Sam-
uel B. Kent. First and foremost it is necessary
to establish the legal authority of Congress to
make impeachment determinations. The Con-
stitution clearly places many of the operations
of the Judiciary under the oversight of Con-
gress—a power not granted reciprocally to the
Judiciary. This is made clear in the Federalist
Papers (described by James Madison as “the
most authentic exposition of the heart of the
federal Constitution”), which confirm that sub-
jugating the Judiciary to Congress was delib-
erate and intentional. Federalist #51 declares:
“the legislative authority necessarily predomi-
nates.”

Furthermore, Federalist #49 declares that
Congress—not the Court—is “the confidential
guardians of [the people’s] rights and lib-
erties.” Why? Because the Legislature—not
the unelected judiciary—is closest to the peo-
ple and most responsive to them. When the
Court did claim that it is the only body capable
of interpreting the Constitution—that Congress
is incapable of determining constitutionality,
the Founding Fathers vehemently disagreed.
For example, James Madison declared: “[T]he
meaning of the Constitution may as well be
ascertained by the Legislative as by the Judi-
cial authority.”

After establishing that the Congress has ju-
risdiction to preside over impeachment pro-
ceedings, it is imperative to outline the legal
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standard for impeachment. Article I, Section 4
of the U.S. Constitution delineates the stand-
ard for removal from office of all civil officers
by stating that: “The President, Vice President
and all civil Officers of the United States, shall
be removed from Office on Impeachment for,
and Conviction of, Treason, Bribery, or other
high Crimes and Misdemeanors.”

The Constitutional Standard is further but-
tressed by the intent behind Atrticle Il, Section
4. The Founders’ intent for impeachment was
to protect the fundamental principle of “the
consent of the governed.” The Constitution
carries no title but “We the People,” and im-
peachment removes from office those officials
who ignore that standard of adhering to the
values of the people—that sexual abuse and
pleading to a felony is not good behavior. It is
important to note that the Constitution does
not guarantee a federal judge his position for
life, but only for the duration of “good behav-
ior” (Art. lll, Sec. 1).

For this reason impeachment was used
whenever judges disregarded public interests,
affronted the will of the people, or introduced
arbitrary power by seizing the role of policy-
maker. Previous generations used this tool far
more frequently than today’s generation; and
because the grounds for impeachment were
deliberately kept broad, articles of impeach-
ment have described everything from drunken-
ness and profanity to judicial high-handedness
and bribery as reasons for removal from the
bench. Historically speaking, sixty-one federal
judges or Supreme Court Justices have been
investigated for impeachment; of whom thir-
teen have been impeached and seven con-
victed. The noted legal scholar from Yale Uni-
versity Professor Charles Black writes in his
Impeachment Handbook that, “In the English
practice from which the Framers borrowed the
phrase, ‘High Crimes and Misdemeanors’ de-
noted political offenses, the critical element of
which was injury to the state. Impeachment
was intended to redress public offenses com-
mitted by public officials in violation of the
public trust and duties, offenses against the
Constitution itself. In short, only ‘serious as-
saults on the integrity of the processes of gov-
ernment,” constitute impeachable offenses.”

One of our Founding Fathers, Alexander
Hamilton, wrote in the Federalist Papers No.
65 that, “Those [impeachable] offences which
proceed from the misconduct of public men,
or, [in] other words, from the abuse or viola-
tion of some public trust. They are of a nature
which . . . relate chiefly to injuries done im-
mediately to society itself.”

As Hamilton makes clear, criminal conduct
alone was and is not enough. The conduct
also should involve public office. That should
be the standard here as we proceed. Given
the context of the Constitutional standard for
impeachment coupled with the intent of the
Framers, the issue at hand is whether Judge
Kent's conduct constitutes high Crimes and
Misdemeanors, within the framework of the
Constitution. On review of the facts, we find
that Judge Kent's obstruction of justice charge
based on providing testimony to the FBI and
the DOJ on the nature and extent of his rela-
tionships with his former employees while the
Judge was in office, does in fact meet the
standard of high Crimes and Misdemeanors.

Furthermore, Judge Kent’s felony conviction
for obstruction of justice raises issues of fit-
ness to the bench. While Judge Kent’s felony
conviction on its face satisfies the Constitu-
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tional standard of impeachment, the numerous
allegations of sexual misconduct on behalf of
the Judge made by former employees con-
tinue to call into question Judge Kent'’s fitness
for Office.

Pursuant to witness testimony the Impeach-
ment Task Force heard from Cathy McBroom,
Former Case Manager for Judge Kent, Ms.
McBroom recounted over ten episodes of sex-
ual misconduct she experienced while working
for Judge Kent. Ms. McBroom noted that
Judge Kent’s physical presence was imposing
at 6’4”, 260 pounds, and coupled with his fre-
quent self-references to his power, this made
it difficult for her to believe that she would be
able to prove the Judge’s misconduct and suc-
cessfully pursue outside employment in the
Galveston legal community.

Donna Wilkerson, Judge Kent's former
Legal Secretary also testified before the Task
Force. Wilkerson stated that during her tenure
as Kent's legal secretary, she suffered seven
years of psychological abuse and sexual mis-
conduct. Wilkerson noted that each episode of
sexual misconduct always took place in the of-
fice, and seemed to follow lengthy lunches
where the Judge returned to work intoxicated.

While the issue of Judge Kent's possible al-
cohol dependency and the condition of his
mental health may be mitigating factors in this
Committee’s impeachment determination, the
real issue is whether Judge Kent is fit for the
position he holds. Accordingly, the conduct of
Judge Kent while in office as 5th Circuit Court
Judge of Galveston, Texas yields him unfit for
office under constitutional standards.

Kent did submit a letter to President Obama
and to our Task Force requesting permission
for withdrawal from the bench one calendar
year from now. Pursuant to Judge Kent’s fel-
ony charge, it would not be appropriate for
him to collect a salary and pension over the
course of the next year. Additionally, under the
guidelines of Judge Kent's proposal, his with-
drawal from office would not go into effect until
the day of the withdrawal, which means that
Kent’s decision to remove himself from office
would be revocable at any time up until the
final date of withdrawal.

Mr. Speaker, it pains me to take action
against a member of the bench from my own
state, but the Constitution imposes upon us a
duty that we must uphold. As such, on the
issue of whether Judge Kent's conduct con-
stitutes high Crimes and Misdemeanors, | be-
lieve that all of us should agree that he has.
Given our Constitutional duty, | urge my col-
leagues to support this extremely important
and difficult decision of impeachment.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER), a
member of the Impeachment Task
Force and also a former chairman of
the Judiciary Committee.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, first I would like to demand a divi-
sion of the question so as to result in a
separate vote on each of the four arti-
cles of impeachment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is divisible and will be divided
for the vote by article.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Thank you.

Mr. Speaker, both the Impeachment
Task Force and the Judiciary Com-
mittee unanimously adopted and re-
ported out House Resolution 520. The
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overwhelming support for this resolu-
tion is indicative of the weight of the
evidence supporting the four articles of
impeachment against Judge Samuel B.
Kent. A Federal grand jury indicted
Judge Kent on five counts of sexual as-
sault involving two of his female court
employees and one count of obstruc-
tion of justice.

In February of this year Judge Kent
pleaded guilty to count six of the su-
perseding indictment, obstruction of
justice, pursuant to a plea agreement.
As a part of the plea agreement, the
government agreed to dismiss the re-
maining five counts at sentencing. At
that time I called on Judge Kent to re-
sign and stated that I would introduce
articles of impeachment upon his sen-
tencing in May if he did not resign. On
May 11, 2009, Judge Kent was sentenced
to 33 months in prison. On May 12 I in-
troduced the first resolution calling for
Judge Kent’s impeachment.

Judge Kent tried to use his knowl-
edge to work the system by requesting
a waiver for disability retirement. In
February I wrote the court, asking it
to carefully consider all of the particu-
lars concerning Judge Kent’s request.
On May 27, Fifth Circuit Chief Judge
Edith Hollan Jones denied Judge
Kent’s request. The Impeachment Task
Force held an evidentiary hearing
where both victims of Judge Kent tes-
tified as witnesses. In addition to the
two victims, Alan Baron, the lead task
force attorney, provided an overview of
the investigation. As a part of his
statement, he identified and introduced
into the record a number of documents.
University of Pittsburgh Professor Ar-
thur Hellman provided expert testi-
mony that concluded that Judge Kent’s
conduct in making false statements to
fellow judges, and thereby obstructing
justice, as well as abusing his power as
a Federal judge to sexually assault
women employees, constituted inde-
pendent grounds to justify his im-
peachment and removal from office.
The task force afforded Judge Kent and
his counsel unlimited opportunity to
participate exhaustively in the hear-
ing. However, both Judge Kent and his
counsel declined our invitation. After
this objective and definitive review of
the facts, the weight of the evidence
against Judge Kent was substantial
enough that it became quite obvious
that he should not remain a Federal
judge.

Articles I and II of the articles of im-
peachment reflect the improper con-
duct made by Judge Kent toward two
of his court employees. On numerous
occasions he sexually assaulted the two
female court employees by touching
their private areas and attempting to
engage each woman in a sexual act
with him. Article IIT is an article that
incorporates some of the false or mis-
leading statements made by Judge
Kent to investigators and the grand
jury. It notes that he corruptly ob-
structed, influenced, or impeded an of-
ficial proceeding. Our hearing and the
record we have compiled produces clear
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and convincing evidence that Judge
Kent lied to law enforcement authori-
ties during the investigation as well as
to the Federal grand jury. Article IV
alleges that Judge Kent made material
false and misleading statements about
the nature and extent of his non-
consensual sexual contact with the vic-
tims to FBI agents and representatives
of the Department of Justice.

Our purpose for being here today is
not to punish Judge Kent. Our purpose
is to ensure the integrity of the Fed-
eral judiciary. Impeachment is invoked
only when the conduct erodes the
public’s confidence in government.
Judge Kent has clearly violated the
public’s trust and dishonored his role.
Judge Samuel B. Kent, who by his own
admission obstructed justice to cover
his own misdeeds, cannot remain a
Federal judge. He is the first judge in
the history of our Republic to plead
guilty to a felony and refuse to
promptly resign his seat on the bench.
Other judges have been convicted of
crimes and refused to resign, but never
has one pled guilty and attempted to
stay on the bench. To permit him to re-
tain his position would inflict grievous
and, indeed, irreparable damage to the
Federal judiciary and, I submit, to the
Congress as well.

There are two basic questions in con-
nection with this impeachment. First,
does the conduct alleged in the four ar-
ticles of impeachment state an im-
peachable offense? Absolutely and
without question, it does. The articles
allege misconduct that is criminal and
wholly inconsistent with judicial integ-
rity and the judicial oath. Clearly, ev-
eryone would agree that a judge who
lies to a judicial body investigating his
conduct or who deceives Federal inves-
tigators by lying in an interview is not
fit to remain on the bench.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. I yield the gen-
tleman 30 additional 30 seconds.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. The second
question is, did the conduct occur? The
simple fact that Judge Kent pled guilty
confirms that the conduct did, in fact,
occur. Today he is sitting in Federal
prison, collecting a paycheck from the
taxpayers. He is not fit to sit upon the
Federal judiciary, and we must perform
our constitutional duty to impeach
him.

Support House Resolution 520. Send
the judge to the Senate for a trial.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased now to recognize for 3 minutes
a former magistrate himself, HANK
JOHNSON of Georgia, who is Chair of the
Courts Subcommittee and an impor-
tant member of the task force that was
headed by Chairman ADAM SCHIFF.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Thank
you, Mr. Chairman. This is not a happy
day anytime we have to take this type
of solemn action.

I first want to thank my chairman,
the Honorable JOHN CONYERS from
Michigan, who is the Chair of the Judi-
ciary Committee, for his promptness

The
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and his diligence in bringing this mat-
ter to us as soon as humanly possible.
And we’re at this point now because of
the chairman. I also want to recognize
our colleague Mr. ADAM SCHIFF who,
having been entrusted by the leader-
ship to bring this to the floor, has per-
formed admirably. And I lastly want to
thank Ms. Cathy McBroom and Ms.
Donna Wilkerson. These are the two la-
dies that took the covers off of this
egregious behavior by Judge Kent. The
integrity of our judiciary is funda-
mental to the functioning of our legal
system. Judge Samuel Kent’s egregious
behavior leaves no doubt that he is not
fit to remain a judge.
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Can you imagine having to go to
work every day, having to go back to
your job after a weekend, and you
know that at any time or any day that
you could be subjected to sexual mis-
conduct by your boss? And you have a
great Federal job, you need your job
for your family, so you just endure it
for year after year after year, until it
gets to a point where you have to file
a complaint and subject all of your per-
sonal affairs to the Nation. It took a
lot of courage for them to do that, and
I appreciate that. I want to apologize
on behalf of all males for them having
to go through that.

Mr. Speaker, what we have here is a
situation where the judge has com-
mitted sexual abuse repeatedly. He has
lied about it. He has pleaded guilty to
the felony charge of obstruction.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. CONYERS. I yield the gentleman
an additional 30 seconds.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. He lied
about it, and he admitted that he was
in fact guilty of the sexual abuse.

So this is what we call a slam dunk.
There is no reason for this judge to re-
main on the bench. He should have re-
signed, but he didn’t have the decency
to do that, so now we must do what we
must do.

I urge all Members to vote ‘‘yes’ on
the impeachment.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN), a
member of the Impeachment Task
Force and a former attorney general of
the State of California.

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing.

Mr. Speaker, article III, section 1 of
the Constitution, in describing lifetime
tenure of Federal judges, uses these
words: ‘““The judges shall hold their of-
fices during good behavior.” That is
the starting point of our inquiry here
in this impeachment.

When you look at article II, section
4, talking about impeachment, it says,
“The President, Vice President and all
civil officers of the United States, shall
be removed from office on impeach-
ment for, and conviction of, treason,
bribery, or other high crimes and mis-
demeanors.”’

The
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Some people mistakenly believe that
you need a criminal conviction as a
condition precedent to us acting. That
is not true and has never been true. In
this particular case we do have a crimi-
nal conviction. But the Articles of Im-
peachment go beyond that to some of
the underlying facts, specifically with
respect to the sexual assault performed
by this judge, Judge Kent.

The question before us is whether or
not he is fit for office. The answer
seems to be obvious. One who would
use their office in this way to commit
sexual assault is unfit for any office,
but particularly that of a Federal
judge. Why do I say that? Because they
are given lifetime tenure, and in this
circumstance he was the sole judicial
officer in this courthouse.

Interestingly, now he says to us we
should have some sympathy for him
and extend him some mercy because he
had no peers to speak with, anybody he
could talk with about the serious prob-
lems in his life.

The very fact that he was the only
judicial officer in that courthouse gave
him enormous power, which he re-
peated to his victims on more than one
occasion, saying he was the law, he was
the judge. In other words, he had what
I refer to as a reign of judicial terror or
tyranny over these individuals, uti-
lizing his power as a Federal judge to
misuse that power in such a way to put
these women in a situation where they
thought they had nowhere to turn.
Just based on that, he ought to be re-
moved from office.

I should say to our colleagues who
are watching in their offices right now,
a simple review of the report presented
by this committee will show sufficient
evidence to justify every single article.
We will vote on every single article in
this House, as we have always done,
and it is important for us to do that so
that when we go to the Senate, they
have the opportunity to review each
single article of impeachment.

This is extremely important, not just
for Judge Kent, not just for his em-
ployees, who have suffered unneces-
sarily, but for the entire judicial sys-
tem.

For us to tarry a single day is to do
injustice. This judge is now receiving,
as has been said, his salary as a sitting
judge while he sits incarcerated in a
Federal institution of confinement.
What arrogance. And if we do not act,
we are letting the word go out that we,
the only branch of government that is
enabled by the Constitution to act in
these circumstances, do not take our
constitutional obligation seriously.

We cannot resist acting here and we
cannot resist asking the Senate to act
as expeditiously as possible. This Fed-
eral judge has demeaned his office, has
demeaned this country, has demeaned
his oath of office and the Constitution
itself, and we need now to act. We have
sufficient evidence presented on this
record for all Members to vote in favor
of each and every article of impeach-
ment.
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Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. COHEN), a
member of the task force and also the
Chair of the Commercial and Adminis-
trative Law Subcommittee.

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the chairman, the chairman of
the task force, the ranking member of
the committee, and Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER.

This unquestionably has the facts
that are obvious for this House to vote
for impeachment. This judge has
abused his office and justice by plead-
ing guilty to obstruction of justice,
committing obstruction of justice and
lying to an official panel, and has
taken an action upon his employees
and his position, women, that is an af-
front to all women in this country. And
these are actions that are high crimes
and misdemeanors worthy of the vote
of impeachment. That is unquestioned.

But what is particularly impressive
to me is the procedure that this House
has acted in and the speed to make
sure that the public Treasury and the
public trust are protected.

This man does not deserve his pay.
He does not deserve his position. He
does not deserve his pension. For he
has shamed the country, the Judiciary,
and been offensive toward people and
good conduct, and for those reasons it
is important that this House act, that
the Senate have the opportunity to try
this man, and to protect the public
Treasury and the public good.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. GOHMERT), a member of the
Impeachment Task Force and a former
district judge from Texas.

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I also
want to thank the leadership and the
very responsible conduct of the chair-
man of the task force, ADAM SCHIFF,
for having done an exemplary job in
moving this along and bringing it to a
head as quickly as could have humanly
been done, and to Chairman CONYERS
and Ranking Member SMITH. We have
worked together on this because it is a
very serious matter when our Federal
courts are held in less than high es-
teem.

We have a Federal judge, as has al-
ready been mentioned, who pled guilty
to obstruction of justice. He admitted
to nonconsensual sexual acts. We have
the transcript from the Federal court
hearings in which there is actual speci-
ficity of misrepresentations. We also
can take judicial notice of his orders
and opinions that he wrote himself.

It is very clear that, as some of the
witnesses testified, he was arrogant, he
was a bully. That is not enough to im-
peach someone or remove them from
office, but certainly obstruction of jus-
tice would be under the circumstances
here.

What I found particularly offensive
beyond the obstruction were the games
that were played by this judge with
this body. Here the day before we were
having our hearing of the task force,
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we get a resignation letter dated June
2, 2009, addressed to the President, say-
ing, ““I hereby resign from my position
as United States district judge for the
Southern District of Texas effective
June 1, 2010,” a year away, a resigna-
tion that could be withdrawn at any
time before it became effective.

Now, we heard testimony from the
witnesses that this judge was particu-
larly manipulative, and that is how he
was able to continue the nonconsensual
sexual assaults over and over, because
he was so manipulative. They were
afraid of losing their jobs, and it was
clear that he had said, I am the king,
and it is good to be king.

It is good to be king, unless you are
committing crimes and misusing the
office to which you were entrusted.

But the resignation letter would just
be a resignation, if it were sincere. But
then we got another letter before our
final hearing before the committee
asking that it be taken into consider-
ation that he had these problems and
he needed his salary and his medical
and he was trying to pay medical bills
of his late wife. Ironically, he wasn’t
quite as concerned for his late wife
when he was groping and manipulating
and bullying people within his trust
and care as a Federal judge.

We heard testimony that if someone
had come before his court and used the
same reasons that he gave as to why he
ought to keep getting his salary, that
he would not only have not been moved
to sympathy, he would have been
moved to anger and would have taken
it out on the defendant.

So even at this late date, there is no
evidence of contriteness. There is no
evidence of remorse, other than being
caught. There is more manipulation,
which makes clear all the more that he
should not have his request granted
that he be paid as a Federal judge
while he is sitting in prison for com-
mitting crimes while he was getting
paid to be a Federal judge.

Let’s bring this to an end and vote
for the impeachment.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr.
serve my time.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. POE), the deputy ranking
member of the Crime Subcommittee of
the Judiciary Committee and also a
former district judge from Texas.

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
think a little history is in order here,
because only Congress can remove a
Federal judge. It is part of the checks
and balances in our Constitution. It
prevents the executive who doesn’t like
what a judge is doing from taking that
person out of office. It prevents other
judges in the United States in the judi-
cial branch from removing a judge
when they don’t like that judge’s opin-
ion. That is our duty today, to resolve
this issue.

Over my career, I have been some-
what critical of Federal judges, but the
reason is because of a philosophical dif-
ference sometimes with interpretation

Speaker, I re-
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of the Constitution and constitutional
law.
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For the most part, most of our
judges, the hundreds that serve all over
the United States in the third branch
of government, have the utmost integ-
rity and demeanor. In our judicial
branch, I would hope we would always
have the best legal minds on the bench,
not the best legal minds that appear
before the bench as attorneys. Unfortu-
nately, that’s not universally true, be-
cause our Federal judges are underpaid.
The lawyers that appear before them,
for the most part, make more than the
Federal judges. But they serve, not be-
cause of money. They serve because of
their pride and belief in our Constitu-
tion and public service.

Judge Kent is the exception to this
rule. We are past the stage of allega-
tions because he made admissions
against his own interest in a court of
law sufficient to convict him of a fel-
ony to the degree it is an abuse of of-
fice, abuse of duty, while serving on
the bench in a courtroom. That basi-
cally is the end of the story. It is a fel-
ony. It is a high crime and mis-
demeanor. He’s in prison, and his ac-
tions since his conviction show a
haughty spirit and a total disregard for
his conduct.

Mr. Speaker, in the United States, we
don’t pay Federal judges to go to the
penitentiary. He should be impeached
today by this body.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. KING), who is also a member
of the Judiciary Committee.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, first
I want to thank all of those who volun-
teered on this task force for impeach-
ment. And I especially want to thank
Chairman CONYERS and Ranking Mem-
ber SMITH for pulling this together in
their professional fashion and the peo-
ple on our side of the aisle and Mr.
SCHIFF from California who has taken
to conduct himself, I think, with a
solid degree of professionalism
throughout these proceedings.

And I’'m very well aware, Mr. Speak-
er, that this is a rare and extraordinary
step that this Congress is taking, and
that this is a serious moment. And
when I read through this report that’s
been produced by the task force that
pulled together the data in a com-
pressed fashion, it is appalling to me
that this could have gone on as long as
it did.

But I will say, when the conviction
came down and the sentence was made,
the 33 months in the Federal peniten-
tiary to Judge Kent, this Congress
acted immediately and quickly and did
so in a bipartisan fashion to do our
constitutional duty, and brought this
through the hearing and committee ac-
tion to this floor and, with urgency, is
ready to send it over to the United
States Senate, whom I believe will act
also immediately with dispatch.

And as I look at this, I see this as an
abuse, as arbitrary power. The high
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crime and misdemeanor that we’re
talking about is sexual abuse of subor-
dinates, and the arbitrary power of
using the official oppression of the
power of his office and the threat of re-
moving them from their jobs if they
raised a voice, and also the threat that
no one would believe them because he
had manipulated the others around
him and, to some degree, I believe that
is true.

So it’s essential that we take this ex-
traordinary step, Mr. Speaker, and I
am gratified that this Congress has
acted immediately, pulled themselves
together to take this action in a bipar-
tisan fashion in a solidly constitu-
tional fashion. We have, I think, added
to today and will continue to add to
the definition of high crimes and mis-
demeanors, and further put into the
RECORD a solid foundation, and send a
warning out to other judges that might
think they could abuse this power.

So I urge adoption of this language
that’s here, and I commend my col-
leagues.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1% minutes to the gentleman
from Georgia, Dr. BROUN, who is also a
member of the Homeland Security
Committee.

(Mr. BROUN of Georgia asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today in support of this resolu-
tion. This judge should be, and I think
will be, impeached with this resolution.
And it’s about time for this body to do
its constitutional authority, to be a
check on judges. Unfortunately, this
Congress has not fulfilled its constitu-
tional authority in many instances.

Article I, section 1, sentence 1 says,
all legislative powers therein granted
shall be vested in the Congress of the
United States, which shall consist of a
Senate and House of Representatives.

We have had a perversion of the Con-
stitution by both administrations of
both parties in the Presidency, as well
as by Congress. The Constitution has
been perverted. We all swear to uphold
the Constitution against enemies, both
foreign and domestic. We’ve got a lot of
domestic enemies of the constitution,
and I think enough is enough.

Under the Constitution, in the
writings of our Founding Fathers in
the Federalist Papers, including the
first U.S. Supreme Court Chief Justice,
they very clearly delineated what they
meant for the Constitution to mean.
And it’s time that we, as Congress,
took our rightful places, being the
strongest power of the Federal Govern-
ment, to stop this spending, to stop the
destruction of our children’s and
grandchildren’s future.

| rise in support of the resolution.

This afternoon . the House of Rep-
resentatives will exercise one of the great
checks and balances built into the United
States Constitution . the power to im-
peach.

Article I, Section 2 of the Constitution gives
the House of Representatives the sole power
of impeachment.
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Article 2, Section 4 of the Constitution lays
out the criteria for who can be impeached and
for what offenses . . . It specifies that—"the
President, Vice President and all civil officers
of the United States, shall be removed from
office on impeachment for . . . and conviction
of . . . treason, bribery, or other high crimes
and misdemeanors.”

These “civil officers” include federal judges
and cabinet members.

The serious nature of impeachment is evi-
dent as the House of Representatives has
only moved to impeach 18 officials in more
than two centuries . . . This includes two
presidents . . . one cabinet member . . . one
senator . . . and 13 judges—not including to-
day’s proceedings.

Judge Samuel B. Kent . . . of the United
States District Court for the Southern District
of Texas . . . has pled guilty to unwanted,
non-consensual sexual contact with two em-
ployees . . . testifying falsely before a special
investigative committee of the federal judiciary

. and making false statements to the De-
partment of Justice.

His crimes certainly fit the high standard for
impeachment that our Founding Fathers in-
tended . . . | applaud the members of the Ju-
diciary Committee on both sides of the aisle
for exercising their Constitutional duty and
moving this to the full House for a vote.

When thinking about today’s historic action
. . . | also think about how far Congress and
the Federal Government have strayed from
what our Founding Fathers intended.

One only needs to read the historic Federal-
ists Papers . . . written by three of the most
prominent authors of our U.S. Constitution in-
cluding the very first U.S. Supreme Court
Chief Justice to understand that our
Founding Fathers intended Congress to be the
strongest and most powerful of the three
branches of government.

Yet, too often in this modern era . . . we
the Congress . . . have abdicated our power
to legislate . . . allowing the Judicial and Ex-
ecutive branches to greatly expand their roles
far beyond what the framers of our Constitu-
tion ever intended . . . all while taking liberty
away from the American people.

Today, the Executive and Judicial Branches
are sadly doing the job of the Legislative
Branch . . . regardless of which party sits in
the White House or in the Speaker’s chair.

President George W. Bush went forward
with the auto bailout despite Congress’s clear
opposition . . . President Barack Obama has
created numerous unconstitutional “Czars”
with massive power once reserved for Senate-
confirmed officials.

Executive Orders were once rarely used
. . . but today they have become the norm for
Presidents to bypass Congress and judicial re-
view.

And today, our federal benches are filled
with judicial activists who are hell-bent on leg-
islating from the bench.

When is this madness going to end?

When is this body . . . the United States
Congress . . . going to reclaim the power the
Constitution has given this institution . . . in-
tended to protect the liberties of the American
people?

Today we are exercising our Constitutional
authority to remove a judge who clearly is not
fit to serve. But this should also serve as a
wake-up call to this legislative body that our
work should not stop with just this one vote.
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We must continue to bring accountability to
those who violate their constitutionally-per-
mitted responsibilities. . . . Those who legis-
late from the bench . . . without regard to the
will of the people . . . Those who by-pass the
Congress to institute policy.

As our Nation’s first President once said:
“Government is not reason, nor eloguence
.. .ltis force . . . And like fire, it is a dan-
gerous servant and a fearsome master.”

Today, we may use force to impeach . . .
But we should constantly remind ourselves
that this Nation sits on the precipice . . . look-
ing to us for direction.

| urge my colleagues to not only support this
resolution to impeach Judge Kent . . . | also
urge them to take this opportunity to reflect on
where we are headed as a legislative body

. . to stand up and take back the authority
granted by the U.S. Constitution on behalf of
the American people we represent.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, never before has a Fed-
eral judge pled guilty to a felony, gone
to jail, and refused to resign imme-
diately from the bench.

In a clear attempt to get every penny
possible from American taxpayers,
Judge Kent, who pled guilty to ob-
struction of justice and is currently in
prison serving a 33-month sentence,
submitted a letter to the President re-
signing effective June 1, 2010.

The law does not require Judge Kent
to step aside from the bench, even
though he is a convicted felon. Every
day he remains in office he receives his
taxpayer-funded salary.

Congress has taken up this impeach-
ment inquiry and moved quickly to en-
sure that Judge Kent is removed from
the bench. His continued attempts to
game the judicial system are just an-
other example of how Judge Kent has
abused his position of authority.

BEarlier this month, the House Im-
peachment Task Force heard testi-
mony from Judge Kent’s two victims.
His victims described the living night-
mare they experienced while working
for him. They were subjected to phys-
ical and verbal sexual abuse for years,
ranging from lewd comments to forced
physical sexual conduct. Neither
woman felt that she could file a com-
plaint without losing her job. Judge
Kent warned all of his staff that dis-
loyalty was grounds for removal. It
was his ability to intimidate his staff
into silence that perpetuated his abuse
of authority.

Today’s vote is necessary to ensure
that justice prevails. When a judge is
given a lifetime appointment, it is a
tremendous honor and responsibility.
But when a judge takes advantage of
his authority, he must be held account-
able for any violation of those prin-
ciples of justice.

Congress must put an end to Judge
Kent’s abuse of authority and exploi-
tation of American taxpayers.

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor
of the four articles of impeachment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, we
would like to close on this side by call-
ing a senior member of the Judiciary
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Committee, JERRY NADLER of New
York, who, in addition, is the serving
member of the Chair of the Constitu-
tion Subcommittee, the remaining
time on our side.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York is recognized
for 3¥4 minutes.

Mr. NADLER of New York. Mr.
Speaker, it is always a sad day when
the House has to impeach a Federal
judge. Yet, today that is our constitu-
tional duty.

Impeachment is a power that Con-
gress rarely uses; both because it is
rare that a Federal judge will so abuse
his position that impeachment is re-
quired, and because it could affect the
independence of the Judiciary. The
Constitution reserves this extraor-
dinary remedy for extreme cases. This,
regrettably, is one of those cases.

The task force that was established
by this House to inquire into whether
Judge Kent should be impeached has
recommended the articles of impeach-
ment that we are considering today.

We want to commend the members of
the Task Force and the Chairman, Mr.
SCHIFF, for their independent, diligent
and thorough investigation. The evi-
dence they’ve assembled is copious and
sobering. They’ve made a strong case
that impeachment is both appropriate
and necessary.

First, Judge Kent has pleaded guilty
to obstruction of justice and has been
sentenced on his conviction to 33
months in prison.

As part of the plea proceedings,
Judge Kent signed a statement in
which he admitted and described the
conduct that constituted the obstruc-
tive conduct. He adopted this signed
statement under oath before the court
at the time of the plea.

In this signed statement, Judge Kent
admitted making false statements to a
Special Investigatory Committee of
the Fifth Circuit about allegations of
sexually assaulting court employee. In
that same document, he also admitted
having ‘‘nonconsensual sexual contact”
with two subordinate court employees.

Two of the articles of impeachment
allege that Judge Kent sexually as-
saulted these two women. His admis-
sions that he had nonconsensual sexual
contacts with the women is, indeed, a
powerful one. Any unwanted sexual
touching can be considered a sexual as-
sault, so Judge Kent, by his own words,
has come close to admitting that he as-
saulted the women, the only remaining
question being the extent of the as-
sault, and that question has been ad-
dressed by the sworn testimony of the
women before the Task Force detailing
Judge Kent’s repeated abuse of his au-
thority by coercing nonconsensual sex
at the price of retaining their jobs.

In short, the executive branch may
prosecute a Federal judge for violation
of the criminal laws, and the judicial
branch may punish that Federal judge
upon his conviction, but only the Con-
gress can remove a Federal judge if it
determines that his behavior renders
him unfit to hold his office.
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In circumstances such as these,
where Judge Kent misused the power of
his office to undermine, rather than to
uphold, the law, and where he abused
his power as a Federal judge by sexu-
ally assaulting subordinates and lying
to the Fifth Circuit Investigatory Com-
mittee about that, our duty to impeach
is clear.

For these reasons, I intend to vote in
favor of each of the articles of im-
peachment now before the House. I
urge all the Members of this House to
do likewise.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong
support of H. Res. 520, to impeach Judge
Samuel B. Kent of the U.S. District Court for
the Southern District of Texas. Judge Kent
has disgraced the bench, the Bar, and the en-
tire American public. Throughout his legal pro-
ceedings he behaved with hubris and gross
disregard for justice. Even after his conviction
for obstruction of justice, he has continued to
exert a manipulative demeanor and arrogance,
thinking himself to be above the law. There
appears to be no end to his impudent de-
mands, as even now, he continues to draw his
judicial salary while imprisoned. This is uncon-
scionable, and it was incumbent upon the
House Judiciary Committee and the entire
House of Representatives to take decisive ac-
tion. Therefore, | applaud and commend
Chairman CONYERS and Ranking Member
SMITH for their bipartisan efforts to bring this
measure before the floor so quickly.

The stability of any form of government
rests on the rule of law. Accordingly, our sys-
tem, though imperfect, rests on the American
public’s fundamental trust in our legal institu-
tions and the rights the Constitution bestows
upon all U.S. citizens. Most important to any
justice system is broad legitimacy and accept-
ance of those who act within the legal frame-
work. People must believe they have access
to a fair trial, an impartial jury, and a neutral
judge. Judges have the duty to render well-
reasoned and sound legal opinions, without
bias and personal prejudice. We expect indi-
viduals who hold a lifetime appointment as a
federal judge to act honestly out of respect for
the law.

Judge Kent’'s sexual assault of two female
employees and his subsequent efforts to lie
about his actions to other federal judges were
reprehensible acts. This conduct is totally in-
consistent with the dignity and respect we ex-
pect from all federal judges.

Even though Judge Kent pleaded guilty to
obstruction of justice, he continues to receive
a salary for a job he is no longer suitable to
perform. And he will continue to collect federal
wages unless we act today and pass these ar-
ticles of impeachment.

Every day Kent continues to draw his judi-
cial salary is an affront to our legal system
and to the American taxpayers. This resolution
signals to Kent and others that no one is
above the law—not even a federal judge. That
is a testament to the rule of law and goes to
the very essence of our justice system. The
law must be blind, and everyone must be sub-
ject to its consequences and punishments as
well as to its benefits and protections.

Mr. Speaker, | am so disappointed that
Judge Kent has refused to resign from office
and that we are forced to take this action to
remove him from office. However, impeach-
ment is provided for in the Constitution for cir-
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cumstances such as this. Therefore, | add my
voice of support for H. Res. 520 to impeach
the disgraced Judge Samuel Kent, and | urge
my colleagues to vote yes on the resolution. |
also hope our colleagues in the other body will
act with all deliberate speed to remove this
disgraced judge from the federal bench.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, as the House of
Representatives Member for Galveston,
Texas, | have followed the case of Judge
Samuel Kent with great interest. My study of
the facts of this case has convinced me that
the House Committee on the Judiciary made
the correct decision in recommending that
Judge Kent be impeached. Unfortunately, be-
cause of a commitment in my congressional
district, | was only able to be on the House
floor for the vote on the first count. Had | been
on the House floor for the vote, | would have
voted for all four counts of impeachment. |
hope the Senate expeditiously acts on this
matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
having been yielded back, the Chair
will divide the question for voting
among the four articles of impeach-
ment.

The question is on resolving the first
article of impeachment.

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

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, this 15-
minute vote on resolving the first arti-
cle of impeachment will be followed by
5-minute votes, if ordered, on resolving
each of the three succeeding articles.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 389, nays 0,
not voting 44, as follows:

[Roll No. 415]

YEAS—389
Abercrombie Bright Conyers
Aderholt Broun (GA) Cooper
Adler (NJ) Brown (SC) Courtney
Akin Brown, Corrine Crowley
Alexander Brown-Waite, Cuellar
Altmire Ginny Culberson
Andrews Buchanan Cummings
Arcuri Burgess Dahlkemper
Austria Burton (IN) Davis (CA)
Baca Butterfield Dayvis (IL)
Bachus Buyer Davis (KY)
Baird Calvert Davis (TN)
Baldwin Camp DeGette
Barrow Campbell Delahunt
Bartlett Cantor DeLauro
Barton (TX) Cao Dent
Bean Capito Diaz-Balart, L.
Becerra Capps Diaz-Balart, M.
Berkley Cardoza Dicks
Berman Carnahan Dingell
Berry Carney Doggett
Biggert Carson (IN) Donnelly (IN)
Bilbray Carter Dreier
Bilirakis Cassidy Driehaus
Bishop (UT) Castle Duncan
Blackburn Castor (FL) Edwards (MD)
Blumenauer Chaffetz Edwards (TX)
Boccieri Chandler Ehlers
Bonner Childers Ellison
Bono Mack Clarke Ellsworth
Boozman Clay Emerson
Boren Cleaver Engel
Boswell Clyburn Etheridge
Boucher Coble Fallin
Boustany Coffman (CO) Filner
Boyd Cohen Flake
Brady (PA) Cole Fleming
Brady (TX) Conaway Forbes
Braley (IA) Connolly (VA) Fortenberry
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Foster
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gordon (TN)
Granger
Graves
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Halvorson
Hare
Harper
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Heinrich
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Herseth Sandlin
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Hunter
Inglis
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
Kagen
Kaptur
Kildee
Kilroy
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
Latta
Lee (CA)
Lee (NY)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey

Ackerman
Bachmann
Barrett (SC)
Bishop (GA)

Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maffei
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
MecClintock
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McHenry
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minnick
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neugebauer
Nunes
Nye
Oberstar
Obey
Olson
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paul
Paulsen
Payne
Pence
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Putnam
Quigley
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Rehberg
Reichert
Reyes
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Richardson
Rodriguez
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Salazar
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Skelton
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Space
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Teague
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Turner
Upton
Van Hollen
Visclosky
Walden
Walz
Wamp
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Whitfield
Wilson (OH)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—44

Bishop (NY)
Blunt
Boehner
Capuano

Costa
Costello
Crenshaw
Davis (AL)

Deal (GA)
DeFazio
Doyle
Eshoo
Farr
Fattah
Gonzalez
Harman
Higgins
Kanjorski
Kennedy

Kilpatrick (MI)
Kline (MN)
LaTourette
Lewis (GA)
McGovern
Melancon
Neal (MA)
Posey
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sessions

Sestak
Shadegg
Slaughter
Speier
Stearns
Sullivan
Tiahrt
Tierney
Velazquez
Welch
Westmoreland

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). Two minutes remain in this
vote.

0 1503

So the first article of impeachment
was adopted.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on resolving the second ar-
ticle of impeachment.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, 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 385, noes 0,
not voting 48, as follows:

[Roll No. 416]

This

AYES—385

Abercrombie Calvert Dreier
Aderholt Camp Driehaus
Adler (NJ) Campbell Duncan
AKkin Cantor Edwards (MD)
Alexander Cao Edwards (TX)
Altmire Capito Ehlers
Andrews Capps Ellison
Arcuri Cardoza Ellsworth
Austria Carnahan Emerson
Baca Carney Engel
Bachus Carson (IN) Etheridge
Baird Carter Fallin
Baldwin Castle Filner
Barrow Castor (FL) Flake
Bartlett Chaffetz Fleming
Barton (TX) Chandler Forbes
Bean Childers Fortenberry
Becerra Clarke Foster
Berkley Clay Foxx
Berman Cleaver Frank (MA)
Berry Clyburn Franks (AZ)
Biggert Coble Frelinghuysen
Bilbray Coffman (CO) Fudge
Bilirakis Cohen Gallegly
Bishop (UT) Cole Garrett (NJ)
Blackburn Conaway Gerlach
Blumenauer Connolly (VA) Giffords
Boccieri Conyers Gingrey (GA)
Bonner Cooper Gohmert
Bono Mack Costa Goodlatte
Boozman Courtney Gordon (TN)
Boren Crowley Granger
Boswell Cuellar Graves
Boucher Culberson Grayson
Boustany Cummings Green, Al
Boyd Dahlkemper Green, Gene
Brady (PA) Davis (CA) Griffith
Brady (TX) Dayvis (IL) Grijalva
Braley (IA) Davis (KY) Guthrie
Bright Davis (TN) Gutierrez
Broun (GA) DeGette Hall (NY)
Brown (SC) Delahunt Hall (TX)
Brown, Corrine DeLauro Halvorson
Brown-Waite, Dent Hare

Ginny Diaz-Balart, L. Harper
Buchanan Diaz-Balart, M. Hastings (FL)
Burgess Dicks Hastings (WA)
Burton (IN) Dingell Heinrich
Butterfield Doggett Heller
Buyer Donnelly (IN) Hensarling

Herger
Herseth Sandlin
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Hunter
Inglis
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
Kagen
Kaptur
Kildee
Kilroy
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
Latta
Lee (CA)
Lee (NY)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maffei
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)

Ackerman
Bachmann
Barrett (SC)
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blunt
Boehner
Capuano
Cassidy
Costello
Crenshaw
Davis (AL)
Deal (GA)
DeFazio
Doyle
Eshoo

Farr

McCaul
MecClintock
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McHenry
McHugh
MclIntyre
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minnick
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neugebauer
Nunes
Nye
Oberstar
Obey
Olson
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paulsen
Payne
Pence
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Putnam
Quigley
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Rehberg
Reichert
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen

Fattah
Gonzalez
Harman
Higgins
Kanjorski
Kennedy
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kline (MN)
LaTourette
Lewis (GA)
McGovern
Melancon
Murphy, Tim
Neal (MA)
Paul

Posey
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Roskam
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Salazar
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Skelton
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Space
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Teague
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Turner
Upton
Van Hollen
Visclosky
Walden
Walz
Wamp
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Whitfield
Wilson (OH)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—48

Sanchez, Linda
T.
Scott (VA)
Sessions
Sestak
Shadegg
Slaughter
Speier
Stearns
Sullivan
Tiahrt
Tierney
Velazquez
Welch
Westmoreland
Yarmuth
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). One minute remains in this
vote.
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So the second article of impeachment
was adopted.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on resolving the third arti-
cle of impeachment.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, 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 381, noes 0,
not voting 52, as follows:

[Roll No. 417]

This

AYES—381
Abercrombie Carter Fudge
Aderholt Castle Gallegly
Adler (NJ) Castor (FL) Garrett (NJ)
Akin Chaffetz Gerlach
Alexander Chandler Giffords
Altmire Childers Gingrey (GA)
Andrews Clarke Gohmert
Arcuri Clay Goodlatte
Austria Cleaver Gordon (TN)
Baca Clyburn Granger
Bachus Coble Graves
Baird Coffman (CO) Grayson
Baldwin Cohen Green, Al
Barrow Cole Griffith
Bartlett Conaway Grijalva
Barton (TX) Connolly (VA) Guthrie
Bean Conyers Gutierrez
Becerra Cooper Hall (NY)
Berkley Costa Hall (TX)
Berman Courtney Halvorson
Berry Crowley Hare
Biggert Cuellar Harper
Bilbray Culberson Hastings (FL)
Bilirakis Cummings Hastings (WA)
Bishop (UT) Dahlkemper Heinrich
Blackburn Davis (CA) Hensarling
Blumenauer Davis (IL) Herger
Boccieri Davis (KY) Herseth Sandlin
Bonner Davis (TN) Hill
Bono Mack DeGette Himes
Boozman Delahunt Hinchey
Boren DeLauro Hinojosa
Boswell Dent Hirono
Boucher Diaz-Balart, L. Hodes
Boustany Diaz-Balart, M. Hoekstra
Boyd Dicks Holden
Brady (PA) Dingell Holt
Brady (TX) Doggett Honda
Braley (IA) Donnelly (IN) Hoyer
Bright Dreier Hunter
Broun (GA) Driehaus Inglis
Brown (SC) Duncan Inslee
Brown, Corrine Edwards (MD) Israel
Brown-Waite, Edwards (TX) Issa

Ginny Ehlers Jackson (IL)
Buchanan Ellison Jackson-Lee
Burgess Ellsworth (TX)

Burton (IN) Emerson Jenkins
Butterfield Engel Johnson (GA)
Buyer Etheridge Johnson (IL)
Calvert Fallin Johnson, E. B.
Camp Filner Johnson, Sam
Campbell Flake Jones

Cantor Fleming Jordan (OH)
Cao Forbes Kagen

Capito Fortenberry Kaptur

Capps Foster Kildee
Cardoza Foxx Kilroy
Carnahan Frank (MA) Kind

Carney Franks (AZ) King (IA)
Carson (IN) Frelinghuysen King (NY)

Kingston
Kirk
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
Latta
Lee (CA)
Lee (NY)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maffei
Maloney
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
MecClintock
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McHenry
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minnick

Ackerman
Bachmann
Barrett (SC)
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blunt
Boehner
Capuano
Cassidy
Costello
Crenshaw
Davis (AL)
Deal (GA)
DeFazio
Doyle
Eshoo

Farr
Fattah

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). Two minutes remain in this

vote.

So the third article of impeachment

was adopted

Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neugebauer
Nunes

Nye
Oberstar
Obey

Olson

Olver

Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paulsen
Payne

Pence
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters

Petri
Pingree (ME)
Pitts

Platts

Poe (TX)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Putnam
Quigley
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Rehberg
Reichert
Reyes
Richardson
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruppersberger
Rush

Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Salazar
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
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Schauer
Schiff
Schmidt
Schock
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Skelton
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Space
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor
Teague
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Turner
Upton
Van Hollen
Visclosky
Walden
Walz
Wamp
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Whitfield
Wilson (OH)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—b52

Gonzalez
Green, Gene
Harman
Heller
Higgins
Kanjorski
Kennedy
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kline (MN)
LaTourette
Lewis (GA)
McGovern
Melancon
Murphy, Tim
Neal (MA)
Paul
Peterson
Posey
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Rodriguez
Rooney
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sessions
Sestak
Shadegg
Slaughter
Speier
Stearns
Sullivan
Tiahrt
Tierney
Velazquez
Welch
Westmoreland
Yarmuth

June 19, 2009

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
417, | was unavoidably detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “aye.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on resolving the fourth ar-
ticle of impeachment.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, 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 372, noes 0,
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 60, as
follows:

This

[Roll No. 418]

AYES—372

Abercrombie Clay Grayson
Aderholt Cleaver Green, Al
Adler (NJ) Clyburn Griffith
Akin Coble Grijalva
Alexander Coffman (CO) Guthrie
Altmire Cohen Gutierrez
Andrews Cole Hall (NY)
Arcuri Conaway Hall (TX)
Austria Connolly (VA) Halvorson
Bachus Conyers Hare
Baird Cooper Harper
Baldwin Costa Hastings (FL)
Barrow Courtney Hastings (WA)
Bartlett Crowley Heinrich
Barton (TX) Cuellar Hensarling
Bean Culberson Herger
Becerra Cummings Herseth Sandlin
Berkley Dahlkemper Hill
Berman Davis (CA) Himes
Berry Davis (IL) Hinojosa
Biggert Davis (KY) Hirono
Bilbray Davis (TN) Hodes
Bilirakis DeGette Hoekstra
Bishop (UT) Delahunt Holden
Blackburn DeLauro Holt
Blumenauer Dent Honda
Boccieri Diaz-Balart, L. Hoyer
Bonner Diaz-Balart, M. Hunter
Bono Mack Dicks Inglis
Boozman Dingell Inslee
Boren Doggett Israel
Boswell Donnelly (IN) Issa
Boucher Dreier Jackson (IL)
Boustany Driehaus Jackson-Lee
Boyd Duncan (TX)
Brady (PA) Edwards (MD) Jenkins
Brady (TX) Edwards (TX) Johnson (GA)
Braley (IA) Ehlers Johnson (IL)
Bright Ellison Johnson, E. B.
Broun (GA) Ellsworth Johnson, Sam
Brown (SC) Emerson Jordan (OH)
Brown, Corrine Engel Kagen
Brown-Waite, Etheridge Kaptur

Ginny Fallin Kildee
Buchanan Filner Kilroy
Burgess Flake Kind
Burton (IN) Fleming King (IA)
Butterfield Forbes King (NY)
Buyer Fortenberry Kingston
Calvert Foster Kirk
Campbell Foxx Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Cantor Frank (MA) Kissell
Cao Franks (AZ) Klein (FL)
Capito Frelinghuysen Kosmas
Capps Fudge Kratovil
Cardoza Gallegly Kucinich
Carnahan Garrett (NJ) Lamborn
Carney Gerlach Lance
Carson (IN) Giffords Langevin
Carter Gingrey (GA) Larsen (WA)
Castle Gohmert Larson (CT)
Chaffetz Goodlatte Latham
Chandler Gordon (TN) Latta
Childers Granger Lee (CA)
Clarke Graves Lee (NY)
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Levin Nadler (NY) Schrader
Lewis (CA) Napolitano Schwartz
Linder Neugebauer Scott (GA)
Lipinski Nunes Scott (VA)
LoBiondo Nye Sensenbrenner
Loebsack Oberstar Serrano
Lofgren, Zoe Obey Shea-Porter
Lowey Olson Sherman
Lucas Olver Shimkus
Luetkemeyer Ortiz Shuler
Lujan Pallone Shuster
Lummis Pascrell Simpson
Lungren, Daniel  Pastor (AZ) Sires

E. Paulsen Skelton
Mack Ponce Bmith (NID
Maffei Perlmutter Szig g)J())
Maloney Perriello Smith (WA)
Manzullo Peters Snyder
Marchant Peterson Souder
Markey (CO) Petri Space
Markey (MA) Pingree (ME) Spratt
Marshall Pitts Stark
Massa Platts Stupak
Matheson Poe (TX) Sutton
Matsui Polis (CO) Tanner
McCarthy (CA) Pomeroy Tauscher
McCarthy (NY) Price (GA) Tayvl
McCaul Price (NC) ay-or
MecClintock Putnam Teague
McCollum Quigley Terry
McCotter Radanovich Thompson (MS)
McDermott Rahall Thompson (PA)
McHenry Rangel Tporgberry
McHugh Rehberg T¥ber1
MclIntyre Reichert Titus
McKeon Reyes Tonko
McMahon Richardson Towns
McMorris Roe (TN) Tsongas

Rodgers Rogers (AL) Turner
McNerney Rogers (KY) Upton
Meek (FL) Rohrabacher Vgn Hollen
Meeks (NY) Rooney Visclosky
Mica Ros-Lehtinen Walden
Michaud Ross Walz
Miller (FL) Rothman (NJ) Wamp
Miller (MI) Roybal-Allard Wasserman
Miller (NC) Royce Schultz
Miller, Gary Ruppersberger Waters
Miller, George Rush Watson
Minnick Ryan (OH) Waxman
Mitchell Ryan (WI) Weiner
Mollohan Salazar Wexler
Moore (KS) Sanchez, Loretta Whitfield
Moore (WI) Sarbanes Wilson (OH)
Moran (KS) Scalise Wilson (SC)
Moran (VA) Schakowsky Wittman
Murphy (NY) Schauer Wolf
Murphy, Patrick  Schiff Wu
Murtha Schmidt Young (AK)
Myrick Schock Young (FL)

ANSWERED “PRESENT”—1
Watt
NOT VOTING—60

Ackerman Gonzalez Rogers (MI)
Baca Green, Gene Roskam
Bachmann Harman Sanchez, Linda
Barrett (SC) Heller T.
Bishop (GA) Higgins Sessions
Bishop (NY) Hinchey Sestak
Blunt Jones Shadegg
Boehner Kanjorski Slaughter
Camp Kennedy Speier
Capuano Kilpatrick (MI) Stearns
Cassidy Kline (MN) Sulli
Castor (FL) LaTourette utllvan
Costello Lewis (GA) Thompson (CA)
Crenshaw McGovern Tiahrt
Davis (AL) Melancon TlE}I"Iley
Deal (GA) Murphy (CT) Velazquez
DeFazio Murphy, Tim Welch
Doyle Neal (MA) Westmoreland
Eshoo Paul Woolsey
Farr Posey Yarmuth
Fattah Rodriguez

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). Two minutes remain in this
vote.
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So the fourth article of impeachment
was adopted.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
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A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———————

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan. | was unable
to attend to several votes today. Had | been
present, | would have voted “aye” on Articles

I, 11, 1, and IV.
——
PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker. | was not

present during the rollcall vote Nos. 415 to
418 on June 19, 2009. Had | been present, |
would have voted:

on rollcall vote No. 415 | would have voted

«, o

yea;

on rollcall vote No. 416 | would have voted
“aye;”

on rollcall vote No. 417 | would have voted
“aye;”

on rollcall vote No. 418 | would have voted
aye.”

@

———————

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, during roll-
call vote No. 417 and 418 on H. Res. 520, |
was unavoidably detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “aye.”

——————

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
during rollcall vote Nos. 417 and 418 on H.
Res. 520, | was unavoidably detained. Had |
been present, | would have voted “aye.”

————————

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall vote
Nos. 417 and 418 on H. Res. 520, | was un-
avoidably detained. Had | been present, |
would have voted “aye.”

———————

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall vote
Nos. 415, 416, 417, and 418, had | been
present, | would have voted “aye” on all 4 arti-
cles of impeachment.

———————

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall Nos.
415, 416, 417 and 418, had | been present, |
would have voted “aye” on all 4 articles of im-
peachment.

Mr. TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, on rollcall Nos. 416, 417, and 418, |
was unavoidably detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “aye.”

———

APPOINTING AND AUTHORIZING
MANAGERS FOR THE IMPEACH-
MENT OF SAMUEL B. KENT, A
JUDGE OF THE UNITED STATES
DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I send
to the desk a resolution and ask unani-
mous consent for its immediate consid-
eration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:
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H. RES. 565

Resolved, That Mr. Schiff, Ms. Zoe Lofgren
of California, Mr. Johnson of Georgia, Mr.
Goodlatte, and Mr. Sensenbrenner are ap-
pointed managers on the part of the House to
conduct the trial of the impeachment of
Samuel B. Kent, a judge of the United States
District Court for the Southern District of
Texas, that a message be sent to the Senate
to inform the Senate of these appointments,
and that the managers on the part of the
House may exhibit the articles of impeach-
ment to the Senate and take all other ac-
tions necessary in connection with prepara-
tion for, and conduct of, the trial, which may
include the following:

(1) Employing legal, clerical, and other
necessary assistants and incurring such
other expenses as may be necessary, to be
paid from amounts available to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary under House Resolu-
tion 279, One Hundred Eleventh Congress,
agreed to March 31, 2009, or any other appli-
cable expense resolution on vouchers ap-
proved by the Chairman of the Committee on
the Judiciary.

(2) Sending for persons and papers, and fil-
ing with the Secretary of the Senate, on the
part of the House of Representatives, any
subsequent pleadings which they consider
necessary.

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

There was no objection.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

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

Mr. McCARTHY of California. Mr.
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Maryland, the majority leader, for the
purpose of announcing next week’s
schedule.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, on Monday, the House
is not in session.

On Tuesday, the House will meet at
10:30 a.m. for morning-hour debate and
noon for legislative business.

On Wednesday and Thursday, the
House will meet at 10 a.m. for legisla-
tive business.

On Friday, the House will meet at 9
a.m. for legislative business.

We will consider several bills under
suspension of the rules. The complete
list of suspension bills will be an-
nounced by the close of business today.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, we will con-
sider H.R. 2892, the 2010 Homeland Se-
curity Appropriations Act, and the 2010
Interior and Environment Appropria-
tions Act. We will also consider the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for
fiscal year 2010.

Mr. MCcCCARTHY of California. I
thank the gentleman.

And I would just like to ask: he no-
ticed two appropriations bills for next
week, the Homeland Security and the
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Interior. I was just wondering if the
gentleman could tell us what he be-
lieves next week’s process will be in
terms of amendments.

And I yield.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

The two appropriations bills are two
of the 12 appropriation bills that it is
my intention to see us send to the Sen-
ate by the end of next month. Obvi-
ously, as the gentleman knows, the fis-
cal year ends on September 30; there-
fore, in order for us to get these bills
completed and do them individually
rather than bundled in an omnibus,
which I think is a far preferable proc-
ess, it’s necessary for us to move these
bills in a timely fashion. The rules,
therefore, will try to accommodate
both the Members and the time frame
and the time constraints that we con-
front.

I would say to the gentleman that we
tried to reach, over the last 2%
months, some agreement on time con-
straints. Indeed, I offered to have a
choice of amendments by your side
after we reached a time agreement. We
were, as the gentleman knows, unable
to reach such agreement. In fact, I was
told by your leadership that no such
agreement was possible.

In 2004, on the bill that we did yester-
day, when the majority was then your
side of the aisle there were 16 amend-
ments in total offered to the bill we did
yesterday, 10 by Republicans—of course
it was your bill and you were in
charge—and six amendments offered by
Democrats. We asked for preprinting of
amendments so we would have some
idea of what amendments would be
pending, and your side filed 102 amend-
ments. That is more amendments total
than were filed by either party in 2004,
2005 and 2006, so it was clear that if we
had had a rule that provided for the 5-
minute rule, with 434 Members having
the right to 5 minutes on each amend-
ment, that it would have been impos-
sible to finish that bill, much less 12
bills, by the end of July, very frankly,
so that ultimately we had to do a
structured rule to accommodate doing
the people’s business in a timely fash-
ion.

I'm sorry that we couldn’t reach
agreement. There have been no further
discussions, although I did talk to Mr.
CANTOR, who is not here today—or at
least not here this afternoon—I did
talk to him on a number of occasions
about this as recently as the night that
we went to the Rules Committee to get
the structured rule. I have not heard
from him or from Mr. BOEHNER with re-
spect to any option available to us for
time constraints.

In fact, Mr. OBEY, as you know, had a
colloquy with Mr. LEWIS on the floor
on the rule that was essentially an
open rule. And the colloquy essentially
asked by Mr. OBEY, Can we reach time
agreements? And Mr. LEWIS responded,
I'm afraid my conference might very
well have a revolution on its hands and
you might have a new ranking mem-
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ber, in which he indicated that time
constraints were not possible. There-
fore, I say to my friend from California
that we are considering a rule which,
as I said, will allow us to consider
amendments on substance, but allow us
to do so in a time frame that may well
be shorter than has been the case in
the past.

Let me say to you that when we last
considered the Commerce-Justice-
Science bill in 2006 when your side was
in charge, you got a unanimous agree-
ment from Mr. OBEY on time con-
straints. Those time constraints pro-
vided for consideration of approxi-
mately 17 hours on the bill.

In 2007, we got—not time constraints,
but about the same amount of time.
Now, unfortunately, after we thought
in 2007 we were going to have agree-
ment to do about the same time that
we gave to you when you were in the
majority, notwithstanding that, we
went 50 hours over. Now, 50 hours, in
terms of legislative time, is at least 2
weeks of time, unless of course you
have a day like yesterday. But in terms
of a normal day, that’s 2 weeks. We
simply cannot complete and do our
business in that context.

So I tell my friend that we are con-
sidering a structured rule because we
believe that if we are going to get our
work done, that’s necessary. We believe
it has been amply shown—amply
shown—in 2007, and because we were
unable to reach, over 2% months, an
agreement on time constraints, that
the only way you are going to allow us
to get our work done is if we limit the
time frame in which we can act.
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Mr. McCARTHY of California. I
thank my friend for expressing the de-
sire to get the work done in this House,
and I will tell you from this side of the
aisle, that is our desire as well.

Knowing when we talk about time,
we believe we can get our work done on
time as well. But having only been in
this House 2% years and seeing bills
come to the floor and knowing, even
when we brought the stimulus, the
whole idea about time, that soon we
found out, because somebody rushed
the bill to the floor, that there were
AIG bonuses in the bill at the time. I
always think the American people be-
lieve it’s okay to have some checks and
balances; it’s okay to have debate on
the floor; it’s okay to have some
amendments asked upon the bill proc-
ess.

And I ask my good friend who
brought up the number of amendments,
the thing that I would recall, though,
this is in a world of preprinting, and
when you deal with preprinting of
amendments, that you have to submit
them earlier, there are numerous ones
you submit but they will not come to
the floor. Much like when we started
the debate this week, we did not enter
the first Republican one until six of
them had already been denied. So even
though a quote will be named of a hun-
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dred and some amendments, that’s not
the number that we’ll take up.

And when we talked about the ability
of having an agreement on time, that
came to pass after the bill had started.
And I would think in the idea of mak-
ing sure that the best products come
out of this floor that a time idea would
not be until you start the bill. Look to
where the process is, and how would it
be wrong to have a debate?

When I just watched the legislative
branch today, we only had one amend-
ment that we all agreed to. We had one
chance of a motion to recommit, which
we were able to save the taxpayers
$100,000, where 374 people came to-
gether and said, yes, we could do bet-
ter, that we don’t have to settle for
good; we could settle for great. But
how much more money could we have
saved had we had that opportunity to
offer it?

And one thing I would say to the gen-
tleman is if we did have an open rule,
as it was before, and we talked about
maybe taking away the preprinting,
maybe we could be a little faster in the
process. And I think looking at the his-
tory of what happened this week, we
could have gotten it through faster in
an open rule.

So I ask the gentleman, as he talks
about having a closed structure in the
process, is there any assurance that we
know you’re going to agree to that
plan or maybe even have an open rule
as we progress?

Mr. HOYER. I'm sorry. Would you re-
peat the question.

Mr. McCARTHY of California. You
had said earlier that you were looking
to

Mr. HOYER. I know what I talked
about, but at the end you asked a ques-
tion, and I'm not sure I got exactly
what the question was.

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. Well,
the assurance, will you stay with that,
or is there any ability to open it up, to
have an open rule?

Mr. HOYER. Let me respond to the
gentleman’s observation with respect
to starting the bill without agreements
on time. We did that in 2007. We went
50 hours over what we agreed to in
time constraints the year before when
you were in the majority. My belief is,
and I tell my friend this very sincerely,
and I think my friend knows my rep-
utation about working across the aisle
and working in an honest, open fash-
ion, is that the agreement was that we
would do exactly, not to the minute,
but within the framework of the agree-
ment that we gave to you to consider
the bills that you brought to the floor
in 2006. We expected the same consider-
ation. Notwithstanding that, notwith-
standing that, we went 50 hours over
what I thought the agreement was.

Now, 50 hours, as I told the gen-
tleman, is 2 weeks. And 2 weeks is a
long time in terms of the weeks we
have available to do our bills. In fact,
at this current time, we have approxi-
mately 7 weeks left to complete the ap-
propriations process, House, Senate,
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and sending it to the President, if we
do it in a timely fashion. Now, usually
we do not do that, and I think that’s
unfortunate. Both sides don’t do that.
But I'm very hopeful that we will do it.

Let me make one additional com-
ment. You mentioned the AIG bonuses.
Clearly, the AIG bonuses weren’t in
that bill to which you referred. That
bill, of course, came from the adminis-
tration of your party and the Secretary
of the Treasury from your party. And
as you know, when they originally sub-
mitted the bill, it was a 3-page bill for
$700 billion.

Now, the gentleman is correct that
we didn’t have appropriate constraints
in there to preclude AIG’s doing that,
but they certainly weren’t in the bill.
And to represent that as the case, I'm
sure the gentleman did not mean to
imply that they were in the bill. They
clearly were not.

So I say to my friend we’ve had expe-
rience on this. It’s not as if you would
like to believe or represent that we
have a clean slate, that we’re coming
at this just brand new, clean, and ev-
erybody wants to be fair and balanced.
The fact of the matter is that did not
occur in the last year. Unfortunately,
we didn’t do the appropriations process
very well last year. Both parties point
the finger at each other for the blame.
Irrespective of whom was to blame last
year, we didn’t do it. I don’t like that.
I want to see the regular process pur-
sued, and I intend to provide for time-
frames in which to do that. And as I
say, for 2% months I pursued an effort
to see if we could reach time agree-
ments, as we gave to you in 2006. We
have been unable to do that. I think
that’s unfortunate. But having failed
to do that, I, frankly, want to tell the
gentleman that I will not advise Mr.
OBEY nor the Rules Committee nor the
Speaker to proceed for an hour or 2
hours or 5 hours or 10 hours before we
get an agreement on time constraints,
which was the practice, frankly, in
2007, and I don’t intend to go down that
road again.

Mr. McCCARTHY of California. Just
to clarify to my good friend that on the
other side of the aisle in the other
house, they had passed an amendment
to deny the right for those AIG bo-
nuses. And if I recall when I was sitting
on this floor, those lights were all
green saying ‘‘yes’’ to the resolution,
that they would have 48 hours, the
American people, to see that bill. But
in the short timeframe, within the next
day, that was not to be true. That was
not the agreement that transpired on
this floor that, yes, it was handed out
after midnight and, yes, we voted on it
the next day.

Mr. HOYER. Would my friend yield
on that point?

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. I will
gladly yield to my friend.

Mr. HOYER. For what purpose was
the 48 hours asked for?

Mr. McCCARTHY of California. It was
the motion to instruct. And one thing
I would say——
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Mr. HOYER. For what purpose was
the 48 hours asked for?

Mr. McCARTHY of California. If I
may just finish, the one thing I was
asking for was really for the American
people to be able to see it, be able to
read it and be able to understand it.

Mr. HOYER. Will the gentleman
yield again?

Mr. McCARTHY of California. Glad-
ly, to my friend.

Mr. HOYER. Isn’t that what
preprinting of amendments attempts to
do? I yield back.

Mr. McCARTHY of California. I
thank the gentleman.

One thing I would say as we continue
forward, if I could just finish with this
discussion, if it is your intention to
close down and continue to have a
preprinting, is there a number in the
gentleman’s mind that he could tell
this side of the aisle that the Repub-
licans would be able to have a number
of amendments just to have a check
and balance for the American people
when we talk about the billions of dol-
lars that will be spent in these appro-
priation bills, even though we’re being
denied the amount of time that we can
debate it?

I yield to my friend.

Mr. HOYER. I thank my friend for
yielding because that’s a good ques-
tion. That’s exactly what I offered your
leadership.

Mr. McCARTHY of California. Do you
have a number in mind?

Mr. HOYER. No. I offered it to your
leadership. I didn’t mention a par-
ticular number, but I offered that to
your leadership for over 2% months.
Your leadership concluded that they
could not make or would not make
such an agreement. I tell my friend
that it’s difficult to put a number on
the amendments because, as the gen-
tleman says and as I told you, we asked
for six amendments. We offered six
amendments in 2004 to that bill that
was considered yesterday, six. Now you
may say you would have winnowed 102
down to a lesser number. I don’t know
what the lesser number would have
been, whether it would have been 70 or
whether it would have been 50 or
whether it would have been 40. But as
you know, without a structured rule,
with 5 minutes for each Member of the
House to speak, you can do the math.
Five times 400, obviously, is 2,000 min-
utes. Divide that by 60, you have a lot
of days to consider that bill.

I think the gentleman is probably
correct, it would not have been 102
amendments, but I don’t know what
number there would have been, and it’s
impossible to put a number on it unless
we know how many amendments are
requested. If as was the case in 2004 and
we only asked for six, giving us 10
would not have seemed to make much
sense. On the other hand, if we asked
for 20, maybe a higher number cer-
tainly would be in order.

So I say to my friend, we will have to
see how many amendments are sought,
but we are not going to go down the
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road we went down in 2007. And I say to
the gentleman, in my opinion, the
problem with his party is they’re hoist-
ed on the petard of their performance
in 2007 in trying to argue that somehow
we don’t have reason to be concerned
by filibuster by debate. Yesterday was
filibuster by vote, and we wasted a lot
of time yesterday, unfortunately.
Many hearings were cancelled on
health, on safety, on statutory PAYGO
and other matters that we couldn’t
have hearings on because we were vot-
ing four times on an issue with essen-
tially the same result each time.

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. I do
appreciate the decades of service you
have provided, and, again, I say I have
only been here 2% years. But as I al-
ways studied and watched Congress and
understood the idea of a filibuster,
never did I think a filibuster was 20
minutes. Never did I think when you
came to the floor, on the very first
amendment a Republican took up, that
in 20 minutes somehow it got called a
filibuster.

And from one perspective on this side
of the aisle, please understand, you set
the rules. Nowhere did we not abide by
the rules. You asked for preprinting;
we provided our amendments
preprinted. You said to go along with
the debate; we got into the debate. We
were into 20 minutes. And I think the
American people like the idea of debat-
ing on this floor.

But if I may move on, there is just
one final question on this. The reason I
asked you about the number of amend-
ments on the Republican side, you’ve
got to understand the questioning of
why I would. We just took up a legisla-
tive branch, and you said you weren’t
sure about how many Republican
amendments there could be in the fu-
ture, but to my good friend, there were
none. There wasn’t one Republican
amendment. So our ability within the
rules as they’re constructed, we have
one motion to recommit, and you know
what happened? 374 people in this
Chamber joined hands together. That
doesn’t come around very often to save
the taxpayers $100,000.

So think for one moment what the
American people would save in a time
of crisis, and you look in my district
where it’s 15.9 percent unemployment,
if they see a few more dollars saved, it
helps them a great deal.

But if I may move on, to my good
friend from Maryland, I would like to
ask him about cap-and-trade. The
Speaker has announced and I have read
a lot of what she has said about if you
don’t finish this bill in Agriculture and
Ways and Means by a certain date, you
lose the right of authority. And the
Speaker had a goal of considering the
cap-and-trade bill on the floor prior to
the July 4th process. Does my friend
believe that time will still be the case,
that we will see the bill before July the
4th?

Mr. HOYER. The energy independ-
ence and climate bill to which the gen-
tleman refers, as you know, was
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marked up in committee and passed
out of committee prior to the May
break. Since that time, there have been
a lot of discussions, and the Speaker
did, in fact, say that committees with
concurrent jurisdiction ought to act by
the 19th, today, to try to bring this
matter to conclusion. As the gen-
tleman knows, I did not announce that
bill for next week. I don’t want to say
it’s not possible, but I have, for the last
3 months, been telling people, particu-
larly the press that asked me the
schedule, that I thought the energy
independence and climate bill would be
on the floor either the last week in
June or the first week we get back in
July. So that was the timeframe from
my expectations. At this point in time,
I have no reason to believe that it’s
going to be on the floor next week, but
I want to make it clear to the Members
that work is being done as we speak on
this bill. The Agriculture Committee
and Ways and Means in particular are
working on this bill. We believe this is
a very critical and important bill. This
is one of the President’s priorities. So
I say to the gentleman that I have not
announced it on the schedule. My
present expectation is that it will not
be on for next week, but if agreement
was reached today or tomorrow and it
was possible to move forward, it is pos-
sible. And if we have the time to do
that, it is possible that we would con-
sider it next week.

Mr. McCARTHY of California. If I
just may follow up on that, should I be-
lieve what I read in the paper, that
even though this bill has three dif-
ferent committees of jurisdiction with
the Agriculture and the Ways and
Means bill, if it was not taken up by a
certain date, would they lose the juris-
diction right to take up the bill before
it came to the floor, or will we expect
it to come out of those committees be-
fore the floor?
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Mr. HOYER. I think that, obviously,
is going to be up to the Speaker and
committee Chairs as they discuss this.
But I think, again, we deal with time
constraints, and we want to do things
right. But we know that if you simply
do not set targets to get things done,
the legislative process, which I have
been at for over 40 years, sometimes
can delay, and you don’t get things
done. So you set target dates to get
things done, and this is what she has
done. I don’t think it’s so much a ques-
tion of losing jurisdiction as it is a
sense of trying to get something done
by a date so that you can then move on
to final passage on the floor of the
House.

Mr. MCcCARTHY of California. I
thank the gentleman.

And if I may move on to another sub-
ject. During the debate of the war sup-
plemental, one major issue was dropped
from the bill. The bipartisan provision
to prevent release of detainee photos
was removed from the final version,
knowing the release of these photos
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could create greater tension in the
very region that our troops are now
fighting. As the gentleman knows, the
Senate unanimously passed the
Lieberman bill yesterday, preventing
the release of detainee photos. I am
just wondering why the bill didn’t
come to the floor today to protect our
troops.

Would you consider
brought up next week?

Mr. HOYER. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s question. I think many of us
share the view that the present action
was well advised as it relates to the
safety and security of our troops. On
June 11, as the gentleman may know,
just a few days ago, the President
wrote to the Chairs of the House and
Senate Appropriations Committees and
said as follows:

“I deeply appreciate all you have
done to help in the efforts to secure
funding for the troops. I assure you
that I will continue to take every legal
and administrative remedy available to
me to ensure that DOD and detainee
photographs are not released.”

In light of that—and of course, the
court has put a stay on the release, as
I'm sure the gentleman knows. So
there is no present intention by the ad-
ministration to release these photos.
So while the Senate acted yesterday,
obviously there’s no need for us to act
immediately on this. I am sure that
the committee will consider it in due
course.

Mr. MCcCARTHY of California. I
thank the gentleman. And Kknowing
that and with the Senators knowing
that as well, they still passed it yester-
day unanimously.

Do you believe we could take it up
next week?

Mr. HOYER. I think we could do a lot
of things next week.

Mr. McCCARTHY of California. I look
forward to that. I appreciate that.

Mr. HOYER. Well, I didn’t say that
we would do that next week. You asked
me, could we. We could.

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. Well, I
would never bet against you. I appre-
ciate the opportunity to bring that up.

And to my good friend from Mary-
land, knowing that this is the last col-
loquy before the Fourth of July break,
as we look forward to when we come
back, there are a lot of big topics com-
ing before this House. I will tell you
from a personal level, it was a little
disturbing on some of the items I'm
reading about. Because in this House
on this side of the aisle, I participated
really for the first time coming back
this year of inviting our President to
our conference, inviting President
Obama to the conference because we
wanted to work in a bipartisan man-
ner. We worked on the idea of the stim-
ulus bill where we got together and we
created ideas that he asked for, and we
gave it to him. We could create twice
as many jobs with half as much money,
scored by his own administration. And
when I look forward, one thing that we
did early on was, this leadership on
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this side of the House signed a letter to
the President, talking about, we want
to work together on health care. We
want to find common ground. We want
to make sure that all Americans have
access to health care. We want to make
sure that we solve this problem. And in
doing that, we even put together our
own working group. We set out our
principles, and we continue to put
them forward. And one of the concerns
I had when I tried to find information
from the other side of the aisle—I
would go to the President’s Web page.
First there were eight items; and as we
got closer, it would get down to three
items. They were actually taking
things off the Web site. But then when
I read in the newspaper Politico where
people are being directed on your side
of the aisle not to talk to Republicans
on the health care issue—I don’t know
if you read that quote, but I can pro-
vide it to you. And then when I hear of
other people that are outside of these
Chambers working on it, being told not
to talk to Republicans or they would
not be put in the room, I'm just won-
dering if there’s a chance that that be-
havior will change and that we will
have the opportunity to work together,
that we will have the opportunity for
our ideas to be presented. That is
something the American people would
want, that we could work in a bipar-
tisan—much like earlier when a Repub-
lican produced the motion to recom-
mit, and 374 people came together to
save the taxpayers $100,000.

I yield to my friend from Maryland.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I'm not sure what quote and who was
instructed not to speak to Republicans
because I have had a number of discus-
sions with my good friend ROy BLUNT.
So I didn’t follow that direction, I
haven’t give that direction, and I want
to make it clear that from the Speak-
er’s perspective and mine, anybody on
our side of the aisle who wants to sit
down with anybody on your side of the
aisle at any time to discuss health care
issues, either in committee or in sub-
committee, they are more than free to
do so; and I would encourage them to
do so. In fact, as I think the gentleman
may know, all of the three committee
Chairs of Energy and Commerce, Edu-
cation and Labor and Ways and Means
have been sitting down with their
ranking members.

Now there was a change in ranking
members, as you know, on the Edu-
cation and Labor Committee. Frankly,
I'm not sure that you've made the
change on Education and Labor. Maybe
you have.

Mr. McCARTHY of California. Yes,
we have.

Mr. HOYER. In any event, so I’'m not
exactly sure about Mr. MILLER. But I
know that Mr. RANGEL has had discus-
sions with Mr. CAMP; and I know that
Mr. WAXMAN has sought and indicates
to me—and I wasn’t there—but he’s had
discussions with his ranking member
as well, Mr. BARTON.
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So let me assure the gentleman that
we welcome bipartisan participation. I
told that to Mr. BLUNT. Mr. BLUNT and
I, I think as you know, have a history
of working together successfully on be-
half of legislation in this body, and I
have great respect for him. He heads up
your health task force. We have had
discussions; and I've asked him to pro-
vide me with any suggestions that his
task force has that he believes would
be useful for us to discuss further; and
I'm very hopeful that he will do so. As
you know, we put a discussion draft on
the table today for discussion. Our side
has put some principles out as well. I'm
hopeful. I know the President’s hopeful
that we can discuss those. We did have
an unfortunate experience, as the gen-
tleman recalls, when the President said
he wanted to sit down and talk about
the stimulus, and he was coming down
to meet with your caucus, and a half-
hour before he got there, your leader-
ship instructed all of your Members to
vote ‘“‘no’ on the bill before talking to
the President. I thought that was un-
fortunate. But notwithstanding that,
it’s our intention to continue to try to
seek bipartisan input and agreement
where that can be possible.

Mr. MCCARTHY of California. Well, I
thank the gentleman. The only thing I
would say, having been in that caucus,
the President came to the caucus that
we had invited him to prior to our re-
treat because we wanted to speak to
this President before. And I will tell
you, knowing that these are closed-
door sessions, but this is probably one
of the best caucuses I had been to. I
thought it was very honest, open,
talked about the issue, discussed the
issue. There were times when the
President disagreed with us. He said, I
philosophically disagree. But other
times he said, You know what, that’s a
good idea. Let’s work on that. But as
the President left that caucus, the
other side introduced the bill, so in es-
sence in part we felt crushed with the
opportunity to even work in a bipar-
tisan manner. But we continued along
the trail where we put the working
group together, and we didn’t go out
and score the bill our way. We took the
President’s scoring, which will tell you
how many jobs and how much money it
would cost; and our focus was on small
business and job creation. It created
twice as many jobs with half the
amount of money. Our whip, Mr. ERIC
CANTOR, personally handed it to the
President; and the President said, This
isn’t crazy at all.

So we, on this side of the aisle, really
look forward to working in a bipartisan
manner and especially after seeing the
scoring on the latest health care bill
from the Democratic side, where it
would only help 15 million of those un-
insured but costs more than $1 trillion,
knowing that that does not solve the
problem, but continues to cost tax-
payers tremendous amounts of money.
I appreciate your assurance that
maybe the attitude has changed, that
the quote from Congressman JIM COO-
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PER to the Politico where he was told
not to work with Republicans, that
that will change. I appreciate your
work on that and the words you have
said today.

Mr. HOYER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. McCARTHY of California. Glad-
ly.

Mr. HOYER. Because I know the gen-
tleman doesn’t want to mischar-
acterize my remarks.

I have never said we have changed
our opinion. That has been our opinion
expressed by our President, expressed
by me and expressed by others, that we
desire to work in a bipartisan mode.
But the gentleman surely understands
that there were, I can tell you, people
on your side of the aisle who indicated
to me that they wanted to vote for a
number of the pieces of legislation that
dealt with the stimulus; but the party
pressure was so great to vote ‘‘no’’ that
they didn’t feel comfortable doing it. I
may in private give you those names so
you can check on the veracity of my
representation.

Mr. McCARTHY of California. Well, I
appreciate the gentleman because
when I was sitting here on the floor,
and I saw 17 of your Members join with
everyone voting ‘‘no,” the bipartisan
support, that there was a better way,
that there was an opportunity. That
kind of goes back to the whole debate
about amendments. I always thought,
coming to this floor, that maybe the
power of the idea should win, and no
one should be afraid of an idea or an
amendment, that we would actually be
better. But I think the opportunity to
spend time with the gentleman—and I
appreciate it if some Members on your
side thought differently in the past,
that we can get the message out. I ap-
preciate the work that you have done.

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

———

ADJOURNMENT TO TUESDAY,
JUNE 23, 2009

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 10:30 a.m. on Tuesday next for
morning-hour debate.

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

There was no objection.

————

PROTESTS RESULTING FROM
IRANIAN PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION

(Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. It has
now been 1 week since the Iranian peo-
ple went to the polls to elect their new
political leader. And in the last 7 days,
the results of the election have been
questioned, the media in Iran has been
suppressed, thousands of demonstra-
tors have protested, and some of these
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demonstrators have been injured and
killed. Yet this very morning the su-
preme leader of Iran compared the
election to a family disagreement. He
offered no apologies for the deaths of
the civilian protesters and, instead,
simply blamed the Western media for
being Zionist-controlled.

As a Member of Congress, I am ap-
palled at this response and the appar-
ent mockery of a fundamental demo-
cratic freedom, the freedom to protest
and report on one’s own government.
We know the demonstrators were har-
assed rather than defended, and we
know that Internet connections were
cut and cell phone services disabled.
Even foreign radio and television sat-
ellites were jammed.

So I ask, is this the behavior indic-
ative of a country that recognizes lib-
erties? I was proud earlier today to
vote for H. Res. 560 and express my sup-
port for the Iranian citizens who recog-
nize the need for their voices to be
heard.

———

CONGRATULATING THE LADY
GOLDEN TIDE SOFTBALL TEAM

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

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Madam Speaker, I rise today to con-
gratulate the Lady Golden Tide soft-
ball team of Curwensville, Pennsyl-
vania, for capturing the State softball
championship in their division.

This is the team’s second Pennsyl-
vania Interscholastic Athletic Associa-
tion Class A title in 3 years. They won
on June 12 by a single run against a
powerhouse team from Old Forge, the
Lady Blue Devils, who had a record of
18 wins and 3 losses.

Tide Coach Allen Leigey said in an
interview, ‘‘“This group of girls has been
great, and we’re really going to miss
the seniors. They’ve done everything
we’ve asked, and their winning atti-
tude is just tremendous.”

Winning Lady Tide pitcher Holly
Lansberry also hit the winning run for
the team in a 1-0 game. The Lady Blue
Devils were on a 17-game winning
streak, but the momentum was with
the Tide. After the Curwensville run
scored, the Lady Blue Devils were shut
out by a double play in the sixth in-
ning.

All these women deserve praise for
their competitive spirit and their team
effort. Coach Leigey can be justifiably
proud of these young women who
worked hard to get to the finals and to
come home champions.

Congratulations to the Lady Golden
Tide.

——————

MORE NUCLEAR ENERGY IN THE
UNITED STATES

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

Mr. WAMP. Madam Speaker, as the
House and the Senate continue to look
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for solutions to a problem of climate
change and global warming, as the
chairman of the Nuclear Energy Work-
ing Group here in the House, I just
would remind everyone that we built
our first 100 nuclear reactors in this
country in less than 20 years; and we
could build another 100 in the next 20
years if we really wanted to take a
global leadership role on climate
change, carbon reduction, pro-America,
5,000 jobs per plant. We can reprocess
the spent fuel and turn it back into en-
ergy as they do in other countries, like
Japan and France. All around the
world they’re looking back at us say-
ing, Why does the United States not
move towards nuclear power and nu-
clear energy? We need it from a com-
petitiveness standpoint, from a jobs
and economic standpoint, and to lead
the world towards cleaner air. Nuclear
is the way to go.

———
O 1600

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
KIRKPATRICK of Arizona). Under the
Speaker’s announced policy of January
6, 2009, and under a previous order of
the House, the following Members will
be recognized for 5 minutes each.

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. WOOLSEY addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

ENSURING A SOUND CREDIT
SYSTEM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Speaker, last
Sunday, Treasury Secretary Geithner
and the President’s economic adviser,
Larry Summers, both Wall Street men,
wrote an editorial laying out their case
for financial regulatory reform, or at
least that is what they called it. It fell
far short of the mark.

They stated the basis of their pro-
posal is the theory ‘‘the financial sys-
tem failed to perform its function as a
reducer and redistributor of risk.” Let
me repeat that. Their fundamental
principle is ‘‘the financial system
failed to perform its function as a re-
ducer and redistributor of risk.” They
then advised the President to use that
idea as the basis of what he proposes.

I beg to disagree. The purpose our fi-
nancial system should be to assure
sound credit. A financial system should
be structured to promote responsible
lending and responsible savings prac-
tices. We have seen the result of a fi-
nancial system that lost its way and
traveled down the road of high risk-
taking with other people’s money, a
system with no boundaries, no ac-
countability and inherently unstable.
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Securitization and risk were at the
heart of that failed system. Have we
learned nothing? Securitization may
spread out risk, but it does not spread
out damage when it fails. We see that
clearly enough today.

Who on Wall Street who led the
charge on high risk-taking is suffering
today? They are getting bonuses. I can-
not say that for those Americans who
are losing their jobs, their homes and
their businesses.

Enshrining securitization and risk at
the heart of their proposal is abso-
lutely the wrong end of the road to be
starting at. Securitization has nothing
to do with sound credit. Securitization
removes the connection between the
lender and the borrower. It does noth-
ing to assure sound credit, nor encour-
age savings and prudent lending. The
lender sells the loan, and they are
done. What does the lender care if the
profit has been made? They don’t.

We don’t need more securitization,
more credit default swaps, more de-
rivatives and more obligations that are
hedged so many times that no one can
even find them.

The financial regulatory reforms the
administration released this week do
not restore prudent financial behavior.
That is what is necessary to lead us out
of this economic darkness. America
needs a credit system that is safe and
sound, not risky and not overleveraged.

Yesterday in The New York Times,
and I will place this article in the
RECORD, Joe Nocera said that if Presi-
dent Obama wants to create regulatory
reform that will last for decades, he
needs to do what Roosevelt did. ‘‘He is
going to have to make some bankers,”
and I would add security dealers,
“mad.”

But why are Mr. Geithner and Mr.
Summers protecting Wall Street? To
date, the executive branch has been
barking about the too-big-to-fail insti-
tutions. But the best they have done is
nip at the edges of real reform and fix-
ing what is wrong. Did AIG teach us
nothing? An institution that is too big
to fail is too big to exist.

Wall Street’s bailout taught banks
exactly the wrong lesson. It taught
them, be reckless. The U.S. Govern-
ment will make sure you do not take a
hit. Just keep your campaign contribu-
tions rolling our way.

Take a look at derivatives in their
proposal. Why only regulate normal
boring derivatives when the derivatives
that got us here are the exotic ones
that are being protected from regula-
tion? Do we need yet another credit de-
fault swap debacle to teach us that
every derivative needs to be regulated
in a transparent way and over the
counter? Didn’t the President cam-
paign on transparency? Isn’t the best
disinfectant sunshine? Let the sun
shine too on the Federal Reserve.

Do you know that the Federal Re-
serve 1is responsible for regulating
mortgage lending? But did the Federal
Reserve act when the FBI warned in
2004 that the subprime mortgage fraud
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could become an epidemic? No. So if
the FBI warned an epidemic was ahead
on something that the Federal Reserve
regulated and the Federal Reserve
failed to act, what makes us think that
they can actually regulate anything,
and why should we give them more
power, which the administration pro-
posal does?

Many more questions need to be
asked about financial regulatory re-
form. We should not rubber-stamp the
administration’s first idea. Our people
want a sound credit system. We should
ask for no less.

The first goal of our banking system,
as opposed to a securities system,
should be to create a safe and sound
credit system, one that promotes re-
sponsible savings and lending prac-
tices. Prudent financial behavior by in-
dividuals and institutions should be its
primary purpose. The administration’s
priorities tell me they plan a much
larger role for higher-risk securities in
whatever system they are envisioning,
which to me threatens higher-risk be-
havior.

Banks traditionally have served as

intermediaries between people who
have money—depositors—and those
who mneed money—borrowers. The

banks’ value-added was their ability to
loan money sensibly and manage and
collect the loans. Securitization broke
down that system. The banks didn’t
much care about making sensible loans
as long as they could sell them. The
regulators didn’t stay on top of it be-
cause they foolishly thought the banks
had gotten the loans off their balance
sheets and the chickens would not
come home to roost.
[From The Washington Post, June 15, 2009]
A NEW FINANCIAL FOUNDATION

(By Timothy Geithner and Lawrence
Summers)

Over the past two years, we have faced the
most severe financial crisis since the Great
Depression. The financial system failed to
perform its function as a reducer and dis-
tributor of risk. Instead, it magnified risks,
precipitating an economic contraction that
has hurt families and businesses around the
world.

We have taken extraordinary measures to
help put America on a path to recovery. But
it is not enough to simply repair the damage.
The economic pain felt by ordinary Ameri-
cans is a daily reminder that, even as we
labor toward recovery, we must begin today
to build the foundation for a stronger and
safer system.

This current financial crisis had many
causes. It had its roots in the global imbal-
ance in saving and consumption, in the wide-
spread use of poorly understood financial in-
struments, in shortsightedness and excessive
leverage at financial institutions. But it was
also the product of basic failures in financial
supervision and regulation.

Our framework for financial regulation is
riddled with gaps, weaknesses and jurisdic-
tional overlaps, and suffers from an outdated
conception of financial risk. In recent years,
the pace of innovation in the financial sector
has outstripped the pace of regulatory mod-
ernization, leaving entire markets and mar-
ket participants largely unregulated.

That is why, this week—at the president’s
direction, and after months of consultation
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with Congress, regulators, business and con-
sumer groups, academics and experts—the
administration will put forward a plan to
modernize financial regulation and super-
vision. The goal is to create a more stable
regulatory regime that is flexible and effec-
tive; that is able to secure the benefits of fi-
nancial innovation while guarding the sys-
tem against its own excess.

In developing its proposals, the adminis-
tration has focused on five key problems in
our existing regulatory regime—problems
that, we believe, played a direct role in pro-
ducing or magnifying the current crisis.

First, existing regulation focuses on the
safety and soundness of individual institu-
tions but not the stability of the system as
a whole. As a result, institutions were not
required to maintain sufficient capital or li-
quidity to keep them safe in times of sys-
tem-wide stress. In a world in which the
troubles of a few large firms can put the en-
tire system at risk, that approach is insuffi-
cient.

The administration’s proposal will address
that problem by raising capital and liquidity
requirements for all institutions, with more
stringent requirements for the largest and
most interconnected firms. In addition, all
large, interconnected firms whose failure
could threaten the stability of the system
will be subject to consolidated supervision
by the Federal Reserve, and we will establish
a council of regulators with broader coordi-
nating responsibility across the financial
system.

Second, the structure of the financial sys-
tem has shifted, with dramatic growth in fi-
nancial activity outside the traditional
banking system, such as in the market for
asset-backed securities. In theory,
securitization should serve to reduce credit
risk by spreading it more widely. But by
breaking the direct link between borrowers
and lenders, securitization led to an erosion
of lending standards, resulting in a market
failure that fed the housing boom and deep-
ened the housing bust.

The administration’s plan will impose ro-
bust reporting requirements on the issuers of
asset-backed securities; reduce investors’
and regulators’ reliance on credit-rating
agencies; and, perhaps most significant, re-
quire the originator, sponsor or broker of a
securitization to retain a financial interest
in its performance.

The plan also calls for harmonizing the
regulation of futures and securities, and for
more robust safeguards of payment and set-
tlement systems and strong oversight of
‘“‘over the counter” derivatives. All deriva-
tives contracts will be subject to regulation,
all derivatives dealers subject to supervision,
and regulators will be empowered to enforce
rules against manipulation and abuse.

Third, our current regulatory regime does
not offer adequate protections to consumers
and investors. Weak consumer protections
against subprime mortgage lending bear sig-
nificant responsibility for the financial cri-
sis. The crisis, in turn, revealed the inad-
equacy of consumer protections across a
wide range of financial products—from credit
cards to annuities.

Building on the recent measures taken to
fight predatory lending and unfair practices
in the credit card industry, the administra-
tion will offer a stronger framework for con-
sumer and investor protection across the
board.

Fourth, the federal government does not
have the tools it needs to contain and man-
age financial crises. Relying on the Federal
Reserve’s lending authority to avert the dis-
orderly failure of nonbank financial firms,
while essential in this crisis, is not an appro-
priate or effective solution in the long term.

To address this problem, we will establish
a resolution mechanism that allows for the
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orderly resolution of any financial holding
company whose failure might threaten the
stability of the financial system. This au-
thority will be available only in extraor-
dinary circumstances, but it will help ensure
that the government is no longer forced to
choose between bailouts and financial col-
lapse.

Fifth, and finally, we live in a globalized
world, and the actions we take here at
home—no matter how smart and sound—will
have little effect if we fail to raise inter-
national standards along with our own. We
will lead the effort to improve regulation
and supervision around the world.

The discussion here presents only a brief
preview of the administration’s forthcoming
proposals. Some people will say that this is
not the time to debate the future of financial
regulation, that this debate should wait
until the crisis is fully behind us. Such crit-
ics misunderstand the nature of the chal-
lenges we face. Like all financial crises, the
current crisis is a crisis of confidence and
trust. Reassuring the American people that
our financial system will be better con-
trolled is critical to our economic recovery.

By restoring the public’s trust in our fi-
nancial system, the administration’s reforms
will allow the financial system to play its
most important function: transforming the
earnings and savings of workers into the
loans that help families buy homes and cars,
help parents send kids to college, and help
entrepreneurs build their businesses. Now is
the time to act.

[From the New York Times, June 18, 2009]
TALKING BUSINESS—ONLY A HINT OF
ROOSEVELT IN FINANCIAL OVERHAUL

(By Joe Nocera)

Three quarters of a century ago, President
Franklin Roosevelt earned the undying en-
mity of Wall Street when he used his enor-
mous popularity to push through a series of
radical regulatory reforms that completely
changed the norms of the financial industry.

Wall Street hated the reforms, of course,
but Roosevelt didn’t care. Wall Street and
the financial industry had engaged in prac-
tices they shouldn’t have, and had helped
lead the country into the Great Depression.
Those practices had to be stopped. To the
president, that’s all that mattered.

On Wednesday, President Obama unveiled
what he described as ‘‘a sweeping overhaul of
the financial regulatory system, a trans-
formation on a scale not seen since the re-
forms that followed the Great Depression.”’

In terms of the sheer number of proposals,
outlined in an 88-page document the admin-
istration released on Tuesday, that is un-
doubtedly true. But in terms of the scope
and breadth of the Obama plan—and more
important, in terms of its overall effect on
Wall Street’s modus operandi—it’s not even
close to what Roosevelt accomplished during
the Great Depression.

Rather, the Obama plan is little more than
an attempt to stick some new regulatory fin-
gers into a very leaky financial rather than
rebuild the dam itself. Without question, the
latter would be more difficult, more conten-
tious and probably more expensive. But it
would also have more lasting value.

On the surface, there was no area of the fi-
nancial industry the plan didn’t touch. “I
was impressed by the real estate it covered,”
said Daniel Alpert, the managing partner of
Westwood Capital. The president’s proposal
addresses derivatives, mortgages, capital,
and even, in the wake of the American Inter-
national Group fiasco, insurance companies.
Among other things, it would give new regu-
latory powers to the Federal Reserve, create
a new agency to help protect consumers of fi-
nancial products, and make derivative-trad-
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ing more transparent. It would give the gov-
ernment the power to take over large bank
holding companies or troubled investment
banks—powers it doesn’t have now—and
would force banks to hold onto some of the
mortgage-backed securities they create and
sell to investors.

But it’s what the plan doesn’t do that is
most notable.

Take, for instance, the handful of banks
that are ‘‘too big to fail”’—and which, in
some cases, the government has had to spend
tens of billions of dollars propping up. In a
recent speech in China, the former Federal
Reserve chairman—and current Obama ad-
viser—Paul Volcker called on the govern-
ment to limit the functions of any financial
institution, like the big banks, that will al-
ways be reliant on the taxpayer should they
get into trouble. Why, for instance, should
they be allowed to trade for their own ac-
count—reaping huge profits and bonuses if
they succeed—if the government has to bail
them out if they make big mistakes, Mr.
Volcker asked.

Many experts, even at the Federal Reserve,
think that the country should not allow
banks to become too big to fail. Some of
them suggest specific economic disincentives
to prevent growing too big and requirements
that would break them up before reaching
that point.

Yet the Obama plan accepts the notion of
“too big to fail”’—in the plan those institu-
tions are labeled ‘“‘Tier 1 Financial Holding
Companies’’—and proposes to regulate them
more ‘‘robustly.” The idea of creating either
market incentives or regulation that would
effectively make banking safe and boring—
and push risk-taking to institutions that are
not too big to fail—isn’t even broached.

Or take derivatives. The Obama plan calls
for plain vanilla derivatives to be traded on
an exchange. But standard, plain vanilla de-
rivatives are not what caused so much trou-
ble for the world’s financial system. Rather
it was the so-called bespoke derivatives—
customized, one-of-a-kind products that gen-
erated enormous profits for institutions like
A.1.G. that created them, and, in the end,
generated enormous damage to the financial
system. For these derivatives, the Treasury
Department merely wants to set up a clear-
inghouse so that their price and trading ac-
tivity can be more readily seen. But it
doesn’t attempt to diminish the use of these
bespoke derivatives.

“Derivatives should have to trade on an
exchange in order to have lower capital re-
quirements,” said Ari Bergmann, a man-
aging principal with Penso Capital Markets.
Mr. Bergmann also thought that another
way to restrict the bespoke derivatives
would be to strip them of their exemption
from the antigambling statutes. In a recent
article in The Financial Times, George
Soros, the financier, wrote that ‘‘regulators
ought to insist that derivatives be homo-
geneous, standardized and transparent.”
Under the Obama plan, however, customized
derivatives will remain an important part of
the financial system.

Everywhere you look in the plan, you see
the same thing: additional regulation on the
margin, but nothing that amounts to a true
overhaul. The new bank supervisor, for in-
stance, is really nothing more than two
smaller agencies combined into one. The
plans calls for new regulations aimed at the
ratings agencies, but offers nothing that
would suggest radical revamping.

The plan places enormous trust in the
judgment of the Federal Reserve—trust that
critics say has not really been borne out by
its actions during the Internet and housing
bubbles. Firms will have to put up a little
more capital, and deal with a little more
oversight, but once the financial crisis is
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over, it will, in all likelihood, be back to
business as usual.

The regulatory structure erected by Roo-
sevelt during the Great Depression—includ-
ing the creation of the Securities and Ex-
change Commission, the establishment of se-
rious banking oversight, the guaranteeing of
bank deposits and the passage of the Glass-
Steagall Act, which separated banking from
investment banking—lasted six decades be-
fore they started to crumble in the 1990s. In
retrospect, it would be hard to envision even
the best-constructed regulation lasting more
than that. If Mr. Obama hopes to create a
regulatory environment that stands for an-
other six decades, he is going to have to do
what Roosevelt did once upon a time. He is
going to have make some bankers mad.

————

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.)

—————

TRIBUTE TO U.S. ARMY
SPECIALIST JARRETT GRIEMEL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker,
the State of Texas lost a warrior this
month in the Forward Operating Base
Gardez in Afghanistan, a remote and
desolate place in the middle of the bad-
lands in this war zone. Army Specialist
Jarrett Griemel died on Wednesday,
June 9, 2009, from injuries he suffered
in Afghanistan. He was just 20 years of
age.

This is a photograph right here,
Madam Speaker, of Specialist Griemel.
Specialist Griemel is the 28th warrior
to have died in Iraq or Afghanistan
with connections to my Second Con-
gressional District in Texas.

Jarrett was a young man who per-
sonified the best qualities of the young
people in America today. Born in San
Angelo, Texas, and raised in La Porte,
Texas, Jarrett was living the life he
had always made plans to live, that
being a life filled with the achievement
and adventure that he desired.

Jarrett was a patriot. He joined the
Army his junior year in high school,
and he had already completed basic
training before graduating with honors
from La Porte High School.

He was a member of the swim team
and the surf club, and he loved the out-
doors and especially the beach and
water sports. Jarrett spent his spare
time parachuting and cliff diving.
Jarrett lived his life to the fullest.

In February of last year, Jarrett
married his high school sweetheart,
Candice, at a small ceremony in front
of a justice of the peace. She joined
him in Alaska, where he was deployed
by the Army, to begin their young
married lives together. Jarrett had a
lifetime goal of eventually becoming a
surgeon.
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Jarrett was an athletic young man
with bright red hair and an infectious
smile. His brother Chase says he and
Jarrett were typical adventurous boys
growing up. They spent time in the
woods catching snakes and bugs. He
wanted to travel, see the world and live
a life of excitement and adventure. And
Jarrett did just that.

Jarrett was a petroleum supply spe-
cialist assigned to the 425th Brigade
Special Troops Battalion, 4th Brigade
combat Team (Airborne) of the 25th In-
fantry Division Battalion at Fort Rich-
ardson Alaska, home of the Arctic War-
riors. The 3,500-soldier brigade is still
in the midst of deploying in support of
Operation Enduring Freedom in Af-
ghanistan.

Madam Speaker, our American war-
riors live under the most grueling of
conditions in Afghanistan. Jarrett’s ex-
perience in the outdoors growing up
would come in handy in the rugged and
cursed terrain.

Having been to Afghanistan myself, 1
have witnessed how the hot desert sun
is unrelenting as our soldiers patrol
the dusty, rocky mountains and
deserts. The only real relief from the
heat is the freezing cold night in the
desert, one harsh extreme to another.

Even in the ‘‘desert of the sun and
the valley of the gun,” our troops are
not deterred. The elements do not stop
the best-trained, best-prepared, most-
lethal military in the history of the
world. The United States Army is on
patrol in the mountains and cursed
land of Afghanistan.

Our brave men and women in uniform
are unequaled anywhere in the world.
They are an all-volunteer force. They
are educated, motivated, but they are
tenacious. They bleed red, white, and
blue. They meet and exceed any task
our country sends them to accomplish
with great skill and with great pride.
They are America’s backbone. Our he-
roes. The best of our Nation. Our amaz-
ing examples of the youth of this coun-
try.

Jarrett was a proud and accom-
plished soldier, and at just 20 years of
age he was only 1 day from becoming a
sergeant when he died in Afghanistan.

Texas is proud to have called him a
soldier, a son, and a hero. He will al-
ways be remembered by his family, his
friends, and a grateful Nation for his
service. His love of country, excellence
in achievement, and love of his family
will be forever engraved on the hearts
of every life he touched.

Jarrett’s wife, Candice; his mother,
Trena Dorsett, and her husband,
Donnie, of La Porte, Texas; his father,
Michael Griemel; his brothers, Chase,
Jason, and Brandon; and his sister,
Brianna, are all a living testimony to
the memory of this one brave soldier’s
love of life, love of his country, and
love of fellow citizens.

Madam Speaker, it has been said
without the brave efforts of all the sol-
diers, sailors, airmen and marines and
their families, this Nation would not
stand so boldly, shine so brightly, or
live so freely.
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Madam Speaker, Jarrett Griemel was
one of those soldiers. He was an Amer-
ican soldier, the rare breed who take
care of the rest of us, and we will for-
ever be indebted to him, his life, and
his service to our Nation.

And that’s just the way it is.

—

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SCHIFF) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. SCHIFF 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 North Carolina (Mr.
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. JONES addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

———

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN DEMO-
CRAT AND REPUBLICAN ENERGY
PLANS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. OLSON) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. OLSON. Madam Speaker, I rise
today to discuss the differences be-
tween the Democrat and Republican
energy plans.

As we move into summer, energy
prices are creeping up, as they do each
year, placing higher costs on those in
our country who can least afford them.
We need an energy plan that ensures a
reliable, safe and affordable energy
supply.

Democratic leaders in Washington
have proposed a plan that would re-
place our present energy supply with
unreliable and costly energy alter-
natives. The cornerstone of this plan
would reduce carbon emissions through
an aggressive cap-and-trade program.
This program would set nationwide
limits on greenhouse gas emissions and
create a market-based trading program
for companies to meet the cap. The
goal of this plan is to force reductions
in carbon emissions through govern-
ment rationing of carbon credits for
energy producers.

The nonpartisan Congressional Budg-
et Office analysis of this plan con-
cluded that the potential job loss in my
home State of Texas alone by the year
2020 could go as high as 311,600. Let me
say that again. Over 300,000 jobs lost in
my State by 2020, resulting in a stag-
gering loss in personal income of up to
$22.8 billion. That cost is simply too
high. It is not cap-and-trade; it is cap-
and-tax.

My Republican colleagues and I be-
lieve we can still achieve an energy
plan that keeps costs affordable, lowers
emissions and grows energy jobs right
here in America.
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I'm opposed to a plan that dramati-
cally little increases the cost of energy
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for American consumers. That is why
my Republican colleagues and I have
crafted a comprehensive energy bill
that not only increases energy produc-
tion here in America, but ensures that
all forms of energy have the ability to
compete to provide clean, reliable, and
affordable energy for all Americans.

The American Energy Act is a blue-
print of solutions for American energy
problems. We must create an environ-
ment where all producers have the op-
portunity to compete to provide safe,
reliable energy, instead of the current
stranglehold of bureaucratic red tape
and regulatory obstacles producers
face.

We have an important opportunity to
reduce carbon emissions sought by
Democrats through increased use of
nuclear energy. The American Energy
Act would allow nuclear energy to
compete with other energy sources
based on its merits, such as being af-
fordable, domestic, and, most impor-
tantly, emissions-free.

The U.S. Department of Energy is
now in the process of awarding financ-
ing for four American power companies
to build new nuclear power reactors to
allow more nuclear power to come on-
line between 2015 and 2020. And we can
bring more energy onto the grid if we
streamline the application process, as
the American Energy Act does.

The goal of this plan is not to pro-
mote one form of energy over the
other, but to allow the market system
to determine which producers can
achieve the goal of providing a safe and
reliable energy supply to meet our Na-
tion’s needs.

Americans need safe, reliable and af-
fordable energy, not government-man-
dated emission programs that increase
consumer costs and kill American jobs.
We need a plan that promotes all forms
of energy to meet that goal.

Madam Speaker, the Republican en-
ergy plan is a commonsense approach
to increasing domestic energy sources,
creating American energy jobs, and
promoting a clean environment with-
out dipping in the pockets of American
families.

——
FEDERAL AIR MARSHAL SERVICE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DUNCAN. Madam Speaker, prob-
ably the most needless, useless agency
in the entire Federal Government is
the Air Marshal Service.

In the Homeland Security Appropria-
tions bill we will take up next week, we
will appropriate $860 million for this
needless, useless agency. This money is
a total waste: $860 million for people to
sit on airplanes and simply fly back
and forth, back and forth. What a
cushy, easy job.

And listen to this paragraph from a
front-page story in the USA Today last
November: ‘“‘Since 9/11, more than three
dozen Federal air marshals have been
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charged with crimes, and hundreds
more have been accused of misconduct.
Cases range from drunken driving and
domestic violence to aiding a human-
trafficking ring and trying to smuggle
explosives from Afghanistan.”

Actually, there have been many more
arrests of Federal air marshals than
that story reported, quite a few for fel-
ony offenses. In fact, more air marshals
have been arrested than the number of
people arrested by air marshals.

We now have approximately 4,000 in
the Federal Air Marshals Service, yet
they have made an average of just 4.2
arrests a year since 2001. This comes
out to an average of about one arrest a
year per 1,000 employees.

Now, let me make that clear. Their
thousands of employees are not making
one arrest per year each. They are
averaging slightly over four arrests
each year by the entire agency. In
other words, we are spending approxi-
mately $200 million per arrest. Let me
repeat that: we are spending approxi-
mately $200 million per arrest.

Professor Ian Lustick of the Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania wrote last year
about the money feeding frenzy of the
war on terror. And he wrote this:
“Nearly 7 years after September 11,
2001,” he wrote this last year, ‘“‘what
accounts for the vast discrepancy be-
tween the terrorist threat facing Amer-
ica and the scale of our response? Why,
absent any evidence of a serious terror
threat, is a war to on terror so enor-
mous, so all-encompassing, and still
expanding?

“The fundamental answer is that al
Qaeda’s most important accomplish-
ment was not to hijack our planes but
to hijack our political system.

“For a multitude of politicians, in-
terest groups and professional associa-
tions, corporations, media organiza-
tions, universities, local and State gov-
ernments and Federal agency officials,
the war on terror is now a major profit
center, a funding bonanza, and a set of
slogans and sound bites to be inserted
into budget project grant and contract
proposals.”

And finally, Professor Lustick wrote:
“For the country as a whole, however,
it has become maelstrom of waste.”
And there is no agency for which those
words are more applicable than the
Federal Air Marshal Service.

In case anyone is wondering, the Air
Marshal Service has done nothing to
me, and I know none of its employees.
But I do know with absolute certainty
that this $860 million we are about to
give them could be better spent on
thousands of other things.

As far as I'm concerned, it is just
money going down a drain for the little
good it will do. When we are so many
trillions of dollars in debt, a national
debt of over $13 trillion, we simply can-
not afford to waste money in this way.

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. MORAN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
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(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 Arizona (Mr. FRANKS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. FRANKS of Arizona 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 New Jersey (Mr. GARRETT)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

——

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Ms.
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate has passed a bill and a
concurrent resolution of the following
titles in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S. 814. An act to provide for the convey-
ance of a parcel of land held by the Bureau
of Prisons of the Department of Justice in
Miami Dade County, Florida, to facilitate
the construction of a new educational facil-
ity that includes a secure parking area for
the Bureau of Prisons, and for other pur-
poses.

S. Con. Res. 23. Concurrent resolution sup-
porting the goals and objectives of the
Prague Conference on Holocaust Era Assets.

————
EVENTS OF THE WEEK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. KING) is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the minority leader.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Madam Speaker, I
appreciate the honor to be recognized
to address you this evening on the floor
of the House of Representatives, and at
the conclusion of what some considered
to be a long week here in Congress.
And I'd like to go back and reflect
upon some of the events that took
place this week and perhaps look into
the future.

And always our deliberation here on
the floor of the world’s greatest delib-
erative body should be about perfecting
legislation and moving America for-
ward in the right direction.

Looking back upon some of the
things that have taken place this week
that are unprecedented, some would
say that yesterday, and it was unprece-
dented, more votes on the floor of the
House of Representatives than ever in
the history of the United States of
America. After all of these years, from
1789 until 2009, we had more votes on
the floor, almost a third more votes on
the floor than ever before. The previous
record was 40 votes. I think yesterday,
54,

One would ask, why is that? And the
answer to that is, because the majority
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decided they were going to shut down
the deliberation and the debate here in
the House.

And I take all of us back to think
about the continuum of events, the
Constitution that underpins us, the di-
rective in the Constitution that all
spending has to start in the House of
Representatives, not in the Senate,
Madam Speaker, but in the House of
Representatives.

In fact, if we shut this operation
down here, no new spending could be
initiated in the United States Govern-
ment, at least constitutionally, be-
cause it all has to start in the House.
That is our duty. It’s one of our most
important duties, not our only duty by
any means.

And we’ve had a tradition of going
through a number of appropriations
bills, 13 in number, as I recall, and it
gets changed a little bit from year to
year as the configuration of the Appro-
priations Committee gets changed. But
we’ve run through those appropriation
bills in the years that I've been here
under Republican leadership, starting,
by my recollection, at least, every one
out with an open rule that allowed
every Member of Congress to introduce
an unlimited number of amendments,
and offer and debate those amendments
on the floor of the House, ask for a re-
corded vote if they chose to do so, ask
for a re-vote if they chose to do so. In
fact, there could be a movement for re-
consideration if we chose to do so.

If every Member offered amend-
ments, of course this place would slow
down dramatically and it would come
actually to a halt. But for all of these
years of the United States Congress, we
got our work done under open rules be-
cause we found ways to come together
and come to a conclusion so this gov-
ernment’s business could be done in a
legitimate fashion, with debate on both
sides, with amendments that are of-
fered that seek to perfect the legisla-
tion that’s there, with fiscal responsi-
bility on our part of the aisle, at least,
and sometimes on the part of the Blue
Dogs who used to come up and try to
slow the growth of the government of
their own party.

But that has not been the case this
week, Madam Speaker, and that is the
reason for the unprecedented number
of votes that took place here on the
floor. And that’s because the majority
party decided to shut down the process
and disallow amendments and disallow
debate in order to shield their spend-
ing, in order to protect them from, let
me say, an alternative view. Some
would call it criticism.

But addressing you tonight, Speaker
pro tem, Speaker PELOSI received the
gavel that you hold this evening in
January of 2007. The first woman
Speaker in the history of the United
States. I've been here to witness the
swearing in of that historic event, as
well as the swearing in of the first Afri-
can American President of the United
States. Historical moments. And both
of those moments were coupled with a
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degree of optimism that flowed on both
sides of the aisle, Democrats and Re-
publicans, although I will stipulate
that there had to have been more eu-
phoria on the Democrat side of the
aisle than there was on the Republican
side of the aisle. But just the same, a
level of euphoria on each side, a sense
of optimism, a sense of we have
reached some historical milestones.

But, Madam Speaker, when we reach
that moment, that is no time to rest on
our laurels. That’s no time to come to
a conclusion that the people who have
been honored so in such a historically
unprecedented fashion should be ex-
empt from criticism or exempt from
dissent, nor should they be handed all
the power of the government of the
United States, whether they’re the
President or the Speaker of the House.
But it seems as though that’s the atti-
tude of significant numbers of Mem-
bers here in the House of Representa-
tives.

And so if I take you back to the 12
years that Republicans were in the ma-
jority here in the House, from 1994
until 2006, those were elections, sworn
in 95 and until January of 2007 were ac-
tually the times that our span served,
we offered appropriations bills under
an open rule that allowed amendments,
an unlimited number of amendments,
to be filed. They didn’t have to be filed
into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. No-
body had to come here with their play
book and open it up and say, here’s the
play I'm going to run, do you think you
can play defense on that. We just said,
offer your amendments into the
RECORD, and we’ll deal with them when
they come up. And as long as we
haven’t passed that title of the bill in
our deliberations, the amendment will
be in order. And if you have amend-
ments that you’d like to offer at the
end of the bill, we’re going to allow for
an unlimited number of amendments to
be filed at the end of the bill as well.

And so Democrats and Republicans
were able to record their dissent from
each of the appropriations bills by fil-
ing amendments, seek to perfect the
legislation that was there, and either
expand the spending or reduce the
spending as their conscience and their
constituents dictated. That went on
through the 12 years of Republican
leadership.

And I will also make a point that
there were times when we had too
many amendments and there were
times when leadership came together
and negotiated a unanimous consent
agreement. And there were times when
some people didn’t all agree, but didn’t
really have much opportunity to ob-
ject. And I have been one of those peo-
ple that saw unanimous consent agree-
ment reached and didn’t have an oppor-
tunity to object.

But at least the leadership was talk-
ing about how to perfect legislation,
how to bring the most important
amendments to the floor for debate and
for vote so we could bring the will of
the American people and the wisdom of
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the American people together and
move this country forward.

That’s how it was here in this Con-
gress from 1995 until the beginning of
2007, when Speaker PELOSI took the
gavel, named a whole group of new
committee Chairs, a new appropria-
tions Chair, a new Ways and Means
Chair, a new Financial Services Chair,
the list goes on. And as the appropria-
tions bills were brought to the floor,
Republicans and Democrats offered
amendments to those bills, and there
were—and that debate, although it was
extended more than it was this year,
was shut down by unanimous consent
agreement.

0 1630

Okay. I can accept that. I don’t like
it, but I can accept it. That was the
last time we had a legitimate process,
Madam Speaker, because the 2007 ap-
propriations cycle didn’t even have an
appropriations bill come to the floor,
not 1 of 10, not 1 of 13—zero—because
Democrats didn’t want to take a vote
on bills to spend money, and they
didn’t want to take a vote on the
amendments that would be seeking to
slow this massive growth in govern-
ment, so they stacked it all up and put
it into one continuing resolution that
kicked the can down the road until
after the last election when they
brought up an omnibus spending bill
that put everything into one bill. Then
that bill appeared on the Internet. It
was after 11 o’clock at night. The fol-
lowing morning, there were 3,600 pages,
as I recall, and around $450 billion in
spending all wrapped up and stacked
into one bill. Actually, it may not have
been 3,600, but it was a lot of pages of
legislation. We had overnight to read
it, and we are held accountable for ev-
erything that we vote for or against in
this Congress. We have to have an op-
portunity to read the legislation no
matter how good our staff is. We can’t
even delegate that we break the bill up
into pieces and tell each one of our
staff to read 100 pages. It’s impossible.

Furthermore, there was no oppor-
tunity to tell what was in the bill.
Even more difficult was to figure out
what wasn’t in the bill, and that all has
to be evaluated if we are going to be
operating and running the finest coun-
try that has ever had the privilege of
being sovereign on the face of this
Earth.

Yet our process is broken. Our proc-
ess has been usurped. Because of the
sense that power can dictate, then it
has dictated. So, for 2 years, we
haven’t had a legitimate appropria-
tions process here in the United States
Congress, not until this week, not until
the Justice Appropriations bill was of-
fered. Even then, it wasn’t a legitimate
process. It was offered under a rule
that I had never seen before, and I be-
lieve it was historically unprecedented,
which was: print all of your amend-
ments into the RECORD and then we’ll
make them all in order. Now, they can
announce this in advance. They can
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tell us what the Rules Committee is
going to decide in advance. We filed all
of our amendments into the RECORD,
127 of them or some number near that,
and that allowed the majority to read
our entire playbook. It allowed the ma-
jority to evaluate the political implica-
tions and the economic implications of
every amendment, and it allowed the
majority to plan their strategy. What
was their strategy?

The strategy was: well, we dare not
let them debate this because they’re
going to bring up things that are em-
barrassing. We dare not allow votes be-
cause the Members will be held ac-
countable. Who will hold them ac-
countable? The voters. So, in order to
protect the vulnerable Members of the
United States Congress, the constitu-
tional duty and the deep traditions of
this Congress have been suspended by
the majority party, and they were sus-
pended with the structured rule that
allowed for these 127 amendments, of
which I had some; but even that,
Madam Speaker, wasn’t good enough.
Twenty-some minutes into the debate
on the first amendment, the majority
party moved to recess to the call of the
gavel, and they decided to go up to the
Rules Committee and change the rules
again.

Now, it is a very bad deal when you
change the rules from the Constitution
and from the tradition of this body,
from these 200-and-some years of this
constitutional Republic that we are.
That is a very serious thing, but those
changed rules are the ones we started
out with. Once we got 20 minutes into
the debate on the first Republican
amendment, they then decided to
change the rules again, Madam Speak-
er, and went up to the Rules Com-
mittee, which, by the way, is the heart
of the power of this Congress. The peo-
ple who decide what debate will take
place here on the floor are up there on
the third floor—that way. It’s a tiny,
little room, and it doesn’t have tele-
vision cameras in it, and you can’t
tune into it on C-SPAN, and there is no
live feed that goes out of there.

I brought an amendment up a couple
of years ago to present it when the
Chair of the Rules Committee said,
Well, we’re going to make sure that we
report every vote out and that we put
it into the RECORD. I simply brought an
amendment up there that would re-
quire the Rules Committee to print
every vote into the RECORD. The Chair
became—let me just say to understate
it—unreasonable and emotional in that
I would seek to codify a promise that
she had made. Didn’t I trust her?

Well, the answer to that, I think, is
obvious, because the rules got changed
twice in the middle of the game. The
second time, they decided they would
only allow amendments to come to the
floor of the House that they thought
were good for them politically. So
these 127 amendments got chopped
down to 23 amendments. Of the 23
amendments, 20 of them were about
spending.
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You know, it surprises me, but the
Democrats didn’t mind voting for more
spending and voting against reducing
spending with the exception of this
$100,000 on capital bicycles today. Tril-
lions of dollars have been spent, but
they did get mobilized, some of them,
about the spending on the capital bicy-
cles.

So the rules were changed from tradi-
tion. Then they were changed in the
middle of the game. This Justice Ap-
propriations bill came to the floor, and
it was set up so that there wouldn’t be
embarrassing votes.

For example, the Speaker of the
House has declared the CIA to be will-
fully lying to the Congress of the
United States of America and to her,
and this issue is unanswered and
unspoken to, and the security of the
United States of America is hinged
upon our ability to have a working and
trusting relationship to fund the CIA
and the 14 other members of the intel-
ligence community and our Depart-
ment of Defense, I might add, and our
domestic law enforcement, I might
add. Well, now there is no relationship
between the Speaker of the House and
the intelligence community other than
one of being directly at odds against
each other, with the Speaker’s declar-
ing the CIA up here in the secure room
in the Capitol to be lying to the person
who is third in line for the Presi-
dency—the Speaker of the House of
Representatives.

Yes, they lied to me. They did it all
the time. They misled the Congress of
the United States of America.

That’s the statement—not retracted,
not clarified, no evidence given. Just
an allegation.

Now, when someone accuses someone
else of lying outside of these doors and
on the street, in the family, at the
workplace or in private society, they
had better have the evidence before
they accuse somebody of being a liar.
That is the standard in America. If you
think somebody is not telling you the
truth, you don’t call him a liar unless
you have the facts. We have worse than
that here in the Congress because there
is a statute that has been passed that
directly prohibits anyone from lying to
Congress, especially about domestic or
international terrorism, and that’s
what these briefings were about. They
were about enhanced interrogations
that most of America, Madam Speaker,
thinks took place down at Gitmo,
waterboarding among them. The truth
is that no waterboarding took place at
Gitmo. None of it took place in this
hemisphere, and I can’t verify that
there were any enhanced interrogation
techniques that took place even in this
hemisphere, let alone at Gitmo by
United States forces.

So that’s a long subject, and I won’t
go into that, Madam Speaker, except
to say, to the extent when that dec-
laration was made by the Speaker of
the House, that declaration of the
CIA’s lying, it was an allegation of
willfully committing repeated felonies

H7077

against the Congress of the United
States.

This is an untenable position. We
cannot have a situation where the
most powerful Member of the House of
Representatives, the person third in
line for the Presidency, can declare our
intelligence community to be willful
liars, to be lying to us here in this Con-
gress and to be in violation of Federal
statute. We cannot just simply decide,
because the Speaker doesn’t want to
talk about it anymore, we aren’t going
to talk about it either.

I am bringing this up because this is
the only arena that exists. This is the
only forum that exists right now. We
could not force a vote on it. We could
not shut off funds. We could not direct
the Speaker. We could not bring any
language, because it was shut down in
the Rules Committee. I will submit
that the security clearance for the
Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives must be suspended until this mat-
ter is cleared up. It is her responsi-
bility to clear it up, not mine. It is not
the part of some outside working group
or of some factfinding force. It is for
the person who made the allegation.

Madam Speaker, I would ask you to
reflect. When Jesus stood in front of
the high priest, Caiaphas, Caiaphas
asked him, Jesus, did you really say
these things? Did you really preach in
this fashion?

Christ said to Caiaphas, It’s you who
say I did. Ask them. They heard me. I
was open.

The guard struck Jesus, and Jesus
said again to Caiaphas, If I have spoken
wrongly, then you must prove the
wrong, but if I have spoken rightly,
why do you strike me?

That’s the standard. When someone
speaks rightly, you can’t attack him.
You can’t strike him. You can’t chal-
lenge him. You can’t beat him. You
can’t call him a liar; but if he speaks
wrongly, the one who makes the alle-
gation of speaking wrongly must prove
the wrong. That’s the standard in the
Book of John. That’s the standard in
this American culture. That needs to
be the standard here in the United
States Congress. We need to hold the
Speaker accountable for this for the
very sake of the integrity of this insti-
tution and for the very sake of the se-
curity of the United States of America,
which, surely, is put at risk when you
think about the majority party, the
majority party that is all trying to
work together, to get along and to fol-
low the direction of the Speaker, all of
the staffs of all of the committees—the
committee Chairs, the subcommittee
Chairs, the rank-and-file members, the
Armed Services people, the Select
Committee on Intelligence, which just
had their markup in secret. That won’t
hit the press. You won’t know what
went on in there in the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence. You won’t
know what kind of debates took place,
because that’s in secret. You won’t un-
derstand how partisan the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence is today because
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the committee has been stacked with
people who will support the Speaker.

Madam Speaker, the American peo-
ple don’t have any insight into what
goes on within the intelligence zones
here in this Congress nor do they have
an opportunity to view it, because a lot
of it is classified. I can tell you, when
you have a partisan committee, par-
tisan votes, partisan debates in secret
in the Committee on Intelligence, and
when you have all of the intelligence
agencies that are now colored with the
allegation from the Speaker of the
House that they willfully lied to the
Congress of the United States, let me
ask:

Does that produce more funding for
on-the-ground intel? for more devices?
for more technology? Is America safer
because of this tension, this conflict?
Are we less safe? Are there more of our
resources put to bear to gather this in-
telligence that we need so that we can
direct our military to protect us from
attacks from terrorists, both foreign
and domestic, or is it less resources?

When you send a brother and a sister
out to the kitchen to clean up the table
after dinner at night and they’re fight-
ing, does the job get done better or
worse? Does it get done quicker or
sooner? When people are at odds with
each other, that lack of cooperation ul-
timately leads to less efficiency and to
a poorer product.

One of the problems that we had that
left us vulnerable for September 11
were the silos of intelligence when we
didn’t have our members of the intel-
ligence community sharing intel-
ligence. They weren’t communicating
as well as they should have. That is the
foundation for the reason of estab-
lishing the Director of National Intel-
ligence and for putting it under at
least one command. I have concerns
about the results of that as well, but
that was the reason, and now we have
a silo of politics here under the Speak-
er of the House, who declares Intel-
ligence to be lying to Congress. She
continues to go up to the fourth floor
to receive intelligence briefings from
an intelligence community that is
probably walking on egg shells.

The CIA, itself, directed by Leon Pa-
netta, has laid out that they have the
documents and that they have the
proof, and their notes show that the
Speaker was briefed in line with what
had been taking place with the en-
hanced interrogation techniques of
three individuals and that it had al-
ready taken place prior to the briefing
that she received on September 4 of
2002.

This is an untenable position. It
must be rectified, and it can’t go on.
This Congress has been shut down part-
ly so we don’t have a debate on this
issue.

Another reason this Congress has
been shut down—and I’'m talking about
the open amendment process to appro-
priations bills—is there is a partisan
interest in protecting ACORN. It can’t
be anything else. Most everybody in
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America at this point has heard of
ACORN, the Association of Community
Organizations for Reform Now. ACORN
was in the news constantly throughout
the election cycle last fall. I’'ve been
watching ACORN for 4 to 5 years.
ACORN has been involved from the be-
ginning, and here is a series of things,
and I'll just lay them out and then talk
about them to the depth that I can at
this point, Madam Speaker.
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ACORN’s involvement early on way
back in the Community Reinvestment
Act. This Congress passed the Commu-
nity Reinvestment Act in 1977 and then
refreshed it under Bill Clinton in the
1990s. The Community Reinvestment
Act recognized something that was
wrong, and that was that we had lend-
ers who looked at neighborhoods and
concluded that the real estate value in
those neighborhoods was declining be-
cause of violence, because of activities
going on in those neighborhoods.

And so they drew what they called—
they did what they call redlining. They
drew a red line around those neighbor-
hoods and concluded they weren’t
going to loan money for homes for real
estate in those neighborhoods because
the value of the real estate was going
down.

If you looked at the racial makeup of
the residents of those redlined areas,
often it was African Americans in
those inner-city parts. Some of them
contributed to the decline in the value
of the real estate. Some of them were
victims of the decline in value of the
real estate. The Community Reinvest-
ment Act was passed to encourage
lenders to—let me just say in sim-
plistic terms—make bad loans in bad
neighborhoods, to loan into the redline
neighborhoods so they could improve
the percentage of home ownership, get
more people into their own homes, and
the theory is they will take care of
them: They’ll have a nest egg to work
with, and they will be more stable with
everything they do. The families will
be more stable, too.

I don’t disagree with the philosophy
of the Community Reinvestment Act. I
disagree with the result of what came
about. And what came about was
ACORN seizing on the Community Re-
investment Act and learning that they
could go in and, essentially, intimidate
lenders. If lenders wanted to expand or
open up a branch office, they had to
meet the standards of the Community
Reinvestment Act. Vaguely written.
But those standards were easier to
prove if you had the approval of
ACORN. If you had the disapproval, it
was hard to get them approved because
ACORN established political connec-
tions, and supported political can-
didates, and became a get-out-the-vote
machine for Democrats.

Now, think in terms of Chicago poli-
tics. I think Chicago is a city in Amer-
ica that best illustrates the foundation
that is ACORN.

And so ACORN intimidated lenders.
They got groups together—some would

June 19, 2009

say gangs; I'm calling them groups.
And they went into lenders’ offices and
sometimes shoved the banker’s desk
over to the wall and surrounded him
and hollered at him and screamed at
him, intimidated the lender into mak-
ing bad loans in bad neighborhoods.
They intimidated lenders and banking
institutions to write nice big checks to
ACORN, and ACORN used that money
to operate, and if they wrote a big
enough check, ACORN wouldn’t be in
there demonstrating or jamming the
entryways to the banks and shutting
down their commerce. These were in-
timidation shakedown tactics. ACORN
is just one of the entities that did that.
We know of a few others, and I think
the name Jesse Jackson comes to mind
for most people when I raise this sub-
ject matter. There were other entities
out there that did the same thing.

But ACORN was in the center of this.
And not only that, but ACORN found
themselves in a situation where they
could go out and identify and broker
the people who would qualify for these
low-interest loans, subprime loans—a
lot of subprime loans were promoted by
ACORN. The lending institutions made
those loans because then ACORN would
be off of their back and allow their
doors to stay open, and they kept this
relationship going.

ACORN also found themselves in a
position to be brokering these
subprime loans through into the sec-
ondary market of Fannie Mae and
Freddie Mac. So I think already,
Madam Speaker, you see the pattern
here.

The Community Reinvestment Act
was a foundation that allowed ACORN
to go in and intimidate lenders and set
themselves up where they became the
broker for home mortgage loans that
many times were subprime loans that
were sold in the secondary market to
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac And on up
through the line to the investment
banks, where these loans were sliced,
diced, sorted, shuffled, cut, stacked,
and tranched.

And all of that went on to the point
where you couldn’t trace where all of
the loans had gone anymore, but the
collateral still was attached to the
mortgage loans. And this became part
of the core of the financial meltdown
that we’ve experienced in the last sev-
eral months.

That’s transgression number one for
ACORN.

Transgression number two is
ACORN’s pledge to go out and reg-
ister—I think their goal was 1.3 million
new voters for the 2008 election cycle.
So they put their minions out into the
streets across the streets of America.
Interesting. They’ve been active doing
this before. There were investigations
that came up in 2006. In the 2006 elec-
tion in the State of Washington,
ACORN turned in in one sample 1,800
voter registration forms, and the num-
ber of legitimate registration forms
out of 1,800 was six. Only six were real.
The rest were phony. I didn’t do the



June 19, 2009

percentage on that, but I can tell you
it’s not very good.

And so they brought about a prosecu-
tion there and got some kind of settle-
ment. But that was 2006. There were
other incidents scattered across the
country. The focus of these incidents
seemed to show up in swing States,
swing States like Ohio, States that
they wanted to affect the result of the
election. Of about five or six important
swing States, ACORN was the most ac-
tive in them.

Now, this is also an organization that
has received, as a matter of fact, more
than $53 million of our tax dollars to
fund them. To do what? Well, in part,
facilitate bad loans in bad neighbor-
hoods sold up through Fannie Mae and
Freddie Mac—which have since been
nationalized, by the way, because of
the insolvency in part created by some
of those transactions—and a get-out-
the-vote Democrat drive that took
place in many of the cities, Chicago for
example, and registered hundreds of
thousands of fraudulent voter registra-
tions. And in fact by ACORN’s own ad-
mission, over 400,000 fraudulent reg-
istrations were filed by ACORN in that
cycle leading up to the 2008 election.

And I asked for investigations. I
asked for congressional inquiries. I
asked for the Justice Department to
look into ACORN. And I had no sym-
pathy on this side of the aisle. I tempo-
rarily had some sympathy from the
chairman of the Judiciary Committee,
Mr. CONYERS, who for about 3 weeks
was on record as believing there was
evidence there that may warrant that
we take it up and investigate ACORN.
But 3 weeks after he expressed the sen-
timent, he concluded there wasn’t
enough evidence there.

There is a lawsuit against ACORN
that has been won and a settlement
that’s been achieved. We have put hun-
dreds of pages of data into the records
here in this Congress, and still they
conclude that there is not enough evi-
dence there to bear looking into it.
We’ve named hundreds of—I don’t
know if it’s hundreds—we’ve named
dozens of post offices this year. We de-
bate these on the floor under suspen-
sion. We vote and name post offices.
We’ve got time to name post offices,
but we don’t have time to look into
ACORN, which is corrupting our elec-
tion process and has undermined the fi-
nancial integrity of the United States
of America?

And furthermore, we have to suspect
that there is a real lack of enthusiasm
on the part of the administration, as
well as the Democrats in the Congress
and the House and in the Senate, be-
cause when we look back through the
history of the President of the United
States, we find a consistent association
with ACORN on the part of Barack
Obama. Barack Obama, who was a law-
yer for ACORN and argued for them in
a voter registration case, albeit pro
bono, but still their employee, still
representing ACORN in court.

And when someone does that pro
bono, does that tell you they agree
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with them or disagree with the agenda
of ACORN? I think we all can agree
that if you’re going to take a case for
free and argue in court that surely you
must agree with the principles and the
people that you’re working for. You’'re
not going to see me go represent
Planned Parenthood in court for free or
for a check, for that matter, because I
disagree with the agenda of Planned
Parenthood.

Barack Obama clearly agreed with
the agenda of ACORN. When he worked
for them for free and represented them
in court, that makes him their em-
ployee as their attorney.

Now, if that’s not compelling enough,
Madam Speaker, we’ll take another
component of this. Barack Obama
headed up Project Vote. Project Vote is
a subsidiary of ACORN. That’s not dis-
puted. They’re the get-out-the-vote
machine in Chicago. That’s not dis-
puted. The head of ACORN in Chicago
hired President—well, at that time
Barack Obama—to train the people
that were going to work under Project
Get-Out-the-Vote and also those that
would go into the bankers’ offices and
encourage them to make bad loans in
bad neighborhoods.

Part of this enterprise that has all of
the trappings of a criminal enterprise
headed up in Chicago by—I will check
the name—- but I believe it’s Margaret
Talmage, who hired Barack Obama to
head up Project Vote, and he got paid.
The canceled checks exist. He worked
for Project Vote as an employee, hired
by the head of ACORN in Chicago to
work for their subsidiary to get out the
vote and to train people in community-
organizing activities and postures him-
self as if community-organizing is a
highly virtuous endeavor.

Well, hardly anybody knows what a
community organizer does. And I sus-
pect that it’s different from commu-
nity-to-community, county-to-county,
State-to-State, and nation-to-nation.

But when it comes to community or-
ganizing in Chicago, clearly there are
those who adhere to the mission of
Saul Alinsky, the great community or-
ganizer, Rules for Radicals Saul
Alinsky—whom also Hillary Clinton
studied under, by the way directly, and
whom Barack Obama seems to be a
philosophical protégeé.

But the ‘‘Rules for Radicals” clearly
applied to ACORN. They were activists.
They did intimidate. It was part of
their M.O. ACORN, Project Vote, and
dozens and dozens of other subsidiaries
of ACORN scattered across this coun-
try. And ACORN central headquarters
is down in New Orleans. It’s been
moved from downtown New Orleans out
to the outskirts of New Orleans at 2609
Canal Street. A $2.5 million building,
roughly relatively new and modern,
that houses many of the subsidiary
corporations that one can connect.

And I've filed a list that is incom-
plete but is a list of 174 of the more
than 250 corporations that are affili-
ated with ACORN. I filed them into the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD as part of the
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amendments that were to go on the
justice appropriation’s bill that was
managed by Mr. MOLLOHAN and con-
cluded yesterday. But of course, those
amendments were denied not quite in
secret, but up here where you can’t
hardly get six reporters in the room if
there are going to be a dozen Members
of Congress, if they’re pleading to be
heard here on the floor.

So that’s the record. That’s the
standard. 2609 Canal Street, ACORN’s
building. One should go on Google
Earth and take a look at that and zero
in on it and see what it looks like,
Madam Speaker, and the corporations
that are involved as subsidiaries, the
inner-connecting spider web of corpora-
tions.

By the way, Louisiana is one of the
easiest States in the union to incor-
porate in. I don’t think it’s a coinci-
dence that ACORN is there with their
central headquarters. But they have
headquarters scattered across this
country in 50 cities, at least that they
announce—and I don’t know how many
States—and activities going on, and
also they say over 100,000 members—
that number actually is higher than
that, around 175,000 families.

Annual dues for an individual, wheth-
er you’re poverty stricken or aren’t, I
understand is around $120. So they
raised some of that money from dues
from people that may or may not be
able to afford that. Fifty-three million
dollars from our tax dollars, and now—
actually, we don’t know the whole pic-
ture because it takes a lot of work to
unravel this spider web of corporations
that exist that are affiliated and part
and parcel of ACORN that have inter-
connecting boards of directors and
sometimes copy-and-paste boards of di-
rectors where if the board of—let’s just
say Project Vote or one of the other
subsidiaries happened to meet and then
walk into another room and you would
sit down with ACORN and that board
met, you might look around and not
find any faces that are different. They
might all be the same. Some of these
interconnecting corporations, subsidi-
aries of ACORN, have identical boards
of directors and identical addresses and
identical corporate filings with the ex-
ception of the name and the date that
they’re filed.

This is a copy-and-paste reproductive
method that allows them to go out and
take all kinds of money in from every
avenue, pour that through, commingle
those fungible funds and spend them
however they like, including getting
out the vote for Democrats, registering
hundreds of thousands of fraudulent
votes.

And when ACORN’s asked about this,
Madam Speaker—and that question
came up in a little debate with the
head of ACORN last night—they say,
Well, ACORN’s not under investigation
or indictment. Not true. They clearly
are. Absolutely in Nevada they are.
But they are alleging that there were
only investigations or indictments of
their employees that were just a few,
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not very well managed, maybe rogue
employees that were out there reg-
istering.

Well, it turns out to be a fact that
ACORN’s policy in print was, in some
of the States, to pay commissions for
people to sign up voter registrations.
Clearly against the law in a number of
the States across the country and
many of the States across the country,
including Nevada. We will see more of
these investigations and convictions
unfold.
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Now, why am I concerned about this,
Madam Speaker? The answer is, first,
it is essential that we maintain a le-
gitimate, reliable and honorable elec-
tion process in America. If first you
corrupt the voter registration rolls, the
next thing that happens is the votes
themselves are corrupted. And
ACORN’s position is, well, maybe we
gave you 400,000 or more fraudulent
voter registration forms, but never
fear, there were no fraudulent votes
that came from that. In fact, the At-
torney General of Nevada, who happens
to be a Democrat and is involved in the
prosecution of ACORN, and I applaud
him for that, says that he’s certain
that there were no fraudulent votes
that came from this. I don’t know how
anybody can be certain that there were
no fraudulent votes that came from
400,000 or more fraudulent registra-
tions. That defies my ability to imag-
ine. 400,000 fraudulent voter registra-
tions and no fraudulent votes? That is
a leap of faith that I can’t take.

It’s logical to me that the more
fraudulent registrations you have, the
more fraudulent votes you have. It’s
not logical that every fraudulent reg-
istration would be a fraudulent vote,
but it’s clearly logical that with over
400,000 fraudulent registrations, you're
going to get fraudulent votes. How
many, is the question. Who were they?
We don’t know because a fraudulent
vote is almost the perfect crime. If you
can walk into a polling place and the
poll worker says, Who are you, and you
answer, my name is Joe Schmo and I
live at—Ilet’s just use a previously used
address, 2609 Canal Street, New Orle-
ans, and if there’s someone registered
under that name, they hand you a bal-
lot and you go vote, no ID required, no
picture ID required. In fact, in New
Mexico—and this is part of the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD where the Sec-
retary of State of New Mexico testified
before the Judiciary Committee about
3 years ago—it comes down to this: if T
am working as a poll worker in New
Mexico registered to vote in New Mex-
ico and someone walks into that poll-
ing place and says, I'm Steve King and
I live at—mames the address that I live
at, even if they say they are me and
I'm working the polls, by law in New
Mexico I can’t challenge that fraudu-
lent voter. It’s against the law to chal-
lenge voters in New Mexico and many
other States because the liberals have
so corrupted the process.
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First, they passed Motor Voter, so
that when people get a driver’s license
they ask them, Do you want to be reg-
istered to vote? Well, who says no?
Also, there is a little spot on there that
attests that you are a citizen of the
United States. Well, who says no? What
if you don’t understand the language,
are you really going to read that as a
legal document and know that if you
attest that you’re a citizen of the
United States, that you’re guilty of
perjury?

By the way, out of 306-or-so million
Americans, does anybody know any-
body that has been prosecuted for
falsely attesting that they are a citizen
on a voter registration form? No.
That’s an unprosecuted crime; a crime
of perjury, which exists as a felony in
every State that I know  of,
unprosecuted. So our voter registration
rolls were corrupted by the low stand-
ard of Motor Voter.

And then we had the Florida fiasco in
2000. And there, if we looked across
what was going on in Florida, there
were allegations of voter fraud on both
sides. I don’t know that there wasn’t
some on both sides. But what I saw was
indicators that there could have been
significant votes shifted. And I think
all the scrutiny that came into those
counties in Florida helped. I think it
was a good thing that a lot of people
went down and watched the hanging
chad count.

But I also have seen film of the direc-
tor of the Miami-Dade County Election
Board, Michael—last name starts with
an L, and I actually can’t remember it,
it’s been 9 years. In a previous election,
there is videotape of the hanging chads
that would come in. How did they deal
with the hanging chads in Miami-Dade
County? And I've seen this videotape; I
don’t think it could be reconstructed in
any way. They had 70 volunteers from
the League of Women Voters—now,
they haven’t been on my side very
much, they really don’t seem to be
very bipartisan to me—long table, 70
volunteers from the League of Women
Voters. They were set down at a table,
and they would bring in these punch-
card ballots and set them on one side of
each of the ladies that were there
working, issue them two or three nice
sharp No. 2 lead pencils—like you take
your Iowa basic skills with where I
come from—and they would pick up
these hanging chad ballots, these
punch-card ballots, and clean them up.
If any chad is hanging and it’s still
dangling there, they would punch the
pencil through the hole, break it off,
and stack these cleaned-up ballots over
on this other side where, once they got
done cleaning up the hanging chads,
these 70 volunteers from the League of
Women Voters, then the process ballots
would go through the vote counting
machine. Now, does that give you a lot
of confidence if you put somebody
there at a table to decide your vote for
you by where they poke the pencil and
which chad is hanging? Not me it
doesn’t. That process should have
never happened.
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The Collier brothers did investigative
research on election fraud down in
Florida. Neither one of these gentle-
men are alive today—and I don’t have
any sign of foul play and I don’t allege
such a thing, I just haven’t been able
to track what brought about their de-
mise.

But I read a fair amount of material.
And they did a movie in investigative
journalism where they went into the
previous election board director of
Miami-Dade County that took care of
the voting machines, sitting in a ware-
house out along the edge of the swamp.
And they walked in and said, What do
you do? Well, I fix these vote-counting
machines and I keep them up in shape.
Well, how do you make this all work?
And they got to talking about how the
elections got rigged. And he said,
Here’s how it is—and the video exists.
He pulled some plastic gears out of a
drawer and he showed, here it is, we
grind one of these teeth off on this
plastic gear, we put it in the vote-
counting machine, and then where we
put that gear makes a difference in
which side gets an extra vote for every
10 that comes through. Openly in the
videotape.

And they went up into the loft in the
attic and filmed a bunch more of that
before they got suspicious and they had
to skedaddle out of there with their
cameras. I saw those things while I was
doing this research back then.

I bring this out, Madam Speaker, be-
cause, just because this wasn’t a par-
ticularly close election in November of
2008 doesn’t mean that we shouldn’t be
alarmed about the corruption of our
election process; 537 votes made the
difference in Florida, and Florida made
the difference on who would be the
next leader in the Free World, Madam
Speaker.

And those 537 votes could easily be
blended through the more than 400,000
fraudulent registration forms that
ACORN has admitted to turning in
that corrupted voter registration rolls
and opened the door for the corruption
of our election process.

Now, I have discussed the Commu-
nity Reinvestment Act, and now I have
discussed the voter registration fraud
process. And these are the ‘‘get out the
vote” people for Democrats, please
don’t forget. And if we do forget—I
should put another fact out.

President Obama, as a candidate for
President, then-Senator Obama, hired
ACORN to get out the vote and wrote
the check to one of their subsidiary
corporations for over $800,000. There’s
three ways the President is tied—more
than three ways the President is tied
to ACORN. One is as their attorney,
one is as an employee of Project Vote,
heading up Project Vote in Chicago, re-
ceiving paychecks, ACORN through
Project Vote into President Obama.
The third one is hiring ACORN to get
out the vote.

There are rumors that donor lists got
circulated back and forth; I haven’t
been able to chase that down. The
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fourth component is the White House
has hired ACORN to participate in the
census.

Now, over 400,000 fraudulent registra-
tions turned in, admitted by ACORN—
I suspect significantly more. I have
never met someone who admitted to
such wrongdoing and admitted to it in
the full magnitude of their wrongdoing.
They always try to minimize. So at
least 400,000. And now the President,
who has worked for ACORN in two ca-
pacities, hired ACORN in at least one
capacity, now hires ACORN in another
capacity as President of the United
States to help with the census, to help
count the people of the United States.

Now, if you want to direct what goes
on in America, if you want the power
of this country, there are two ways:
through the ballot box and influence
the elections so you get your people in
these seats here and in the seats in the
Senate and in the White House, where
there is tremendous power. That’s one
component. Another component is
through the United States Census.

What does it do? Well, the Constitu-
tion requires us to count the people
every 10 years, count the people—not
by formula, not by some magic for-
mula, but actually count the people. It
costs a lot of money, and it takes a lot
of people out there to do it to actually
count them.

But once the people are counted, it
affects two big things: one is the redis-
tricting process, where new lines get
drawn on the maps of all the States of
the Union. And those maps are drawn
and approved by the State legislatures.
And some of them it’s very, very par-
tisan, and they decide how they expand
the number of Democrat or Republican
seats, whoever happens to be in charge.
In my State I am really fortunate be-
cause it’s far less partisan than it is in
any other State that I know of. But
that determines, in a large way, who
will be in the majorities in the State
legislatures after the next elections.
Some seats will be lost and some seats
will be won because of the lines that
are drawn that are the result of the
census that is taking place in 2010.

Not only does it make a difference in
who is in the majority in the State leg-
islatures—and every State is bi-
cameral, with the exception of Ne-
braska, which is unicameral—but also
it makes a difference in the congres-
sional districts, these 435 districts that
are seated here in this Congress,
Madam Speaker. And when those lines
are changed, it makes a difference on
sometimes who comes to this Congress.
It makes a difference on whether a few
more Republicans get elected or a few
more Democrats get elected. And if you
can stack the count in certain areas,
you can expand the number of seats
and make a difference on who holds the
gavel here behind me, Madam Speaker.

If we just look at the count of
illegals in America, there is a study
done by a reputable organization, Dr.
Steve Camerata, as I recall, that comes
to a conclusion that there are between
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nine and 11 congressional seats in
America. This is an election or two
ago, so the analysis probably shifts
down. But it was between nine and 11
seats in America that are shifted be-
cause we count illegals along with
legals for purposes of apportionment. It
takes, in my opinion, a constitutional
amendment to fix that. But someone
like MAXINE WATERS in California, it
will require perhaps 50,000 votes to get
reelected to Congress because I suspect
she doesn’t have as many legal Ameri-
cans there and a lower percentage of
citizens, and certainly a lower inci-
dence of people voting. My particular
seat, it will take about 120,000 votes to
be elected or reelected to the Fifth Dis-
trict of Iowa because we have a high
percentage of citizens and a low per-
centage of illegals.

The census makes a difference. And if
the census is an accurate count, then
we can draw better lines. If the census
is an inaccurate count, then the lines
will be drawn to favor the partisan in-
terests of the people that produce the
inaccurate count.

Now, if I were going to look across
the entire United States of America
and try to come up with entities that
have the wherewithal to significantly
provide the manpower for this census
and who had the most ability to cor-
rupt the process, number one on my
list of alarm would be ACORN and all
of their affiliates for all these reasons
that I've said. Now, how can anyone ex-
pect to get a legitimate count on the
census from the very people that have
produced the illegitimate voter reg-
istration forms? And yet President
Obama, his administration has con-
tracted with ACORN to assist with the
census.

Madam Speaker, the question came
up—actually, it came up last night in
national media—about do I have any
proof of this because ACORN denies it.
And Madam Speaker, I have in my
hand the documents that do deter-
mine—these are documents that come
from the U.S. Census Bureau, and they
read that, let’s see, they were looking
for some entities that could help with
the census. Their goal was to work
with national organizations and cor-
porations that could help us reach the
hard-to-count populations. And as I
look down through this information
that includes an agreement with
ACORN, it says, Our overall goal was
to work with organizations that could
reach the hard-to-count populations.

And here’s what they did to identify
who to partner with. They went to a
list of national organizations, they
added advisory committees, they have
used a cluster segmentation approach.
They looked at the economically dis-
advantaged, the unattached mobile sin-
gles—that’s a term I had not seen be-
fore—in high-density areas with ethnic
enclaves. Okay. These are legitimate
places where we would have difficulty
with the census, and I recognize and
agree with that. But then they had cri-
teria for not partnering with a group.
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One is if they didn’t meet the criteria
above that I mentioned. The second
one is if they’re hate groups. Now, I
would like to see that list of hate
groups that’s filed under the United
States Census Bureau.
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It seems as though the Department
of Homeland Security had identified
conservatives as hate groups. It seems
as though the FBI had the resources to
send investigators out to mill through
the crowds on TEA Bag Day, April 15,
Tax Day. The FBI was looking at the
people that came to the courthouse
square to voice their objection to the
oppressive taxes that have been im-
posed upon this country and the irre-
sponsible spending, and they’re identi-
fied as hate groups. Conservative
groups, hate groups. I don’t know of a
liberal group that would be on that,
but I hope that we are able to make
that request and get a list in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD of who are the hate
groups. I suspect I'm probably alleged
to be on some of them.

Then other groups that were not con-
sidered were law enforcement groups,
anti-immigrant groups. I don’t know
what an anti-immigrant group is. I
know there are some anti-illegal immi-
grant groups. I don’t know of a single
anti-immigrant group, but that gives
you a sense of the biased ideology that
lays this out. Also, any groups that
might make people fearful of partici-
pating in the census. I don’t know who
that might be, but it gives them a way
out. Or maybe any groups that did not
serve the hard-to-count population.

So it looks to me like they have writ-
ten some regs here that will qualify
ACORN. I have in my hand a document
from the U.S. Census Bureau, National
Partnership, and it is a document that
says the Association of Community Or-
ganizations for Reform Now, ACORN,
their tasks check-marked and dated
January 13, 2009, 3:02 p.m.: ‘‘Dear sir or
madam, I am writing to inform you
that on behalf of the 2010 census part-
nership program, we would like to in-
vite you to become a national partner
with the Census Bureau for the 2010
census.”’

ACORN is already in. It’s not a mat-
ter of conjecture. ACORN is involved in
the census. And if we don’t suspend
that here in this Congress, the result
will be, I fear, a corruption of the cen-
sus process that is nearly as serious as
the corruption of the election process.

Why would you go to the people that
have exactly the wrong track record
and put them in control? Why did the
President ask to move the Census with-
in the White House and out of the De-
partment of Commerce? Why is Rahm
Emanuel involved in directing this, the
man from Chicago, the Chicago politics
visits and arrives at the White House
with the President?

And, by the way, if one goes back
also and even begins to think that
President Obama wasn’t involved with
ACORN and this is just a random hir-
ing process that took place because it
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made sense, I would point out also that
President Obama chaired for a time
and sat on the board for a longer time
of the Woods Foundation in Chicago,
which distributed funds to community
organizing groups and directed funds to
ACORN. As chairing the Woods Foun-
dation, he sent money to ACORN. He
also sat on the board of the Chicago
Annenberg Challenge. This is a liberal
education initiative, the brainchild of
the unrepentant terrorist William
Ayers. William Ayers recruited Presi-
dent Obama, at that time State Sen-
ator Obama, to sit on the board of the
Chicago Annenberg Challenge, which
what did they do? Raised money and
distributed it to places including
ACORN.

So I think I have given you enough
threads, Madam Speaker, to under-
stand that President Obama is tied in
with ACORN, part and parcel. He’s
been their attorney. He’s been an em-
ployee under the Project Vote. He’s
hired them and written them a check
out of his campaign for over $800,000,
sat on the board of the Woods Founda-
tion and the Chicago Annenberg Chal-
lenge. Both of them sent other money
to ACORN. William Ayers, the unre-
pentant terrorist, was the founder of
the Chicago Annenberg Challenge. And
by these documents here, Madam
Speaker, ACORN is working on the
census and at a minimum providing
temporary employees to work on the
census to count the people. And we
know what’s happened to our election
process. It’s been corrupted. And, by
the way, there are news reports of
fraudulent votes and prosecutions on
fraudulent votes and people that voted
multiple times that were enabled by
the registrations of ACORN. Some of
that, Madam Speaker, is in the news
today.

So I revere this election process, and
I would rather lose elections than I
would lose the integrity of the election
process. And I'm happy enough to ac-
cept the results of a legitimate census
no matter what it is. If it draws a dis-
trict out of Iowa, I will lament that. I
want to have the most representation
possible from Iowa. But we have got to
have a real count and we have got to
deal with integrity. And when we have
corrupt organizations that have all the
trappings of a criminal enterprise, this
Congress should shut off funding to
that criminal enterprise.

But, instead, we don’t get a vote and
we don’t get a debate because the rules
are unprecedentedly changed and cor-
rupted up there on the third floor in
the Rules Committee where nobody
goes, and if many did, they couldn’t get
in. We need cameras there. We need the
press there, and we need open rules
here on the floor. And we need people
that are willing to engage in this de-
bate and take come whatever may. If
you believe in yourself, stand up and
say so. I will be happy to yield to you.
But I see it never happens. You sit on
your hands, and you accept this power
that you happen to have right now.
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But the American people are going to
take it back, and they are going to give
it to the people that they trust.

———————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. CAPUANO (at the request of Mr.
HOYER) for today on account of family
reasons.

Mr. DEFAZIO (at the request of Mr.
HOYER) for today on account of official
business in district.

Mr. FATTAH (at the request of Mr.
HOYER) for today after 1 p.m.

Mr. KANJORSKI (at the request of Mr.
HOYER) for today after noon on account
of official business in district.

Mr. WELCH (at the request of Mr.
HOYER) for today after 2 p.m. on ac-
count of son’s graduation.

Mr. SHADEGG (at the request of Mr.
BOEHNER) for today on account of prior
family commitments.

————

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 Ms. KAPTUR) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. ScHIFF, for 56 minutes, today.

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. POE of Texas) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. PoOE of Texas, for 5 minutes, June
25 and 26.

Mr. JONES, for 5 minutes, June 25 and
26.

Mr. MORAN of Kansas, for 5 minutes,
today, June 25 and 26.

Mr. OLSON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,
June 22, 23, 24, 25 and 26.

Mr. DUNCAN, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. McCOTTER, for 5 minutes, June
23.

———
SENATE BILL REFERRED

A Dbill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. Con. Res. 23. Concurrent resolution sup-
porting the goals and objectives of the
Praque Conference on Holocaust Era Assets;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

———
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Lorraine C. Miller, Clerk of the
House, reported and found truly en-
rolled bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker:
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H.R. 813. An act to designate the Federal
building and United States courthouse lo-
cated at 306 East Main Street in Elizabeth
City, North Carolina, as the ‘‘J. Herbert W.
Small Federal Building and United States
Courthouse”.

H.R. 837. An act to designate the Federal
building located at 799 United Nations Plaza
in New York, New York, as the ‘“‘Ronald H.
Brown United States Mission to the United
Nations Building.”’

H.R. 2344. An act to amend section 114 of
title 17, United States Code, to provide for
agreements for the reproduction and per-
formance of sound recordings by webcasters.

H.R. 2346. An act making supplemental ap-
propriations for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2009, and for other purposes.

H.R. 2675. An act to amend title II of the
Antitrust Criminal Penalty Enhancement
and Reform Act of 2004 to extend the oper-
ation of such title for a 1-year period ending
June 22, 2010.

———

BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION
PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT

Lorraine C. Miller, Clerk of the
House reports that on June 16, 2009 she
presented to the President of the
United States, for his approval, the fol-
lowing bill and joint resolution.

H.R. 1256. To protect the public health by
providing the Food and Drug Administration
with certain authority to regulate tobacco
products, to amend title 5, United States
Code, to make certain modifications in the
Thrift Savings Plan, the Civil Service Re-
tirement System, and the Federal Employ-
ees’ Retirement System, and for other pur-
poses.

H.J. Res. 40. To honor the achievements
and contributions of Native Americans to
the United States, and for other purposes.

———————

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. KING of Iowa. Madam Speaker, 1
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 21 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Tuesday, June
23, 2009, at 10:30 a.m., for morning-hour
debate.

———

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

2336. A letter from the Chief Counsel, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Suspen-
sion of Community Eligibility [Docket ID:
FEMA-2008-0020; Internal Agency Docket No.
FEMA-8071] received June 9, 2009, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Financial Services.

2337. A letter from the Chief Counsel, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Changes
in Flood Elevation Determinations [Docket
ID: FEMA-2008-0020] received June 9, 2009,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

2338. A letter from the Chief Counsel, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Changes
in Flood Elevation Determinations [Docket
ID: FEMA-2008-0020; Internal Agency Docket
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No. FEMA-B-1048] received June 9, 2009, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

2339. A letter from the Chief Counsel, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Changes
in Flood Elevation Determinations [Docket
ID: FEMA-2008-0020; Internal Agency Docket
No. FEMA-B-1046] received June 9, 2009, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

2340. A letter from the Chief Counsel, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Suspen-
sion of Community Eligibility [Docket ID:
FEMA-2008-0020; Internal Agency Docket No.
FEMA-8073] received June 9, 2009, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Financial Services.

2341. A letter from the Chief Counsel, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Final
Flood Elevation Determinations [Docket ID:
FEMA-2008-0020] received June 9, 2009, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Financial Services.

2342. A letter from the Chief Counsel, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Suspen-
sion of Community Eligibility [Docket ID:
FEMA-2008-0020; Internal Agency Docket No.
FEMA-8075] received June 9, 2009, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Financial Services.

2343. A letter from the Assistant to the
Board, Federal Reserve System, transmit-
ting the System’s final rule — Issue and Can-
cellation of Federal Reserve Bank Capital
Stock [Regulations D and I; Docket No.: R-
1307] received June 4, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

2344. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulatory Services, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Impact Aid Programs
[Docket ID: ED-2008-OESE-0008] (RIN: 1810-
ABO00) received May 29, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

2345. A letter from the Asst. General Coun-
sel, Division of Regulatory Services, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Student Assistance Gen-
eral Provisions; Teacher Education Assist-
ance for College and Higher Education
(TEACH) Grant Program; Federal Pell Grant
Program; Academic Competitiveness Grant
Program and National Science and Mathe-
matics Access To Retain Talent Grant Pro-
gram [Docket ID: ED-2009-OPE-0001] (RIN:
1840-AC96) received June 2, 2009, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

2346. A letter from the Acting Director,
Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation,
transmitting the Corporation’s final rule —
Benefits Payable in Terminated Single-Em-
ployer Plans; Interest Assumptions for Val-
uing and Paying Benefits — received June 9,
2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

2347. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Civil Rights, Department of Agriculture,
transmitting the Department’s fiscal year
2008 annual report prepared in accordance
with Section 203 of the Notification and Fed-
eral Employee Antidiscrimination and Re-
taliation Act of 2002 (No FEAR Act), Public
Law 107-174; to the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform.

2348. A letter from the Acting, Senior Pro-
curement Executive, GSA, Department of
Defense, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Federal Acquisition Regulation; FAR
Case 2007-013, Employment Eligibility
Verification [FAC 2005-29, Amendment-4;
FAR Case 2007-013; Docket 2008-0001; Se-
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quence 19] (RIN: 900-AK91) received June 9,
2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform.

2349. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation, transmitting
the Corporation’s fiscal year 2008 annual re-
port prepared in accordance with Section 203
of the Notification and Federal Employee
Antidiscrimination and Retaliation Act of
2002 (No FEAR Act), Public Law 107-174; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

2350. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Administrator for Procurement, National
Aeronautics and Space Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final rule
— NASA Mentor-Protege Program (RIN:
2700-AD41) received June 9, 2009, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

2351. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule — Time-in-Grade Eliminated,
Delay of Effective Date (RIN: 3206-AL18) re-
ceived May 29, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform.

23562. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule — Determining Rate of Basic
Pay; Collection by Offset From Indebted
Government Employees (RIN: 3206-AL61) re-
ceived May 29,2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform.

23563. A letter from the Chairman, Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission, transmitting
the Semiannual Report of the Inspector Gen-
eral and a separate management report for
the period October 1, 2008 through March 31,
2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen.
Act), section 5(b); to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform.

2354. A letter from the Chief, FWS Endan-
gered Species Listing Branch, Department of
the Interior, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Endangered an Threatend Wild-
life and Plants; Designation of Critical Habi-
tat for Alabama Sturgeon (Scaphirhynchus
suttkusi) [FWS-R4-ES-2008-0058; 92210-1117-
0000-FY08-B4] (RIN: 1018-AV51) received June
2, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Natural Resources.

2355. A letter from the Dep. Chief of Staff,
National Security Division, DOJ, Depart-
ment of Justice, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Amendments to the Jus-
tice Department Regulations Regarding
Countries Whose Agents Do Not Qualify for
the Legal Commercial Transaction Exemp-
tion Provided in 18 U.S.C. 951(d)(4) [Docket
No.: OAG 124; A.G. Order No. 3018-2008] re-
ceived June 9, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the Judici-

ary.

2356. A letter from the Legal Information
Assistant, Department of the Treasury,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Rules of Practice and Procedure in Adjudica-
tory Proceedings; Civil Money Penalty Infla-
tion Adjustment [Docket ID: OTS-2008-0013]
(RIN: 1550-AC27) received June 3, 2009, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

2357. A letter from the Federal Register
Certifying Officer, Department of the Treas-
ury, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Disbursing Official Offset (RIN: 1510-
AB22) received June 5, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

——
REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
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for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. SKELTON: Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. House Resolution 477. A resolution di-
recting the Secretary of Defense to transmit
to the House of Representatives the fiscal
year 2010 30-year shipbuilding plan relating
to the long-term shipbuilding strategy of the
Department of Defense, as required by sec-
tion 231 of title 10, United States Code; with
an amendment (Rept. 111-167). Referred to
the House Calendar.

Mr. SKELTON: Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. House Resolution 478. A resolution di-
recting the Secretary of Defense to transmit
to the House of Representatives the fiscal
year 2010 30-year aviation plan relating to
the long-term aviation plans of the Depart-
ment of Defense, as required by section 23la
of title 10, United States Code; with an
amendment (Rept. 111-168). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania: Committee
on House Administration. H.R. 2510. A bill to
amend the Help America Vote Act of 2002 to
reimburse States for the costs incurred in es-
tablishing a program to track and confirm
the receipt of voted absentee ballots in elec-
tions for Federal office and make informa-
tion on the receipt of such ballots available
by means of online access, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. 111-169). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania: Committee
on House Administration. H.R. 2728. A bill to
provide financial support for the operation of
the law library of the Library of Congress,
and for other purposes; with an amendment
(Rept. 111-170). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. FILNER: Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs. H.R. 1016. A bill to amend title 38,
United States Code, to provide advance ap-
propriations authority for certain medical
care accounts of the Department of Veterans
Affairs, and for other purposes; with amend-
ments (Rept. 111-171). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. TOWNS: Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform. H.R. 1345. A bill to
amend title 5, United States Code, to elimi-
nate the discriminatory treatment of the
District of Columbia under the provisions of
law commonly referred to as the ‘‘Hatch
Act” (Rept. 111-172). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania: Committee
on House Administration. H.R. 1752. A bill to
provide that the usual day for paying sala-
ries in or under the House of Representatives
may be established by regulations of the
Committee on House Administration; with
amendments (Rept. 111-173). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XII, the
Committees on Financial Services,
Science and Technology, Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, Natural Re-
sources, Agriculture, and Ways and
Means discharged from further consid-
eration. H.R. 2454 referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union and ordered to be printed.

————

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:
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By Mr. KIRK (for himself and Mr.
LARSEN of Washington):

H.R. 2960. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Defense to pay an additional amount of
assignment special pay to members of the
Armed Forces who agree to serve in Afghani-
stan for up to six years or the duration of the
United States mission in that country; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. McCCARTHY of California (for
himself, Mr. HERGER, Mr. DANIEL E.
LUNGREN of California, Mr. McCCLIN-
TOCK, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr. NUNES,
and Mr. MCKEON):

H.R. 2961. A bill to create additional per-
manent and temporary judgeships for the
eastern district of California, to provide for
an additional place of holding court in the
eastern district of California, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Ms. SPEIER:

H.R. 2962. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to exclude certain ad-
vanced diagnostic imaging services from the
in-office ancillary services exception to the
prohibition on physician self-referral; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce, and in
addition to the Committee on Ways and
Means, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mrs. DAHLKEMPER (for herself,
Mr. TiMm MURPHY of Pennsylvania,
Mr. CARNEY, Mr. WELCH, Mr. TONKO,
Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, Mr. HONDA, Mr.
BRIGHT, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON
of Texas, Mr. KISSELL, Mr. CHILDERS,
Ms. FUDGE, Mr. KAGEN, Mr. FATTAH,

Mr. BOSWELL, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
MAssA, Mr. ALTMIRE, Mr. SIRES, Mr.
CONNOLLY of Virginia, Ms.

WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. MORAN of
Virginia, and Mr. DINGELL):

H.R. 2963. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide incentives for
improving small manufacturers’ computer
technology; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. HELLER (for himself, Ms.
BEAN, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. THOMPSON
of Mississippi, Mr. CASSIDY, Mr. CAO,
Mr. REICHERT, Mr. HASTINGS of Flor-
ida, and Mr. AUSTRIA):

H.R. 2964. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow refunds of Federal
motor fuel excise taxes on fuels used in mo-
bile mammography vehicles; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ALTMIRE (for himself, Mr. WU,
Mr. GRAVES, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr.
SCHOCK, Mr. NYE, Mrs. HALVORSON,
and Mr. BRIGHT):

H.R. 2965. A Dbill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act with respect to the Small Business
Innovation Research Program and the Small
Business Technology Transfer Program, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Small Business, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Science and Technology, 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. NADLER of New York:

H.R. 2966. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to deny any deduction for
direct-to-consumer advertisements of pre-
scription drugs; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mrs. KIRKPATRICK of Arizona (for
herself and Mr. FLAKE):

H.R. 2967. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to deny the alternative fuel
and alternative fuel mixture credits for
black liquor; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.
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By Mrs. KIRKPATRICK of Arizona (for
herself and Mr. JONES):

H.R. 2968. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to eliminate the required reduc-
tion in the amount of the accelerated death
benefit payable to certain terminally-ill per-
sons insured under Servicemembers’ Group
Life Insurance or Veterans’ Group Life In-
surance; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs.

By Mrs. CAPPS (for herself, Ms. MAT-
SUI, Mr. CARNAHAN, Ms. SCHWARTZ,
Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. INSLEE, and
Mr. BLUMENAUER):

H.R. 2969. A bill to authorize the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency to establish water system adaptation
partnerships; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, 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 Mr. BISHOP of Utah (for himself,
Mr. MATHESON, and Mr. CHAFFETZ):

H.R. 2970. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to increase the maximum age
limit for an original appointment to a posi-
tion as a Federal law enforcement officer in
the case of any individual who has been dis-
charged or released from active duty in the
armed forces under honorable conditions,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

By Mr. BLUMENAUER (for himself,
Mr. Wu, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. WALDEN,
and Mr. SCHRADER):

H.R. 2971. A bill to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
630 Northeast Killingsworth Avenue in Port-
land, Oregon, as the ‘“‘Dr. Martin Luther
King, Jr. Post Office’’; to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

By Mr. BOUSTANY (for himself, Mr.
CAO0, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. CASSIDY,
Mr. MELANCON, Mr. SCALISE, and Mr.
FLEMING):

H.R. 2972. A bill to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
115 West Edward Street in Erath, Louisiana,
as the ‘“‘Conrad DeRouen, Jr. Post Office’’; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

By Mr. CAMPBELL:

H.R. 2973. A bill to require the Secretary of
the Interior to notify units of local govern-
ment when a Native American group files a
petition to become a federally recognized In-
dian tribe and before the decision on the pe-
tition is made, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Natural Resources.

By Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself, Mr.
BUYER, and Mr. BROWN of South
Carolina):

H.R. 2974. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow individuals eligi-
ble for veterans health benefits to contribute
to health savings accounts; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CAMPBELL:

H.R. 2975. A bill to improve the medical
care by reducing the excessive burden im-
posed by the civil liability system on the
health care delivery system; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, 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 Mr. CASTLE:

H.R. 2976. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide for coverage,
as supplies associated with the injection of
insulin, of containment, removal, decon-
tamination and disposal of home-generated
needles, syringes, and other sharps through a
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sharps container, decontamination/destruc-
tion device, or sharps-by-mail program or
similar program under part D of the Medi-
care Program; 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. COSTA (for himself, Mr.

CARDOZA, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr.
NUNES, and Mr. McCARTHY of Cali-
fornia):

H.R. 2977. A bill to direct the Secretary of
the Interior, acting through the Bureau of
Reclamation, to enter into an agreement
with the National Academy of Sciences to
conduct a comprehensive study of sustain-
able water and environmental management
in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, Cali-
fornia, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

By Mr. DAVIS of Illinois (for himself,
Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. MORAN of Vir-
ginia, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. SARBANES,
Ms. NORTON, and Mr. CONNOLLY of
Virginia):

H.R. 2978. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to increase the maximum age to
qualify for coverage as a ‘‘child” under the
health benefits program for Federal employ-
ees; to the Committee on Oversight and Gov-
ernment Reform.

By Mr. DAVIS of Illinois (for himself,
Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr. WATT,
Mr. FATTAH, Mr. CLEAVER, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. DAVIS of Alabama,
Ms. LEE of California, Ms. JACKSON-
LEE of Texas, Ms. CORRINE BROWN of
Florida, Ms. RICHARDSON, Ms. EDDIE
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. KiL-
PATRICK of Michigan, Mr. CUMMINGS,
Ms. WATERS, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. PAYNE,
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. CLAY,
Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, Mr. TOWNS,
Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, Mr. RUSH, Mr.
BUTTERFIELD, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia,
Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin, Mr. CARSON
of Indiana, and Mr. THOMPSON of Mis-
sissippi):

H.R. 2979. A bill to amend title IV of the
Social Security Act to ensure funding for
grants to promote responsible fatherhood
and strengthen low-income families, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means, and in addition to the Commit-
tees on Education and Labor, Energy and
Commerce, and Agriculture, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. FILNER:

H.R. 2980. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to reduce the period of time for
which a veteran must be totally disabled be-
fore the veteran’s survivors are eligible for
the benefits provided by the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs for survivors of certain vet-
erans rated totally disabled at time of death;
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts (for
himself, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. CONYERS, Ms. BALDWIN,
Mr. PoLis of Colorado, Mr. ANDREWS,
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. CASTLE, Mr.
KIRK, Mr. LANCE, and Mr. PLATTS):

H.R. 2981. A Dbill to prohibit employment
discrimination on the basis of sexual ori-
entation or gender identity; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor, and in addi-
tion to the Committees on House Adminis-
tration, Oversight and Government Reform,
and 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.
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By Mr. GRIJALVA (for himself, Ms.
HERSETH SANDLIN, Mr. PASTOR of Ari-
zona, and Mr. WU):

H.R. 2982. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow Indian tribes to
transfer the credit for electricity produced
from renewable resources; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HOLT (for himself, Mr. COHEN,
and Ms. WOOLSEY):

H.R. 2983. A bill to require the videotaping
or electronic recording of strategic intel-
ligence interrogations of persons in the cus-
tody of or under the effective control of the
Department of Defense, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services,
and in addition to the Committee on Intel-
ligence (Permanent Select), 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. LOBIONDO (for himself, Mr.
MicA, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, and Mr.
COBLE):

H.R. 2984. A bill to amend title 46, United
States Code, to assist in the defense of
United States mariners and vessels against
piracy, to ensure the traditional right of
self-defense of those vessels against piracy,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure, and in
addition to the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. MORAN of Virginia:

H.R. 2985. A bill to establish a public diplo-
macy international exchange program to be
known as the Ambassador’s Fund for Stra-
tegic Exchanges, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. MORAN of Virginia (for him-
self, Ms. NORTON, Mr. CONNOLLY of
Virginia, Mr. WITTMAN, Ms. EDWARDS
of Maryland, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr.
WoLF, and Mr. HOYER):

H.R. 2986. A bill to amend the Act of May
29, 1930 (Chapter 354; 46 Stat. 482; commonly
known as the Capper-Cramton Act), to au-
thorize a grant program to preserve re-
sources in the National Capital region, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources. .

By Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia (for herself, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr.
BisHoP of Georgia, Ms. BORDALLO,
Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr.
GRIJALVA, Mr. HOLT, Ms. KAPTUR, Ms.
LEE of California, Mr. MCGOVERN,

Mr. NADLER of New York, Mrs.
NAPOLITANO, Mr. PAYNE, Mr.
PIERLUISI, Mr. REYES, Ms. ROS-

LEHTINEN, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr.
SERRANO, Mr. SIRES, Ms. WATERS, Mr.
WEXLER, and Mr. WU):

H.R. 2987. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to ensure sufficient re-
sources and increase efforts for research at
the National Institutes of Health relating to
Alzheimer’s disease, to authorize an edu-
cation and outreach program to promote
public awareness and risk reduction with re-
spect to Alzheimer’s disease (with particular
emphasis on education and outreach in His-
panic populations), and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. CONYERS:

H. Res. 565. A resolution appointing and
authorizing managers for the impeachment
of Samuel B. Kent, a judge of the United
States District Court for the Southern Dis-
trict of Texas; considered and agreed to. con-
sidered and agreed to.

By Ms. WATERS (for herself, Mr. BACA,
Mr. BECERRA, Mr. BERMAN, Mr.
BILBRAY, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Mrs.
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BONO MACK, Ms. CORRINE BROWN of
Florida, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. CAL-
VERT, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mrs. CAPPS,
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. CLAY, Mr.
CONYERS, Mr. CoSTA, Mrs. DAVIS of
California, Mr. DREIER, Mr. FARR,
Mr. FATTAH, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
GALLEGLY, Mr. AL GREEN of Texas,
Ms. HARMAN, Mr. IssaA, Ms. KiIL-
PATRICK of Michigan, Ms. LEE of Cali-
fornia, Mr. LEWIS of California, Ms.
ZOE LOFGREN of California, Mr.
MACK, Mr. MCCARTHY of California,
Mr. McKEON, Mr. MCCLINTOCK, Mr.
MEEKS of New York, Mr. GARY G.
MILLER of California, Mrs.
NAPOLITANO, Mr. NUNES, Mr. PAYNE,

Mr. RADANOVICH, Ms. RICHARDSON,
Mr. ROHRABACHER, Ms. ROYBAL-AL-
LARD, Mr. ROYCE, Ms. LINDA T.

SANCHEZ of California, Ms. LORETTA
SANCHEZ of California, Mr. SCHIFF,
Mr. SHERMAN, Ms. WATSON, Mr.
WATT, and Mr. WAXMAN):

H. Res. 566. A resolution congratulating
the 2008-2009 National Basketball Association
Champions, the Los Angeles Lakers, on an
outstanding and historic season; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

By Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ
of California, Mr. GARY G. MILLER of
California, Mr. CALVERT, Ms. WAT-
SON, and Mr. ROYCE):

H. Res. 567. A resolution congratulating
the University of California, Irvine’s men’s
volleyball team for winning the 2009 national
championship; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

By Mrs. CAPITO (for herself, Mr. BAR-
RETT of South Carolina, Mr. CAMP-
BELL, Mr. COHEN, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr.
SHUSTER, Mr. SESTAK, and Mr. WOLF):

H. Res. 568. A resolution recognizing the
150th anniversary of John Brown’s raid in
Harpers Ferry, West Virginia; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

By Mr. MORAN of Virginia (for him-
self, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. LATHAM, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. MITCHELL, Mr.
LOEBSACK, Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, Mr.
HINCHEY, and Mr. MCGOVERN):

H. Res. 569. A resolution supporting the
work of citizen diplomacy organizations and
encouraging the convening of a Presidential
Summit on Global Citizen Diplomacy; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. ROGERS of Michigan (for him-
self, Mr. CULBERSON, Mr. GARRETT of
New Jersey, and Mr. ROYCE):

H. Res. 570. A resolution directing the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security to transmit to
the House of Representatives all information
in the possession of the Department of
Homeland Security relating to the immigra-
tion status of any detainees and foreign per-
sons suspected of terrorism; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WALZ (for himself, Mr. ELLS-
WORTH, and Mr. WILSON of South
Carolina):

H. Res. 571. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that
the Federal Government should relinquish
its temporary ownership interests in the
General Motors Corporation and Chrysler
Group, LLC, as soon as possible and should
not micromanage or unduly intercede in
management decisions of such companies; to
the Committee on Financial Services.

—————

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XII,
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Mr. FILNER introduced A bill (H.R. 2988)
for the relief of Fernando Javier Cervantes;
which was referred 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:

H.R. 22: Mr. KING of Towa.

H.R. 24: Mr. NYE, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. HIMES,
Mr. STEARNS, Mr. McCAUL, Mr. KING of New
York, Mr. REICHERT, Mr. BRIGHT, Mr.
ROSKAM, and Mr. STARK.

H.R. 52: Mr. MASSA.

H.R. 118: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.

H.R. 147: Mrs. HALVORSON.

H.R. 179: Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey and
Mr. TIERNEY.

H.R. 299: Mr. FILNER and Mr. BACA.

H.R. 406: Mrs. DAHLKEMPER.

H.R. 468: Mr. LATHAM and Mr. ARCURI.

H.R. 528: Mr. PETERS.

H.R. 571: Ms. BERKLEY.

H.R. 610: Mrs. DAHLKEMPER and Ms.
CORRINE BROWN of Florida.

H.R. 621: Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida, Mr. OLVER, Mr. PRICE of North Carolina,
Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey,
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, and Ms. RICHARDSON.

H.R. 649: Mr. MORAN of Virginia.

H.R. 669: Ms. KOSMAS.

H.R. 690: Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey and
Mr. BURGESS.

H.R. 704: Mr. TEAGUE.

H.R. 716: Mr. COHEN.

H.R. 745: Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey.

H.R. 827: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas and Mr.
DRIEHAUS.

H.R. 948: Mr. HONDA.

H.R. 949: Mr. CoNNOLLY of Virginia, Mrs.
DAHLKEMPER, and Mr. CARNAHAN.

H.R. 995: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Mr.
BAIRD, Mr. MASSA, Mr. HALL of New York,
Mr. TOWNS, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. OBERSTAR, Ms.

BALDWIN, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr.
MCMAHON, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. TONKO, Ms.
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Ms. MATSUI, Ms.
VELAZQUEZ, Ms. TITUS, Ms. WATSON, Mr.

RUsH, Ms. EsSHOO, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. OLVER,
Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. MARKEY of
Massachusetts, Mr. REYES, Mr. BAcCA, Ms.
ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr.
ORTIZ, and Mr. RODRIGUEZ.

H.R. 1016: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York and
Mr. MASSA.

H.R. 1024: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois.

H.R. 1025: Mr. PIERLUISI and Mr. SERRANO.

H.R. 1032: Mr. BUTTERFIELD.

H.R. 1064: Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. CHANDLER,
Mr. DAvis of Tennessee, Mr. UPTON, Mr.
GRAYSON, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr.
LUJAN, Mr. SALAZAR, Mr. WILSON of Ohio,
Mr. MCMAHON, Mr. PALLONE, Mrs. MALONEY,
and Mr. GORDON of Tennessee.

H.R. 1066: Mr. KLEIN of Florida.

H.R. 1074: Mr. STUPAK and Mr. BILBRAY.

H.R. 1084: Mr. CONYERS, Mr. CARNAHAN, Ms.
BERKLEY, Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. KAGEN, Mr.
STARK, and Mr. COURTNEY.

H.R. 1177: Mr. FARR.

H.R. 1205: Ms. KosMASs, Mr. CLEAVER, and
Mrs. BONO MACK.

H.R. 1222: Mr. WALDEN.

H.R. 1245: Mr. PAUL and Mr. MILLER of
Florida.

H.R. 1247: Mr. BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 1255: Mr. BURGESS.

H.R. 1322: Mr. WEXLER and Mr. SIRES.

H.R. 1346: Ms. KOSMAS.

H.R. 1422: Mr. WITTMAN.

H.R. 1428: Mr. PERRIELLO, Mr. MILLER of
North Carolina, and Mr. PAYNE.

H.R. 1441: Mr. PAUL.
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H.R. 1454: Mr. CAO and Mr. NUNES.

H.R. 1470: Mr. GUTHRIE.

H.R. 1505: Mr. ROE of Tennessee.

H.R. 1517: Mr. BILIRAKIS.

H.R. 1521: Mr. BARTON of Texas,
MCMORRIS RODGERS, and Mr. PASCRELL.

H.R. 1548: Mr. MASSA.

H.R. 1558: Mr. OLVER and Mr. ACKERMAN.

H.R. 1585: Mr. ARCURI.

H.R. 1600: Mr. PETERSON and Mr. BISHOP of
New York.

H.R. 1612: Ms. MARKEY of Colorado and Mr.
HODES.

H.R. 1618: Ms. ESHOO.

H.R. 1677: Mr. ENGEL, Mr. WAMP, and Mr.
YOUNG of Alaska.

H.R. 1681: Mr. DAVIS of Alabama.

H.R. 1702: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY
DOGGETT.

H.R. 1704: Mr. FOSTER.

H.R. 1740: Mr. BOEHNER.

H.R. 1744: Mr. CARNAHAN.

H.R. 1751: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr.
MCGOVERN, and Mr. LARSEN of Washington.

H.R. 1776: Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. POMEROY, and
Mr. CARNEY.

H.R. 1826: Ms. BALDWIN.

H.R. 1835: Mr. ADERHOLT and Mr. DAVIS of
Alabama.

H.R. 1841: Mr. MASSA.

H.R. 1844: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York and
Mr. VAN HOLLEN.

H.R. 1880: Mr. CUELLAR.

H.R. 1891: Mr. PAUL and Mr. SOUDER.

H.R. 1912: Mr. WOLF.

H.R. 1933: Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. MORAN of Vir-
ginia, and Mr. CHANDLER.

H.R. 2006: Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.

H.R. 2035: Mr. MURTHA.

H.R. 2049: Mr. PRICE of Georgia, Mr. TERRY,
Mr. CASSIDY, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. BURGESS,
and Mr. AKIN.

H.R. 2055: Ms.

H.R. 2067: Mr.

H.R. 2095: Mr.

H.R. 2097: Mr.

H.R. 2102: Mr.

H.R. 2119: Mr. COBLE.

H.R. 2125: Mr. DUNCAN.

H.R. 2139: Mr. WEXLER, Mr. COBLE, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr.
SIRES, Mr. COHEN, Mr. FARR, Mr. FRANK of
Massachusetts, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON
of Texas, Mr. DELAHUNT, and Ms. NORTON.

H.R. 2140: Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky and Mr.
HELLER.

H.R. 2193: Mr. KIRK and Mr. KISSELL.

H.R. 2194: Ms. MATSUI, Mr. MARKEY of Mas-
sachusetts, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. WITTMAN, Mr.
PENCE, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. MASSA, Mr. MILLER
of Florida, Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois, and Mr.
YARMUTH.

H.R. 2213: Mr. BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 2245: Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. TONKO, Mr. LI-
PINSKI, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. MORAN of Virginia,
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Mr.
DOYLE, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr.
WoLF, Ms. NORTON, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr.
LANGEVIN, and Mr. SIRES.

H.R. 2254: Mr. MASSA, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr.
HIGGINS, Mr. ALTMIRE, Mr. WEXLER, and Mr.
MORAN of Virginia.

H.R. 2259: Mr. QUIGLEY.

H.R. 2266: Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. HONDA, Mr.
ANDREWS, and Mr. PERLMUTTER.

H.R. 2267: Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. HONDA, Mr.
ANDREWS, and Mr. PERLMUTTER.

H.R. 2269: Mr. CLEAVER.

H.R. 2271: Mr. PITTS.

H.R. 2296: Mr. TERRY.

H.R. 2324: Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.
MORAN of Virginia, and Mr. GRIJALVA.

H.R. 2339: Ms. SHEA-PORTER, Mr. TONKO,
and Mr. OLVER.

H.R. 2345: Mrs. BACHMANN, Mr. DENT, Mr.
CASSIDY, and Mr. LINDER.

H.R. 2404: Mrs. NAPOLITANO and Mr. CARSON
of Indiana.

Mrs.

and Mr.

MATSUI and Mr. QUIGLEY.
COURTNEY.

LEWIS of Georgia.
WITTMAN.

HoLT and Mr. CAPUANO.
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H.R. 2414: Mr. PETRI, Mr. KIND, Mrs. CAPPS,
and Mr. LARSEN of Washington.

H.R. 2421: Mr. Adler of New Jersey, Mr.
AKIN, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. BARRETT of South
Carolina, Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. BILI-
RAKIS, Mr. BISHOP of Utah, Mr. BONNER, Mr.
B00ZMAN, Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. BUCHANAN, Mr.
CAMPBELL, Mr. CAO, Mr. CHAFFETZ, Mr.
COFFMAN of Colorado, Mr. CONAWAY, Mr.
COSTELLO, Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. FLEMING, Mr.
FORTENBERRY, Ms. FOXX, Mr. FRANKS of Ari-
zona, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr.
GOODLATTE, Mr. GRAVES, Mr. GUTHRIE, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, Mr.
HELLER, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. HUNTER, Mr.
IssA, Mr. JORDAN of Ohio, Mr. KING of Iowa,
Mr. KLINE of Minnesota, Mr. LATOURETTE,
Mr. LEE of New York, Mr. LINDER, Mr.
LucAs, Mr. McCARTHY of California, Mr.
McCOTTER, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. MICA, Mr. GARY
G. MILLER of California, Mr. NEAL of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. PAULSEN, Mr. PENCE, Mr.
PETRI, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. PRICE of Georgia, Mr.
RADANOVICH, Mr. REHBERG, Mr. ROONEY, Mr.
ROSKAM, Mr. SCHOCK, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr.
SMITH of Texas, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. THORN-
BERRY, Mr. TIBERI, Mr. UPTON, Mr. WAMP,
and Mr. SCALISE.

H.R. 2435: Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia.

H.R. 2438: Mr. COLE and Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.

H.R. 2452: Mr. MCNERNEY and Ms. ESHOO.

H.R. 2478: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. WOLF,
and Ms. CLARKE.

H.R. 2499: Ms. KOSMAS.

H.R. 2502: Mr. SESTAK.

H.R. 2523: Mr. TEAGUE.

H.R. 25647: Mr. TEAGUE.

H.R. 2561: Mr. BIisSHOP of New York and Mr.
CHAFFETZ.

H.R. 2579:

H.R. 2583:

H.R. 2648:

H.R. 2667:

H.R. 2669:

H.R. 2683:

H.R. 2692:
BERRY.

H.R. 2708: Mr. HARE, Mrs. KIRKPATRICK of
Arizona, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California,
and Mr. MICHAUD.

H.R. 2729: Ms. GIFFORDS.

H.R. 2736: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, Mr. KAN-
JORSKI, Mr. LoBIONDO, Mr. DOYLE, Ms. ED-
WARDS of Maryland, and Mr. MCDERMOTT.

H.R. 2743: Mr. COBLE, Mr. ROGERS of Ken-
tucky, Mr. OLSON, Mr. GINGREY of Georgia,
Mr. MATHESON, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. MURTHA,
and Mr. RAHALL.

H.R. 2746: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. MORAN of Vir-
ginia, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. TONKO, Mr.
CONNOLLY of Virginia, Mr. ROGERS of Michi-
gan, Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California, Mr.
SIRES, and Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 2770: Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida.

H.R. 2786: Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Flor-
ida.

H.R. 2793: Mr. BARTLETT and Mr. SIMPSON.

H.R. 2796: Mr. COBLE and Mr. EHLERS.

H.R. 2799: Mr. CRENSHAW, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr.
McCAUL, Ms. JENKINS, Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-
BALART of Florida, Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS,
Mr. CONAWAY, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. REICHERT,
Mr. JONES, Mr. AKIN, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr.
POE of Texas, Mr. BROWN of South Carolina,
Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr.
WESTMORELAND, Mr. BURGESS, Mr.
MARCHANT, Mr. BERRY, Mr. SALAZAR, Mr.
SHUSTER, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr.
ROSS, Ms. GIFFORDS, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON of Texas, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr.
STUPAK, Mr. BISHOP of Utah, Mr. FORBES, Mr.
WILSON of South Carolina, Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey, Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. PETRI,
Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. KINGSTON,
Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. SES-
SIONS, Ms. GRANGER, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr.

Ms. CASTOR of Florida.

Mr. PETERSON.

Ms. WATERS and Mr. KILDEE.
Ms. WOOLSEY.

Mr. PETERSON.

Mr. FILNER.

Mr. UPTON, Mr. TIAHRT, and Mr.
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MCCLINTOCK, Mr. PUTNAM, Mr. MCHENRY, Mr.
TURNER, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. GARY G. MILLER of
California, Mr. CAMP, Mr. COBLE, Mr. COLE,
Mr. KING of New York, Ms. WATERS, Mr.
GALLEGLY, Mr. GRAVES, and Mr. SNYDER.

H. R. 2802: Mr. CULBERSON.

H. R. 2815: Mr. CHAFFETZ.

H. R. 2817: Ms. WATERS.

H. R. 2819: Ms. BORDALLO.

H. R. 2825: Ms. WATSON.

H. R. 2844: Ms. McCoLLUM and Mr. WELCH.

H. R. 2846: Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida.

H. R. 2875: Ms. FoxX, Mr. MACK, Mr. CAL-
VERT, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. SCHOCK, Mr.

CULBERSON, Mr. BROUN of Georgia, Mr. DAN-
IEL E. LUNGREN of California, Mr. BARRETT of
South Carolina, Mr. REHBERG, Mr. RYAN of
Wisconsin, Mr. CHAFFETZ, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr.
CoLE, Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. BONNER, Mr.
PosEY, Mr. OLSON, Mr. LUETKEMEYER, Mr.
GINGREY of Georgia, Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr.
PAULSEN, Mr. JORDAN of Ohio, Mr. SHADEGG,
Mr. HENSARLING, Mr. P1TTS, Mr. LEE of New
York, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr.
LoBIONDO, Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky, Mr.
MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Florida, Mr. KING of
New York, Mr. RADANOVICH, and Mr. MCCAR-
THY of California.

H. R. 2882: Ms. MATSUI and Ms. NORTON.

H. R. 2900: Mr. HENSARLING, Mr. PAUL, Mr.
WESTMORELAND, Mr. BROUN of Georgia, Mrs.
BACHMANN, Mr. COBLE, Mr. ROHRABACHER,
Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. WILSON of South Carolina,
Mr. CHAFFETZ, and Mr. DUNCAN.

H.R. 2904: Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina.

H.R. 2906: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.

H.R. 2920: Mr. HALL of New York and Mr.
LEVIN.

H.R. 2935: Mr. COHEN and Mr. MICA.

H.R. 2936: Mr. BOCCIERI.

H.R. 2941: Mr. BURGESS, Mr. LEWIS of Geor-
gia, and Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN.

H.R. 2942: Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. CARTER, Mr.
BisHOP of Utah, Mr. KINGSTON, and Mr. MICA.

H.J. Res. 42: Mr. NUNES, Mr. KING of Iowa,
Mr. TURNER, Mr. BURGESS, Mr. TIM MURPHY
of Pennsylvania, and Mr. BRADY of Texas.

H.J. Res. 56: Mr. HOLT.

H. Con. Res. 112: Mr. PERLMUTTER.

H. Con. Res. 117: Mr. POSEY.

H. Con. Res. 129: Mr. LARSEN of Wash-
ington, Mr. SMITH of Washington, Mr.
COURTNEY, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. MORAN of Vir-
ginia, and Ms. BORDALLO.

H. Con. Res. 132: Mr. POE of Texas.

H. Con. Res. 143: Mr. FILNER.

H. Con. Res. 152: Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of
California and Mr. JACKSON of Illinois.

H. Con. Res. 156: Mr. MARKEY of Massachu-
setts and Mr. NADLER of New York.

H. Res. 57: Ms. RICHARDSON.

H. Res. 81: Mr. MASSA.

H. Res. 209: Mr. TIERNEY.

H. Res. 266: Mr. PAYNE, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr.
CosTA, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. CARNAHAN, Mr. MAN-
ZULLO, Mr. TERRY, Mr. FORTENBERRY, Mr.
ScoTT of Virginia, Mr. MCCAUL, and Mr. KIL-
DEE.

H. Res. 293: Mr. CARSON of Indiana.

H. Res. 314: Mr. WEXLER, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr.
BRIGHT, Mrs. DAHLKEMPER, Mr. LARSEN of
Washington, Mr. CLAY, Mr. ELLSWORTH, Mrs.
EMERSON, Mr. SARBANES, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY,
and Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.

H. Res. 363: Mr. HONDA.

H. Res. 395: Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.

H. Res. 409: Mr. BROUN of Georgia, Mr. ROG-
ERS of Kentucky, Mr. BROWN of South Caro-
lina, Mr. JORDAN of Ohio, and Mr. GINGREY of
Georgia.

H. Res. 433: Mrs. CAPPS.

H. Res. 443: Mr. BISHOP of New York.

H. Res. 482: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina.

H. Res. 491: Mr. BOCCIERI, Mr. BRALEY of
Iowa, Mr. BRIGHT, Mr. CARSON of Indiana,
Ms. CASTOR of Florida, Mr. CHAFFETZ, Mr.
COFFMAN of Colorado, Mr. CONNOLLY of Vir-
ginia, Mr. COOPER, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr.
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CUMMINGS, Mr. DRIEHAUS, Mrs. HALVORSON,
Mr. HEINRICH, Mr. HIMES, Mr. HOLT, Ms.
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. KISSELL, Ms.
KosMAS, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California, Mr.
MAFFEI, Ms. MARKEY of Colorado, Mr.
MASSA, Mr. MINNICK, Mr. PALLONE, Mr.
PASCRELL, Mr. PERRIELLO, Mr. PETERS, Ms.
PINGREE of Maine, Mr. QUIGLEY, Ms. RICH-
ARDSON, Mr. ROONEY, Mr. SCHAUER, Mr.
SCHIFF, Mr. SPACE, Ms. TITUS, and Mr. PAT-
RICK J. MURPHY of Pennsylvania.

H. Res. 507: Mr. PETERSON.

H. Res. 512: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr.
MOORE of Kansas, and Mr. HINOJOSA.

H. Res. 538: Mr. SARBANES, Ms. SPEIER, Mr.
GRAYSON, Ms. EsHOO, Mr. ENGEL, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Ms. BALDWIN, Ms.
TI1TUS, Mr. TONKO, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. CROWLEY,
Mr. TANNER, Mr. MASsA, Mr. WELCH, Ms.
TSONGAS, Mrs. EMERSON, Ms. CASTOR of Flor-
ida, Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. KLEIN of Florida, Mr.
ROTHMAN of New Jersey, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA,
Mr. YARMUTH, Mr. MINNICK, Mr. GENE GREEN
of Texas, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. CONNOLLY of
Virginia, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr.
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WEXLER, Mr. SIRES, Mr. BERMAN, Mr.
CARNAHAN, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr.
KIND, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. Ross, Mr. MAFFEI,
Mr. MCMAHON, Mr. KISSELL, Mr. PAYNE, Mr.
PAUL, Mr. PENCE, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas,
Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, Mrs. BONO MACK, Mr. ROYCE,
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. SMITH of Nebraska,
Ms. FALLIN, Mr. SHUSTER, and Mr. GORDON of
Tennessee.

H. Res. 543: Mr. PALLONE.

H. Res. 549: Mr. HERGER, Mr. MACK,
FoxxX, Mr. WILSON of South Carolina,
CONAWAY, Mr. FORBES, Mr. LAMBORN,
PuTNAM, and Mr. POE of Texas.

H. Res. 550: Ms. WATSON, Mr. INGLIS,
MEEKS of New York, Mr. ELLISON, and
MILLER of North Carolina.

———

DISCHARGE PETITIONS—
ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS

The following Member added his
name to the following discharge peti-
tion:

Ms.
Mr.
Mr.

Mr.
Mr.

H7087

Petition 3, by Mr. LATOURETTE on House
Resolution 359: Elton Gallegly, Steve Buyer,
Gregg Harper, Rodney P. Frelinghuysen,
Thomas E. Petri, Ron Paul, Roscoe G. Bart-
lett, John Linder, and C. W. Bill Young.

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 2892
OFFERED BY: MR. OLSON

AMENDMENT No. 1: Page 24, line 23, after
the dollar amount insert ‘‘(reduced by
$36,000,000)"".

Page 39, line 21, after the dollar amount in-
sert ‘‘(increased by $36,000,000)"’.

Page 41, line 9, after the dollar amount in-
sert ‘‘(increased by $36,000,000)"’.
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