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

———

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
October 1, 2009.

I hereby appoint the Honorable LINCOLN
DAVIS to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

———

PRAYER

Rev. Dr. Adam Dooley, Red Bank
Baptist Church, Chattanooga, Ten-
nessee, offered the following prayer:

Heavenly Father, we come seeking
Your blessing on this hallowed hall and
the men and women who serve here. We
do so with the full awareness of the
Apostle Paul’s teaching that ‘‘there is
no authority except from God, and
those which exist are established by
God.”

So Lord, we pray that Your steady
hand guide them, Your eternal wisdom
inform them, Your compassionate
heart encourage them, and Your re-
lentless holiness purify them.

May their decisions preserve America
as a city on a hill with a light that
cannot be hidden. Forgive us of our
sins as we forgive those who sin
against us. Bring us to a place of hu-
mility before You in order that we
might enjoy Your richest blessings.

In Jesus’ name we pray. Amen.

———

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

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

———
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

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

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York led the
Pledge of Allegiance 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.

———
MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Ms.
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate has agreed to a concur-
rent resolution of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H. Con. Res. 186. Concurrent resolution
supporting the goals and ideals of Sickle Cell
Disease Awareness Month.

———

WELCOMING REV. DR. ADAM
DOOLEY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. WAMP) is recognized for 1
minute.

There was no objection.

Mr. WAMP. I want to welcome this
morning to the House of Representa-
tives my pastor, Dr. Adam Dooley, who
hails from Berea, Kentucky, graduated
from Clear Creek Bible College, and
went on to receive his Doctor of Divin-
ity from the Southern Baptist Theo-
logical Seminary.

He was the senior pastor at the Red
House Baptist Church in Kentucky be-
fore he came to my home church of Red
Bank Baptist in Red Bank, Tennessee.

Dr. Dooley, his wife, Heather, and
their son, Carson, bless our large con-
gregation there in Chattanooga, and
today we welcome him to the House of

Representatives as the guest chaplain
and thank him for that extraordinary
opening prayer this morning.

Welcome, Dr. Dooley.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
DEGETTE). The Chair will entertain up
to five further requests for l-minute
speeches on each side of the aisle.

———

MAD AS HELL DOCTORS

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

Mr. KUCINICH. I want to acknowl-
edge the presence in our Capitol of a
group of physicians who have traveled
across the country rallying public sup-
port for a single-payer health care sys-
tem.

The group, which calls itself the Mad
As Hell Doctors, is expressing the con-
cern of millions of Americans about a
health care system which is failing to
meet the people’s needs: that there are
47 million Americans without any
health insurance, that 50 million Amer-
icans are underinsured, that people are
literally going broke, not being able to
pay their hospital bills.

We clearly recognize that this system
is not sustainable. That’s why JOHN
CONYERS and I drafted a bill, H.R. 676,
that provides for universal single-
payer, not-for-profit health care. We’'re
already paying for such a system. It’s
just that we’re not getting it because
$1 out of every $3 goes for the activities
of the for-profit system for corporate
profits, stock options, executive sala-
ries, advertising, marketing, the cost
of paperwork.

It’s time to take that $800 billion a
year and put it into care for people. Ev-
eryone is covered then for vision care,
dental health care, mental health care,
prescription drugs, long-term care. It’s
time for single-payer.
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CONTRADICTING INTELLIGENCE
ON IRAN’'S NUCLEAR PROGRAM

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

Mr. KIRK. The United States re-
vealed a secret underground uranium
enrichment facility near Qom, Iran.
U.S. officials told us they were care-
fully observing it for ‘‘several years.”’
But earlier this year, the Director of
National Intelligence, Dennis Blair,
provided written congressional testi-
mony that the intelligence community
has ‘‘no evidence that Iran has yet
made a decision to produce highly en-
riched uranium.”’

There is a glaring contradiction be-
tween the administration’s revelation
and Blair’s testimony. I urge Members
to cosign the bipartisan Kirk-Berkley
letter calling on Director Blair to ac-
count for contradictory testimony on
the growing Iranian threat.

The 2007 National Intelligence Esti-
mate on Iran downplaying the threat
now appears to be a glaring Intel-
ligence failure. According to the Wall
Street Journal, the main authors of
that NIE, Van Van Diepen, Tom Fin-
ger, and Ken Brill, should be account-
able, too.

Congress should ensure that key offi-
cials get this right, especially on Iran.

———

ALERT DRIVERS ACT

(Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York.
Madam Speaker, distracted driving is a
serious problem in our Nation. One
study conducted by Virginia Tech Uni-
versity found that drivers are 23 times
more likely to get into an accident
when texting. A recent New York
Times/CBS News Poll indicated 90 per-
cent of adults agree that texting while
driving should be illegal.

This is an issue that rises above po-
litical power. This is why the Depart-
ment of Transportation has dedicated a
2-day summit here in Washington this
week to address the rising concerns of
distracted driving on our Nation’s
highways.

H.R. 35635, the ALERT Drivers Act,
which I am proud to introduce along
with my colleague, Nita Lowey from
New York, would ban anyone from
writing, sending, or reading text mes-
sages while operating a moving vehi-
cle.

Already endorsed by Ford Motors and
the Advocates for Highway and Auto
Safety, I ask that you join me in curb-
ing preventable accidents on our Na-
tion’s roadways and cosponsor the
ALERT Drivers Act.

Madam Speaker, we see these acci-
dents all the time. We need to do some-
thing.
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SMALL BUSINESSES AND HEALTH
CARE

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

Mr. BUCHANAN. Madam Speaker, af-
fordable health care is critical to our
country, but let’s not forget small
business. They create 70 percent of the
jobs in Florida. Ninety-nine percent of
all businesses in Florida are small busi-
nesses, but yet in this debate we’re
looking at charging small businesses
an 8 percent tax on payroll. That’s like
a fixed expense.

They’re also looking to raise taxes up
to 45 percent, with a 5.4 in sunsetting
President Bush’s tax. So, again, 45 per-
cent. A lot of that’s pass-through in-
come for many of our small companies.

These taxes will kill jobs. The 8 per-
cent alone, they’re talking, will put 20
percent of our businesses out of busi-
ness in Florida. I know. I've been in
business for 30 years.

Let’s help our small businesses.
Small businesses create the jobs. We
can cannot afford to tax them to death.
It needs to be about the economy and
jobs.

————

SAVE THE OCEANS

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

Mr. INSLEE. Madam Speaker, yes-
terday, the actor Sigourney Weaver
showed a movie in the Capitol which
was scarier than her movie The Aliens
because it was fact, not fiction, and it
was a movie documenting the acidifica-
tion of the oceans caused by carbon di-
oxide that we burn that goes in the at-
mosphere, goes in the water, and
makes the oceans acidic. This docu-
mentary showed that the waters off the
Pacific coast soon will be so acidic that
they can actually melt shell life.

The reason I mention this is that
yesterday the EPA rolled out proposed
rules to do something about these nox-
ious gases. Some have said we
shouldn’t do that, but those are the
same people saying we shouldn’t pass a
bill. They’re saying we shouldn’t regu-
late CO, here, there, or anywhere.

I urge all of us to move forward on a
bipartisan basis to stop ocean acidifi-
cation by passing the energy bill we
passed in the House. We hope the Sen-
ate will pass it. That’s a route to do it.
But, one way or another, we’ve got to
save the Pacific and Atlantic Oceans.

———————

NATIONAL MEDIA IGNORES MEDIA
EVALUATION

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

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, if
a poll is conducted but no one hears
about it, does that poll really exist?
Sacred Heart University recently found
out that five out of six Americans see
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the national news media as ‘‘very or
somewhat biased.” But you aren’t like-
ly to hear about the Sacred Heart poll
from the establishment media.

A search of The New York Times,
The Washington Post, the Los Angeles
Times, and USA Today yielded zero ar-
ticles about the poll. Network news
programs have also intentionally ig-
nored it.

It seems the establishment media be-
lieve that if they simply ignore the
poll, it does not exist. It’s no wonder
that almost half of Americans have
stopped watching a news outlet be-
cause of the media bias. By ignoring a
poll that shows their bias, the estab-
lishment media has confirmed the
poll’s results that most Americans be-
lieve the national media is biased.

And that’s just the way it is.

———

CORAL REEFS

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

Mr. KLEIN of Florida. Last week, the
House passed critical legislation to
protect one of Florida’s most treasured
national wonders. The Coral Reef Con-
servation Act Reauthorization and En-
hancement, which I strongly sup-
ported, will be a key tool in protecting
this endangered ecosystem.

The bill will support grants for coral
reef conservation and scientific re-
search at our outstanding institutions
like the National Coral Reef Institute
in Fort Lauderdale, Florida.

Coral reefs are integral to our safety
and economy in south Florida. They
act as a first line of defense against
hurricanes and storm surges and they
drive our tourist economy by bringing
divers, snorkelers, and fishermen from
all over the world to our community.
In Broward County alone, coral reefs
contribute over $2 billion annually to
our local economy.

Madam Speaker, this is not a Demo-
crat or a Republican issue. Protecting
our national treasures is something we
can all agree on. I'm proud that my
colleagues came together to pass this
important piece of legislation.

———

MEDIA SLOW TO REPORT ON
ACORN SCANDAL

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

Mr. COBLE. Madam Speaker, in his
latest column, New York Times Public
Editor Clark Hoyt criticized the Times
for its lack of coverage of the ACORN
fraud and corruption scandal. Hoyt
wrote that the Times showed ‘‘slow re-
flexes”” and risks appearing ‘‘clueless”
or ‘‘partisan’ if it does not cover simi-
lar stories in the future.

The Times wasn’t alone. The Wash-
ington Post’s ombudsman admitted the
Post was slow to cover the story as
well and speculated that reporters’ lib-
eral leanings might have played a part.
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Most other national news outlets ig-
nored or downplayed the ACORN scan-
dal. Days passed before the network
news programs covered the story, and
only one out of five Sunday news show
hosts asked the President about
ACORN last week.

The national media should report the
facts instead of ignoring stories that
don’t fit their liberal agendas.

——

HUMAN RIGHTS SITUATION IN
VIETNAM

(Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission
to address the House for 1 minute and
to revise and extend her remarks.)

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. I rise today to call attention to
the human rights situation in Viet-
nam, particularly because today Viet-
nam will be taking over the Presidency
of the United Nations Security Coun-
cil. I find this development shocking
and appalling and unacceptable, espe-
cially when we look at Vietnam’s
human rights record.

Just this past Sunday, the police in
Vietnam assaulted over 130 monks and
removed them from the Bat Nha Mon-
astery before destroying it. Recently,
eight dissidents where imprisoned by
the Vietnamese Government for prac-
ticing their rights to freedom of speech
and expression.

Today, Secretary of State Clinton is
planning to meet with the Foreign
Minister of Vietnam. I would urge Sec-
retary Clinton to address these ongoing
human rights violations in Vietnam
and to strongly urge the Government
of Vietnam to uphold their promises to
respect the rights of their citizens.

The United States must recommit
itself to making human rights a diplo-
matic priority.

————
O 1015
NETANYAHU U.N. SPEECH

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

marks.)
Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, last
week at the United Nations, Israeli

Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu
gave a powerful address, challenging
those who would deny the Holocaust.
Speaking from the podium, he held up
the documents recording the Nazis’
plan for the eradication of the Jews. He
held up the original blueprints of the
Auschwitz concentration camp, signed
by Heinrich Himmler, the infamous
head of the Gestapo. He called out
those nations who sat by idly as Presi-
dent Ahmadinejad put forth vague in-
sinuations that the Holocaust was just
a phony pretext for the establishment
of Israel. Ahmadinejad at other times
has called the Holocaust ‘‘a lie based
on an unprovable and mythic claim,”
and he’s called Israel ‘‘a cancerous
tumor that must cease to exist.”

I applaud our diplomats and those of
many other freedom-loving nations for
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showing no tolerance for his hate
speech by walking out during the Ira-
nian president’s tirade. Any nation
that denies one of the most horrific
and barbaric acts of hatred and murder
cannot be trusted to peacefully develop
nuclear capabilities.
———

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES
ON H.R. 2892, DEPARTMENT OF
HOMELAND SECURITY APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2010

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, pursuant to clause 1 of rule
XXII and by direction of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, I move to
take from the Speaker’s table the bill
(H.R. 2892) making appropriations for
the Department of Homeland Security
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2010, and for other purposes, with a
Senate amendment thereto, disagree to
the Senate amendment, and agree to
the conference asked by the Senate.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam
Speaker, I have a motion at the desk.

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Rogers of Kentucky moves that the
managers on the part of the House at the
conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the Senate amendment to the
bill H.R. 2892 be instructed as follows:

(1) Recede to subsection (a) of section 567
of the Senate amendment (the Detainee Pho-
tographic Records Protection Act).

(2) Insist on subsections (b) and (c) of sec-
tion 552 of the House bill (regarding the in-
clusion of individuals detained at Naval Sta-
tion Guantanamo Bay, Cuba on the No Fly
list and the prohibition on the provision of
immigration benefits for such individuals).

(3) Recede to the Senate position on sub-
sections (a) and (d) of section 552 of the
House bill (regarding certain threat assess-
ments and the transfer of individuals de-
tained at Naval Station Guantanamo Bay,
Cuba to the United States).

(4) That they shall not record their ap-
proval of the final conference agreement (as
such term is used in clause 12(a)(4) of rule
XXII of the Rules of the House of Represent-
atives) unless the text of such agreement has
been available to the managers in an elec-
tronic, searchable, and downloadable form
for at least 72 hours prior to the time de-
scribed in such clause.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 7 of rule XXII, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS)
and the gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr. PRICE) each will control 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

The motion to instruct conferees is
very simple. Madam Speaker. It would
prohibit the transfer of Gitmo pris-
oners to the United States. It ensures
the detainee pictures are never made
public, and it mandates the conference
report is made public at least 72 hours
before being considered on the floor.
It’s that simple. And that’s exactly
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what the Homeland Security appro-
priation bill is all about, protecting the
American people from all threats, in-
cluding the warped intentions of ter-
rorists and radical extremists.

Let me state my sincere gratitude to
Subcommittee Chairman DAVID PRICE
for listening to the views of the minor-
ity during all of these proceedings, dur-
ing our preconference deliberations es-
pecially over the last few weeks. I
truly appreciate his bipartisanship and
consideration of our concerns.

Madam Speaker, this motion
strengthens the House bill’s current re-
strictions on Guantanamo Bay detain-
ees by ensuring their names have been
put on the No Fly List and by clearly
prohibiting their transfer to the United
States for whatever reason. For 9
months, the Obama administration has
insisted the detention facility at Guan-
tanamo Bay be shuttered within the
year. But what have we seen during
that time in preparation for that? Ab-
solutely nothing, no plan, no idea of
how to proceed, no instructions to the
Congress, no instructions to the public
about where these prisoners would be
moved to.

Now we read in the press that the ad-
ministration is thinking of releasing
up to 75 of the detainees there. Where
will they go? Europe, Fiji, maybe
somewhere closer. Maybe in Michigan,
maybe in Kansas, maybe somewhere
else in the U.S. Who knows. Certainly
the Members in those districts in the
U.S. don’t know. So this motion pro-
hibits the granting of any immigration
benefit for any reason to these detain-
ees. Without such a benefit, there is no
legal way to bring these terrorists to
American soil and in our constituents’
backyards. That means these terrorists
cannot be granted the same constitu-
tional rights as American citizens.
After all, these detainees are enemy
combatants caught on the battlefield.
They are not common criminals, and
they should not be granted legal stand-
ing in our criminal courts by bringing
them onto U.S. soil.

From my point of view, we can’t
waiver on this issue, nor can we be
weak. There is no reason these terror-
ists, who pose a serious and docu-
mented threat to this Nation, cannot
be brought to justice right where they
are in Cuba at Guantanamo Bay. If we
want to try them, there is the place. I
certainly think that that is where the
American people stand on this issue as
well. They don’t want these terrorists
in their hometowns, inciting fellow
prisoners in our prisons, abusing our
legal system and terrorizing their com-
munities.

In addition, Madam Speaker, this
motion insists upon the Senate’s lan-
guage prohibiting the release of de-
tainee pictures, language unanimously
adopted in the Senate, supported by
this Chamber in June and endorsed by
President Obama himself by way of his
letter to the Senate on July 29. In that
letter, I think the President said it
best himself: ““Nothing would be gained
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by the release of the detainee photos
other than allowing our enemies to
paint our troops with a broad, damn-
ing, and inaccurate brush.” I frankly
couldn’t agree more.

And finally, Madam Speaker, this
motion also requires the conference re-
port to be made public at least 72 hours
before being brought to the floor for
consideration. We want to read the bill
before we vote.

So Madam Speaker, the ongoing ter-
rorist investigations ranging from Den-
ver to New York to Dallas over the last
few weeks and the persistent attacks
by radical extremists upon our citi-
zens, our soldiers and our interests
overseas remind us of why there is ab-
solutely no reason to bring a terrorist
to American soil or to release images
that endanger this great country and
its Armed Forces.

I urge support of the motion.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, I rise in opposition to the mo-
tion to instruct offered by the gen-
tleman from Kentucky and yield my-
self as much time as I may consume.

Madam Speaker, I want to begin by
echoing the words of the ranking mem-
ber. We have, indeed, enjoyed fruitful
cooperation in formulating this bill
and bringing it to this point. Mr. ROG-
ERS is a distinguished ranking member.
He was the founding chairman of this
subcommittee, and I think on both
sides, we take pride in the process that
we’ve developed that involves full con-
sultation and, of course, not always
perfect agreement, but a respect for
each other’s views and a product that
can rightfully be called the fruit of our
common labor.

Having said that, I do want to oppose
this motion to instruct. I don’t oppose
it in its entirety. It has some positive
features, but I want to concentrate in
my brief remarks this morning on what
leads me to ask for a ‘“‘no” vote. This
mainly has to do with some parts of
items two and three of this motion.

The motion to instruct would basi-
cally prevent us from bringing anyone
held in Guantanamo Bay to the United
States for the purpose of prosecution.
This provision is more restrictive than
the House-passed bill, which allowed
persons detained at the naval station
at Guantanamo Bay to be brought to
the U.S. for prosecution.

Accepting a more narrow provision
goes against basic American principles,
as well as basic American interests.
People are to be given due process and
access to a fair trial in this country,
and it is certainly in this country’s in-
terest to bring these people to trial, to
dispose of their cases. I must say, this
motion also goes against a perfecting
amendment that the distinguished
ranking member himself voluntarily
accepted—in fact, eagerly accepted—in
our full committee markup.

So I have to ask, what would have
made the other side change its mind all
of a sudden? It appears that even when
they get ‘““yes” for an answer, it’s hard
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to accept ‘‘yes’ for an answer. Without
allowing these detainees to come to the
United States for prosecution, we’re
basically saying that our judicial and
law enforcement officials are unable to
handle these criminals here in the
United States, and that our country’s
core values and interests do not apply
in these cases. That’s just wrong.

The U.S. has successfully tried dan-
gerous terrorists before—in fact, many
times, executing some, putting others
behind bars to fade into obscurity. The
perpetrators of the 1993 World Trade
Center and Murrah Federal Building
bombings are perfect examples.

Treating these individuals as though
they are so dangerous that we cannot
possibly put them on trial or punish
them or lock them up and throw away
the key, the way we deal with our most
savage criminals here in the United
States, gives these detainees an exalted
status. Why do we want to do that? An
exalted status is far from what they de-
serve.

We can handle this, Madam Speaker.
We’re up to this challenge, and the last
thing we ought to be doing is elevating
these Guantanamo prisoners in the
eyes of the world. The amendment that
was accepted in committee, to permit
us to bring these people into the
United States for the purpose of pros-
ecution, most certainly should remain.

Finally, Madam Speaker, let me just
say a word about the process by which
this bill is being brought to the floor.
We, of course, want to make certain
that Members have ample time to
study and understand bills before we
vote on them. At the same time, I have
to say, this bill has been a long time in
the making. There has been a long pe-
riod of discussion and debate and delib-
eration, and Members of this body
should be assured that a full range of
interested parties have been involved
in crafting this bill in a bipartisan
fashion since we received the budget in
May.

Even before receiving the budget, we
held 15 days of hearings on a wide vari-
ety of topics, including responses to
natural disasters, technology and effi-
ciency improvements, immigration en-
forcement, and border security. We had
testimony from DHS as well as GAO
and other non-Department sources. So
it’s a thoroughly vetted bill, and the
issues in this bill have been thoroughly
examined. They’ve been given their
proper due diligence. There are no sur-
prises, and we are, indeed, ready to go
to conference.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

0 1030

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the distinguished chairman
of our full committee, the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. I thank the gentleman for
the time.
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Madam Speaker, from time to time,
people in this House know that I quote
my old favorite philosopher, Archie the
Cockroach, and Archie said, or maybe
it was Will Rogers—I've forgotten ex-
actly which—but one of them noted
that there is nothing more pitiful than
the sight of a flock of politicians in full
flight. They can look as panicked as a
loon trying to take off from choppy
lake water. And if you’ve ever watched
one of those, it takes them a long time,
they make a lot of ruckus, and they
look like an unjointed turkey in the
process. That’s the way the Congress
has looked, in my judgment, with re-
spect to this Guantanamo Bay issue.

Now, this country has a problem.
After September 11 we picked up a lot
of bad and dangerous characters and
shipped a lot of them to Guantanamo.
We also picked up, on the basis of bad
information, some who didn’t belong
there. From what I can tell, it would
appear like virtually every single per-
son there now deserves to be there.

But the problem is that the previous
administration had no process by
which to separate the merely criminal
or the merely misguided from the truly
evil. And as a result, thanks in part to
the unrelated chaos of Abu Ghraib, the
United States, which has rightly prided
itself on being the principal advocate
of due process and human rights in the
world, has come to be seen by some
these days as a pretty major apologist
for torture and imprisonment without
review or remedy. I don’t think that’s
what America really stands for.

President Obama has tried to deal
with the fact that Guantanamo has be-
come a major liability to this country
in the court of world opinion and in
some cases has become a recruiting
ground for the very forces that we wish
to contain.

In the Presidential campaign, to
their credit, both candidates called for
closing Guantanamo because they rec-
ognized the damage being done to our
influence and our security. President
Obama won that election and an-
nounced his intention to close the fa-
cility.

Admittedly, the administration did
not demonstrate a high degree of skill
in implementing that decision. They
had a credible goal, but they clearly
had not thought through how to get
there. That’s why this committee in-
sisted in the 2009 supplemental that the
administration present its analysis to
the Congress before people who were
imprisoned in Guantanamo could be
shipped elsewhere and before any de-
tainees could be brought to the U.S. or
transferred to another country.

Very frankly, the administration has
received very little help from Capitol
Hill in thinking through this problem.
A number of Members have had legiti-
mate concerns, but they could not
come up with any reasonable set of cri-
teria by which transfers could be ef-
fected.

Now, this motion would have this
body declare that no prisoners can be
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transferred anywhere in this country
even for prosecution, which they so
richly deserve. That means the detain-
ees would have to be transferred to
other countries or that Guantanamo
would have to remain open as a perma-
nent stain on our reputation for due
process.

I think we can do better than that.

Has this country, this country that
has even tried the worst criminals in
the history of the world at Nuremberg,
has this country experienced such a
pitiful decline of modern thoughtful
political leadership that we now have
no capacity except to say lock them up
forever, no questions asked, and no due
process provided under any cir-
cumstances? We may want to lock
them up. I'm sure we do. But we can do
better in the way we do it.

In America we do not provide due
process for the benefit of criminals; we
provide it for our own safety’s sake.

I don’t know how many Members are
familiar with the play ‘“‘A Man for All
Seasons’ about Sir Thomas More, who
was martyred by King Henry VIII.
When More’s son-in-law, Richard
Roper, in that famous play, said that
he would cut down every law in Eng-
land to get at the devil, More replied,
“And where would you hide then, the
laws all being flat? Yes, I give the devil
benefit of law, for my own safety’s
sake.”

That’s why it’s important that we
have a process that will allow us to
lock up and throw away the key on ev-
eryone in Guantanamo who deserves it;
but we cannot tell the world that just
because this process is difficult, we are
simply going to take the easy road and
step over the valleys that make this
Nation great.

I refuse to believe, as the gentleman
from North Carolina has already indi-
cated, I refuse to believe that our law
enforcement officials, our prison offi-
cials, and our Justice Department offi-
cials are mnot skilled enough and
thoughtful enough to imprison these
thugs in high-security facilities at
minimal or no danger to our citizens
and our communities. Our prisons keep
us safe from the likes of Charles Man-
son; David Berkowitz, the ‘“Son of
Sam” killer; the World Trade Center
bombers; and the Kenyan Embassy
bombers, whom I detest because they
killed several friends of mine. What we
want to propose in conference will be
built on the faith that we do have that
capacity.

Now, we can either let somebody else
deal with our problems, or we can let
them fester because we don’t want to
deal with them and make hard choices
ourselves. That’s unacceptable, and I
think it’s time that we face up to that.

What will emerge from conference, 1
suspect, will be language that any rea-
sonable person will be able to say is a
good-faith, effective process by which
we can keep Americans safe and still
continue to stand for the due process
principles that we have always stood
for.
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I know these people are enemy com-
batants and they don’t deserve it. But
we don’t make our decisions on the
basis of what we think of defendants.
We make our decisions on the basis of
what we think of ourselves. And that’s
what makes us the greatest country in
the world. And I do not want, as this
motion would have us do, to depart
from that high standard today.

Again, I thank the gentleman for the
time.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam
Speaker, I yield myself 2 minutes.

Madam Speaker, this motion pro-
hibits the granting of any benefits to
the detainees at Guantanamo to be
brought here for criminal prosecution.

As Mr. OBEY has just said, these are
enemy combatants caught, captured on
a battlefield. They are not criminal de-
fendants; they are prisoners in a war.
Prisoners in a war.

They can and have been tried by the
military tribunals at Guantanamo. My
understanding is that there were five
military tribunal proceedings ongoing
until this administration halted those
proceedings, trying to figure out what
they want to do next.

But my point is these are not crimi-
nal defendants; these are enemy com-
batants captured on a battlefield. They
are prisoners of war and should be
treated as such, as they have been at
Guantanamo. Do not bring them to the
U.S. for any purpose. Why would you
bring an enemy captured prisoner of
war to your country, give them the Mi-
randa warnings, and proceed to a trial
as you would an American citizen? It’s
beyond any question, I think.

These detainees, many of them, those
who posed a minimal security threat,
have been shuttled off to other foreign
countries, leaving hundreds of sus-
pected terrorists, hardened killers that
are unwelcome by any place on Earth
to be potentially bound for American
soil.

Madam Speaker, we need to take a
very serious step back and closely ex-
amine what we are thinking of doing.

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

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I yield
myself an additional 2 minutes.

This motion clarifies and says they
would not be brought here for any, any,
purpose, including prosecution.

Now, if you have any doubts about
the kind of people we are talking
about, read the resumes of these de-
tainees. Read them, and you will have
no doubt that these are enemy combat-
ants sworn to kill you and every Amer-
ican they can find. And you want to
bring them to the U.S.? It’s insane,
Madam Speaker. It’s insane.

Madam Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to
a very distinguished former trial judge
in the State of Texas for 21 years,
Judge CARTER.

Mr. CARTER. Madam Speaker, this
debate goes on, and I hearken back to
how did this all start. It started with
enemies of the United States Kkilling
American citizens on American soil. By
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the grace of God, they didn’t kill the
number they were hoping to kill be-
cause they were hoping to bring down
those towers in New York completely
full of people, and potentially hundreds
of thousands of people could have died.
But because of the braveness of the po-
lice force and the fire department and
others, we were able to evacuate those
buildings and the casualty toll was not
in the hundreds of thousands or the
tens of thousands. But, still, every sin-
gle American life lost there we care
about.

I think most people thought we’re
going to war, world war. That’s what I
thought. That’s what the people I was
with in Taos, New Mexico, at the time
thought. And we wanted to do some-
thing about it. The American soldiers
in two fields of battle have done some-
thing about it. They continue to do
something about it today. And through
the work of our intelligence people and
the American soldier and the American
Marine Corps, we have brought many
of these terrorists to captivity. They
are enemy combatants captured on the
battlefield.

We’re not talking about people who
have rights to Miranda warnings. My
Lord, how can you fight a war if you’re
going to have to have Miranda warn-
ings every time you come in contact
with an enemy soldier? It makes no
sense. Neither our Founding Fathers
nor the Supreme Court, I would say,
ever envisioned us giving Miranda
warnings on the battlefield.

But I believe and I think Americans
believe that these people mean us harm
and by their very presence on the sa-
cred soil of the United States they
bring harm to this country. Because I
would argue, as we all know, the re-
cruiting of radical Islam is going on in
our prisons right now. Witness just re-
cently some arrests that were made in-
side this country and how those Amer-
ican citizens got to be influenced by
radical Islam. Much of it comes out of
the prison systems. And we are going
to put people that are being held prop-
erly in Guantanamo, we’re going to
bring them to our soil, give them the
rights of an American defendant and
put them in the prison system of this
country where they can continue—even
if they are in solitary confinement,
their very presence can make them a
hero of the recruiters inside the prison.
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Gangs are bad enough in the prisons
without us creating gangs that are part
of an international plot to destroy the
United States of America. These people
have no business being on the sacred
soil of the United States. They cer-
tainly don’t have the rights that are
being argued for here. They are in the
right place, where they belong. The
military justice system is fair and they
will get a fair trial, and I would argue
that they belong in Guantanamo and
they should stay in Guantanamo.

Yes, I agree with my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle that we have



H10416

maximum security prisons that we
could put them in. There is one that
was featured in ‘60 Minutes’ awhile
back in Colorado where we put the
worst of the worst; but did anybody lis-
ten to how much it costs us to put the
worst of the worst in those maximum
security prisons?

We are spending enough money
around here without going out and
spending that kind of money on pris-
oners where we already have them in a
secure facility, where they are being
humanely treated, and where they are
able to meet with their lawyers and
they are able to prepare for the defense
of their case. There is no reason on
God’s green Earth to bring them over
here and spend hundreds of thousands
of dollars incarcerating each and every
one of them in a Federal maximum se-
curity prison. It makes no sense in
light of the fact that we are practically
bankrupting our country with spending
in the last 8 months.

So I think Mr. ROGERS has a very
good bill here. I think what he is ask-
ing in this motion to instruct the con-
ferees is common sense that the Amer-
ican people understand. Now, we get in
this political world up here and com-
mon sense seems to go out the window.
But I think if you stop the average
American on the street, they will tell
you that these people intend to kill us
and as far as we are concerned, we
don’t care where they stay, but we
don’t want them in our neighborhood.

I certainly don’t want them in Texas,
and I would argue that each Member
who represents their district in this au-
gust body does not want them in their
neighborhood. I have a Federal prison
that is within 30 miles of my home, and
I promise you, my friends and neigh-
bors do not want one of these detainees
in that Federal prison because they are
evil and they will corrupt those who
are already there.

Madam Speaker, we spend most of
our time in the courtroom giving peo-
ple their constitutional rights as crimi-
nal defendants. And I have spent, in a
criminal case, at least 50 percent of the
time spent on every criminal case, my
job was to protect those people’s rights
and make sure that they got every one
of them. I did the very best I could. But
at some point in time, in a criminal
trial, upon the finding of guilt, those
rights convert over to the State and to
the people to make decisions on pun-
ishment.

I would argue these people don’t
start with those rights, and the Amer-
ican people have in mind what they
think should happen to these people
that would Kkill more American citizens
on American soil.

Don’t we have the courage of our
Greater Generation forefathers to
stand up to evil when it addresses our
country and do something about that
evil? Why would we want to coddle peo-
ple who have a proven track record of
being part of the network that at-
tacked the United States of America?

Madam Speaker, I would argue this is
an excellent instruction to the con-
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ferees, and I believe Mr. ROGERS and
what he has stated here has expressed
the will of the American people.

To address just one of the other
issues about photographs, I think that
pretty well has been decided.

But, you know, one more thing, as we
bring these people here and we put
them into the American justice sys-
tem, which I treasure, the American
justice system, but in turn the defense
lawyers will be able to use the dis-
covery process to find out about covert
operations of the United States intel-
ligence. We have already put our intel-
ligence folks in bad places by our bad
behavior around this place many times
before. But to put our intelligence peo-
ple in the courtroom with everybody to
see, and out those people, if you will,
would be absolutely a travesty of jus-
tice.

So this is a good thing to do, and I
support Mr. ROGERS in his effort, and I
would hope that everybody who cares
about this country will support this
motion.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, I am still trying to process
the notion that we have in our high-se-
curity prisons a population that is just
waiting to be corrupted.

We are all aware of the kind of people
who are in these high-security prisons.
They are already corrupted and they
are dangerous, and we have proven our
capacity to deal with them. I don’t
think that it behooves this body to
cast such doubt on our capacities, the
capacities of the judicial and penal sys-
tems of this country. We are up to this,
Madam Speaker, and yet the motion
before us would say that we cannot
bring these people into this country for
prosecution when it is clearly in our
interest to do so. It is in our interest to
close Guantanamo within a reasonable
period of time and to bring these peo-
ple before the bar of justice.

I would like to yield 30 seconds to our
full committee chairman.

Mr. OBEY. I thank the gentleman.

I find it quite humorous to think
that we are doing these Guantanamo
prisoners a favor by exposing them to
the ‘‘gentle niceties’ of the prison pop-
ulation in our high-security prisons. In
fact, I would suspect that those pris-
oners at Guantanamo, if they knew
what kind of people they would be find-
ing, would much prefer to stay in
Guantanamo than wind up in some of
those high-security

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SERRANO).

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

Mr. SERRANO. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for this time.

Every so often an issue comes before
Congress where I honestly have to
admit I scratch my head and say, Do I
fully understand what we are talking
about here? Because it makes no sense
to me.

On every appropriations bill that we
see come before the full committee,
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there was this notion that we couldn’t
bring folks from Guantanamo here to
be prosecuted. Now, I know how dan-
gerous some of these folks may be. I
know how dangerous some of these
folks are. I was in New York in my city
on September 11. I was not here. Many
people forget that was primary day in
New York. Many people forget that one
of the accomplishments, if you will, of
the terrorists was to suspend, in the
middle of the day, an election that was
taking place in New York. They didn’t
just attack the symbol of our military
power. They didn’t just attack the
symbol of our financial power. They
were not just geared towards attack-
ing, and did not get a chance to do it,
to attack the symbol of our legislative
power, but they disrupted an election,
which is perhaps at the center of our
strength, our electoral process.

I was there. I saw the pain. I know
that they killed a lot of people, but
they didn’t defeat us. Let’s be clear
about that. They killed a lot of Ameri-
cans, but they didn’t defeat us, and
they will never defeat us unless we
begin to run away from who we are as
a people and as a Nation. Unless we
begin to throw away and turn our back
on the Constitution, on what makes us
a unique country, then they have a
chance to win.

My friend, and we say this on the
floor, but he truly is my friend from
Kentucky, says, Why would we want to
do that? Why would we want to bring
them here? Because we are the United
States of America. Because we are a
great democracy that is not afraid to
bring people to justice when they de-
serve to come to justice. Because we
have nothing to hide.

Ironically, on another issue that I
discussed with my friend at length over
the years, we want nothing to do with
Cuba except to use them to hold people
there for trial. Why not bring them to
New York where they committed their
act, the scene of their crime? Why not
let the world know in the middle of our
pain, in the midst of all of our anguish
over September 11, we are big enough
and democratic enough to bring people
to trial here within our territory. We
have nothing to fear.

As far as whether or not there will be
Miranda rights involved and whether
the people have rights, why not? What
is so difficult to understand about
that? There is a contradiction in a
country that continuously tells the
world we are better, and we are; we are
more democratic, and we are; we have
a better justice system, and we do, and
at the same time says but not for these
individuals.

Now, if I was making the argument
on behalf of the individuals in Guanta-
namo, we Kknow how many were de-
tained and eventually released because
we have, throughout the last few years,
nothing to charge them with. It might
be that we have to release some and
send them back to their countries, but
this fear that somehow they are going
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to be watching the streets of Wash-
ington, D.C., and eating at local res-
taurants and planting bombs every-
where, these folks will probably be the
most guarded people in the history of
the world. But we will do ourselves a
great disservice if we continue to say
that they cannot be brought to the
United States for justice.

Why should they be near our commu-
nity residents was one of the questions
asked. I see it differently. Why not see
our system in full bloom? Why not
allow the world to see and understand
that we are not afraid to bring people
here to pay for their crimes, to go be-
fore our justice system.

Now, here is another question. So we
bring them to justice in Guantanamo.
We find them guilty in Guantanamo.
Are we going to incarcerate them in
Guantanamo? Are we going to Kkeep
them in a foreign country for crimes
they committed against our country or
are we going to bring them to a prison
here? If we bring them to a prison here,
after convicted, those who are con-
victed, why not try them here to begin
with?

Again, this whole notion that these
people have no rights, the terrorists
win if we suggest that everybody that
comes before us has no rights. That’s
why I oppose this motion.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. May I in-
quire of the time remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Kentucky has 14 minutes.
The gentleman from North Carolina
has 9% minutes remaining.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LEWIS).

Mr. LEWIS of California. Madam
Speaker, I would like to express my
greatest appreciation to the chairman
of the subcommittee and the ranking
member for the job they have done on
this bill, which will be perfected by
this motion to instruct.

Clearly, the work that involves our
dealing with these detainees at Guan-
tanamo Bay is very important work.
We have been waiting for a long time
now for a complete report from the ad-
ministration giving us an indication as
to how they would implement this
campaign promise. We find ourselves in
a circumstance today where it is appar-
ent that a pretty sizable number of de-
tainees are in plan for release some-
where, perhaps not the continental
United States, but foreign countries
and otherwise.

It is almost impossible to discuss, in
this environment, the most serious
concern about these detainees, for
much of the information involved is
highly classified information. But,
needless to say, this is a group of very
dangerous people, and a lot of cir-
cumstances have changed since the bill
has come out of committee and we fi-
nally have it here on the floor for con-
sideration by the conference.

Perfecting this package as we go for-
ward by passing this motion to in-
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struct would bring us very close to
being in mesh with what is being pro-
posed in the other body. It would ap-
pear that the leadership of our com-
mittee in the other body feels pretty
strongly that we should not be spend-
ing funds that would allow these de-
tainees to come to the United States.

This motion to instruct, I believe,
will cause our conference to be a much
more comfortable conference when we
go there. I would urge the Members
strongly to support Mr. ROGERS’ mo-
tion to instruct.
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Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, I have no further speakers.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. We have
no further speakers, Madam Speaker,
and I would be prepared to yield to the
gentleman for a close.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, I reiterate my request to our
Members to vote against this motion
to recommit. The motion is long and
complex and by no means totally objec-
tionable. But we have highlighted here
today a feature of the Guantanamo
provisions which not only is objection-
able, but fundamentally runs counter
to our country’s interest—our coun-
try’s interest in closing Guantanamo
in a timely fashion and bringing the
detainees there to trial.

It also, in a strange way, seems to
question our country’s capacity, the
capacity of our judicial system and our
penal system, to handle hardened
criminals, whereas I think that our ca-
pacity to handle even the most dan-
gerous criminals is beyond question.
And I believe this motion also risks
elevating these criminals in the eyes of
the world, suggesting that we can not
handle them through our normal proc-
esses of justice. For all these reasons, I
believe this motion to instruct is un-
wise, and I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Madam
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume. In closing, this is a very
simple motion to instruct the conferees
on Homeland Security. One, prohibit
the transfer of Gitmo prisoners to the
U.S., period. Two, insist on the Senate
language prohibiting the release of de-
tainee photographs. And three, require
that this bill be available at least 72
hours before the bill is brought to the
floor so that Members may have a
chance to read and consider before they
vote on the conference report. That’s
simple.

These people in Gitmo, if you read
their resumes, and study their history,
they are not criminal defendants in the
sense that most people understand that
phrase to be in the U.S. These are hard-
ened Kkillers captured on the battle-
field, and they are prisoners of war sub-
ject to a military tribunal hearing at
Gitmo, which was proceeding until
stopped by this administration. They
are not criminal defendants. They are
hardened criminals on the battlefield
captured in the process of trying to kill
American soldiers. Pure and simple.
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Now, this motion to instruct is in
line with Chairman INOUYE in the Sen-
ate, who has similar prohibitions in his
bill for the Defense appropriations bill.
This mirrors what the Senate leader-
ship wants the policy of the country to
be. And so I would hope all Members
would vote for this motion to instruct
conferees and keep our position in line
with the Senate in prohibiting pris-
oners at Gitmo from being brought to
the U.S., period.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to instruct.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to instruct.

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

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. 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 of rule XX, this
15-minute vote on the motion to in-
struct conferees will be followed by 5-
minute votes on suspending the rules
and agreeing to H. Res. 517 and H. Res.
4817.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 258, nays
163, not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 746]

Evi-

YEAS—258

Aderholt Carnahan Goodlatte
AKkin Carter Gordon (TN)
Alexander Cassidy Granger
Altmire Castle Graves
Arcuri Chaffetz Grayson
Austria Chandler Griffith
Bachmann Childers Guthrie
Bachus Coble Hall (NY)
Barrow Coffman (CO) Hall (TX)
Bartlett Cole Halvorson
Barton (TX) Conaway Harper
Bean Costa Hastings (WA)
Biggert Costello Heinrich
Bilbray Crenshaw Heller
Bilirakis Cuellar Hensarling
Bishop (GA) Culberson Herger
Bishop (NY) Dahlkemper Herseth Sandlin
Bishop (UT) Davis (AL) Higgins
Blackburn Davis (KY) Hill
Blunt Davis (TN) Himes
Boccieri Deal (GA) Hodes
Boehner DeFazio Hoekstra
Bonner Dent Holden
Bono Mack Diaz-Balart, L. Hunter
Boozman Diaz-Balart, M. Inglis
Boren Donnelly (IN) Inslee
Boucher Dreier Issa
Boustany Duncan Jenkins
Boyd Ehlers Johnson (IL)
Brady (TX) Ellsworth Johnson, Sam
Bright Emerson Jones
Broun (GA) Fallin Jordan (OH)
Brown (SC) Flake Kanjorski
Brown-Waite, Fleming Kaptur

Ginny Forbes King (IA)
Buchanan Fortenberry King (NY)
Burgess Foster Kingston
Burton (IN) Foxx Kirk
Buyer Franks (AZ) Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Calvert Frelinghuysen Kissell
Camp Gallegly Klein (FL)
Campbell Garrett (NJ) Kline (MN)
Cantor Gerlach Kosmas
Cao Giffords Kratovil
Capito Gingrey (GA) Lamborn
Cardoza Gohmert Lance



H10418

Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (NY)
Lewis (CA)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maffei
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey (CO)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
McCaul
McClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Minnick
Mitchell

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Becerra
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Blumenauer
Boswell
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown, Corrine
Butterfield
Capps
Carson (IN)
Castor (FL)
Chu

Clarke

Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Cooper
Courtney
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Driehaus
Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ellison
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Gonzalez
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva

Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moran (KS)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Myrick
Nunes

Nye

Olson
Paulsen
Pence
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Petri

Pitts

Platts

Poe (TX)
Pomeroy
Posey

Price (GA)
Putnam
Radanovich
Rehberg
Reichert
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross

Royce

Rush

Ryan (WI)
Sanchez, Loretta
Scalise

NAYS—163

Gutierrez
Hare
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E.B.
Kagen
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lujan
Markey (MA)
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
Meeks (NY)
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murtha
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Schauer
Schock
Schrader
Schwartz
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shea-Porter
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Skelton
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Souder
Space
Stearns
Sullivan
Tanner
Taylor
Teague
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Titus
Turner
Upton
Walden
Wamp
Westmoreland
Wilson (OH)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Yarmuth
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Paul
Payne
Pingree (ME)
Polis (CO)
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Sherman
Sires
Slaughter
Snyder
Speier
Spratt
Stupak
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wexler
Woolsey
Wu

NOT VOTING—11

Adler (NJ) Maloney Shadegg
Barrett (SC) McCarthy (CA) Stark
Capuano Neugebauer Whitfield
Carney Schmidt

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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Messrs. GONZALEZ, CLEAVER,
BLUMENAUER, DICKS, HINOJOSA,
DAVIS of Illinois, BRADY of Pennsyl-
vania, LEWIS of Georgia, GUTIERREZ,
WEINER, OLVER, PAYNE, ENGEL,
HARE, VAN HOLLEN, HOLT,
SESTAK, Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms. LINDA
T. SANCHEZ of California, Mrs.
MCcCARTHY of New York, Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE of Texas, Ms. CORRINE
BROWN of Florida, Ms. SLAUGHTER,
Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland, Ms.
ESHOO, Messrs. DOGGETT and
LARSEN of Washington changed their
vote from ‘‘yea’ to ‘“nay.”

Messrs. HERGER, YARMUTH, BILI-
RAKIS, MOORE of Kansas, WILSON of
Ohio and TANNER changed their vote
from ‘“‘nay’’ to ‘“‘yea.”

So the motion to instruct 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. SHADEGG. Madam Speaker, on rollcall
No. 746, had | been present, | would have
voted “yea.”

———

MOMENT OF SILENCE IN REMEM-
BRANCE OF MEMBERS OF
ARMED FORCES AND THEIR
FAMILIES

The SPEAKER. The Chair would ask
all present to rise for the purpose of a
moment of silence.

The Chair asks that the House now
observe a moment of silence in remem-
brance of our brave men and women in
uniform who have given their lives in
the service of our Nation in Iraq and in
Afghanistan and their families, and all
who serve in our Armed Forces and
their families.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
DEGETTE). Without objection, 5-minute
voting will continue.

There was no objection.

CONGRATULATING WOMEN’S COL-
LEGE WORLD SERIES CHAMPION
WASHINGTON HUSKIES

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. 517, 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
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the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
CHU) that the House suspend the rules
and agree to the resolution, H. Res. 517.
This will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 421, nays 0,
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 747]

YEAS—421

Abercrombie Courtney Hirono
Ackerman Crenshaw Hodes
Aderholt Crowley Hoekstra
Akin Cuellar Holden
Alexander Culberson Holt
Altmire Cummings Honda
Andrews Dahlkemper Hoyer
Arcuri Davis (AL) Hunter
Austria Davis (CA) Inglis
Baca Dayvis (IL) Inslee
Bachmann Davis (KY) Israel
Bachus Davis (TN) Issa
Baird Deal (GA) Jackson (IL)
Baldwin DeFazio Jackson-Lee
Barrow DeGette (TX)
Bartlett Delahunt Jenkins
Barton (TX) DeLauro Johnson (GA)
Bean Dent Johnson (IL)
Becerra Diaz-Balart, L. Johnson, E. B.
Berkley Diaz-Balart, M. Johnson, Sam
Berman Dicks Jones
Berry Dingell Jordan (OH)
Biggert Doggett Kagen
Bilbray Donnelly (IN) Kanjorski
Bilirakis Doyle Kaptur
Bishop (GA) Dreier Kennedy
Bishop (NY) Driehaus Kildee
Bishop (UT) Duncan Kilpatrick (MI)
Blackburn Edwards (MD) Kilroy
Blumenauer Edwards (TX) Kind
Blunt Ehlers King (IA)
Boccieri Ellison King (NY)
Boehner Ellsworth Kingston
Bonner Emerson Kirk
Bono Mack Engel Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Boozman Eshoo Kissell
Boren Etheridge Klein (FL)
Boswell Fallin Kline (MN)
Boucher Farr Kosmas
Boustany Fattah Kratovil
Boyd Filner Kucinich
Brady (PA) Flake Lamborn
Brady (TX) Fleming Lance
Braley (IA) Forbes Langevin
Bright Fortenberry Larsen (WA)
Broun (GA) Foster Larson (CT)
Brown (SC) Foxx Latham
Brown, Corrine Frank (MA) LaTourette
Brown-Waite, Franks (AZ) Latta

Ginny Frelinghuysen Lee (CA)
Buchanan Fudge Lee (NY)
Burgess Gallegly Levin
Burton (IN) Garrett (NJ) Lewis (CA)
Butterfield Gerlach Lewis (GA)
Buyer Giffords Linder
Calvert Gingrey (GA) Lipinski
Camp Gohmert LoBiondo
Campbell Gonzalez Loebsack
Cantor Goodlatte Lofgren, Zoe
Cao Gordon (TN) Lowey
Capito Granger Lucas
Capps Graves Luetkemeyer
Cardoza Grayson Lujan
Carnahan Green, Al Lummis
Carson (IN) Green, Gene Lungren, Daniel
Carter Griffith E.
Cassidy Grijalva Lynch
Castle Guthrie Mack
Castor (FL) Gutierrez Maffei
Chaffetz Hall (NY) Manzullo
Chandler Hall (TX) Marchant
Childers Halvorson Markey (CO)
Chu Hare Markey (MA)
Clarke Harman Marshall
Clay Harper Massa
Cleaver Hastings (FL) Matheson
Clyburn Hastings (WA) Matsui
Coble Heinrich McCarthy (NY)
Coffman (CO) Heller McCaul
Cohen Hensarling MecClintock
Cole Herger McCollum
Conaway Herseth Sandlin ~ McCotter
Connolly (VA) Higgins McDermott
Conyers Hill McGovern
Cooper Himes McHenry
Costa Hinchey McIntyre
Costello Hinojosa McKeon
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McMahon Price (GA) Smith (NJ)
McMorris Price (NC) Smith (TX)
Rodgers Putnam Smith (WA)
McNerney Quigley Snyder
Meek (FL) Radanovich Souder
Meeks (NY) Rahall Space
Melancon Rangel Speier
Mica Rehberg Spratt
Michaud Reichert Stearns
Miller (FL) Reyes
Miller (MI) Richardson :Z‘fﬁ'ﬁn
Miller (NC) Rodriguez Sutton
Miller, Gary Roe (TN) Tanner
Miller, George Rogers (AL)
Minnick Rogers (KY) Taylor
Mitchell Rogers (MI) Teague
Mollohan Rohrabacher Terry
Moore (KS) Rooney Thompson (CA)
Moore (WI) Ros-Lehtinen Thompson (MS)
Moran (KS) Roskam Thompson (PA)
Moran (VA) Ross Thornberry
Murphy (CT) Rothman (NJ) Tiahrt
Murphy (NY) Roybal-Allard Tiberi
Murphy, Patrick Royce Tierney
Murphy, Tim Ruppersberger Titus
Murtha Rush Tonko
Myrick Ryan (OH) Towns
Nadler (NY) Ryan (WI) Tsongas
Napolitano Se}lazar Turner
Neal (MA) Sanchez, Linda Upton
Nunes T. Van Hollen
Nye Sanchez, Loretta  yelazquez
Oberstar Sarbanes Visclosky
Obey Scalise
Olson Schakowsky \xzigen
Olver Schauer Wamp
Ortiz Schiff Wasserman
Pallone Schock Schultz
Pascrell Schrader
Pastor (AZ) Schwartz Waters
Paul Scott (GA) Watson
Paulsen Scott (VA) Watt
Payne Sensenbrenner Waxman
Pence Serrano Weiner
Perlmutter Sessions Welch
Perriello Sestak Westmoreland
Peters Shea-Porter Wexler
Peterson Sherman Wilson (OH)
Petri Shimkus Wilson (SC)
Pingree (ME) Shuler Wittman
Pitts Shuster Wolf
Platts Simpson Woolsey
Poe (TX) Sires Wu
Polis (CO) Skelton Yarmuth
Pomeroy Slaughter Young (AK)
Posey Smith (NE) Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—I11
Adler (NJ) Maloney Shadegg
Barrett (SC) McCarthy (CA) Stark
Capuano Neugebauer Whitfield
Carney Schmidt

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote.
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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. SHADEGG. Madam Speaker, on rollcall
No. 747, had | been present, | would have
voted “yea.”

——————

RECOGNIZING THE 100TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE STATE NEWS AT
MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

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. 487, 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 gentlewoman from California (Ms.
CHU) that the House suspend the rules
and agree to the resolution, H. Res. 487.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 413, nays 0,
not voting 19, as follows:

[Roll No. 748]

YEAS—413

Abercrombie Costello Himes
Ackerman Courtney Hinchey
Aderholt Crenshaw Hinojosa
Akin Crowley Hirono
Alexander Cuellar Hodes
Altmire Culberson Hoekstra
Andrews Cummings Holden
Arcuri Dahlkemper Holt
Austria Davis (AL) Honda
Baca Davis (CA) Hoyer
Bachmann Davis (IL) Hunter
Bachus Davis (KY) Inglis
Baird Dayvis (TN) Inslee
Baldwin Deal (GA) Israel
Barrow DeFazio Issa
Bartlett DeGette Jackson (IL)
Barton (TX) Delahunt Jackson-Lee
Bean DeLauro (TX)
Becerra Dent Jenkins
Berkley Diaz-Balart, L. Johnson (GA)
Berry Diaz-Balart, M. Johnson (IL)
Biggert Dicks Johnson, E. B.
Bilbray Dingell Johnson, Sam
Bilirakis Doggett Jones
Bishop (GA) Donnelly (IN) Jordan (OH)
Bishop (NY) Doyle Kagen
Bishop (UT) Dreier Kanjorski
Blackburn Driehaus Kaptur
Blumenauer Duncan Kennedy
Blunt Edwards (MD) Kildee
Boccieri Edwards (TX) Kilpatrick (MI)
Boehner Ehlers Kilroy
Bonner Ellison Kind
Bono Mack Ellsworth King (IA)
Boozman Emerson King (NY)
Boren Engel Kingston
Boswell Eshoo Kirk
Boucher Etheridge Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Boustany Fallin Kissell
Boyd Farr Klein (FL)
Brady (PA) Fattah Kline (MN)
Brady (TX) Filner Kosmas
Braley (IA) Flake Kratovil
Bright Fleming Kucinich
Broun (GA) Forbes Lamborn
Brown (SC) Fortenberry Lance
Brown, Corrine Foster Langevin
Brown-Waite, Foxx Larsen (WA)

Ginny Frank (MA) Larson (CT)
Buchanan Franks (AZ) Latham
Burgess Frelinghuysen LaTourette
Burton (IN) Fudge Latta
Butterfield Gallegly Lee (CA)
Buyer Garrett (NJ) Lee (NY)
Calvert Gerlach Levin
Camp Giffords Lewis (CA)
Campbell Gingrey (GA) Lewis (GA)
Cantor Gohmert Linder
Cao Gonzalez Lipinski
Capito Goodlatte LoBiondo
Capps Gordon (TN) Loebsack
Cardoza Granger Lofgren, Zoe
Carnahan Graves Lowey
Carson (IN) Grayson Lucas
Cassidy Green, Al Luetkemeyer
Castle Green, Gene Lujan
Castor (FL) Griffith Lummis
Chaffetz Grijalva Lungren, Daniel
Chandler Guthrie E.
Childers Gutierrez Lynch
Chu Hall (NY) Mack
Clarke Hall (TX) Maffei
Clay Halvorson Manzullo
Cleaver Hare Marchant
Clyburn Harman Markey (CO)
Coble Harper Markey (MA)
Coffman (CO) Hastings (FL) Marshall
Cohen Hastings (WA) Matheson
Cole Heinrich Matsui
Conaway Hensarling McCarthy (NY)
Connolly (VA) Herger McCaul
Conyers Herseth Sandlin  McClintock
Cooper Higgins McCollum
Costa Hill McCotter
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McDermott Platts Skelton
McGovern Poe (TX) Slaughter
McHenry Polis (CO) Smith (NE)
McIntyre Pomeroy Smith (NJ)
McKeon Posey Smith (TX)
McMahon Price (GA) Smith (WA)
McMorris Price (NC) Snyder

Rodgers Putnam Souder
McNerney Quigley ) Space
Meek (FL) Radanovich Speier
Meeks (NY) Rahall Spratt
Mglancon Rangel Stearns
Wetwd  hMer sk
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Miller (FL) Reyes o van
Miller (MI) Richardson Tanner
Miller (NC) Rodriguez Taylor
Miller, Gary Roe (TN) Teague
Miller, George Rogers (AL) Terry
Minnick Rogers (KY) Thompson (CA)
Mitchell Rogers (MI) Thompson (MS)
Mollohan Rohrabacher Thompson (PA)
Moore (KS) Rooney Thornlt))err
Moore (WI) Ros-Lehtinen : v
Moran (KS) Roskam Tiahrt
Moran (VA) Ross T;berl
Murphy (CT) Rothman (NJ) ~ Lierney
Murphy (NY) Roybal-Allard Titus
Murphy, Patrick Ruppersberger Tonko
Murphy, Tim Ryan (OH) Towns
Murtha Ryan (WI) Tsongas
Myrick Salazar Turner
Nadler (NY) Séanchez, Linda ~ Ubton
Napolitano X Van Hollen
Neal (MA) Sanchez, Loretta Vglazquez
Nunes Sarbanes Visclosky
Nye Scalise Walden
Oberstar Schakowsky Walz
Obey Schauer Wamp
Olson Schiff Wasserman
Olver Schock Schultz
Ortiz Schrader Waters
Pallone Schwartz Watson
Pascrell Scott (GA) Watt
Pastor (AZ) Scott (VA) Waxman
Paul Sensenbrenner Weiner
Paulsen Serrano Welch
Payne Sessions Westmoreland
Pence Sestak Wilson (SC)
Perlmutter Shea-Porter Wittman
Perriello Sherman Wolf
Peters Shimkus Woolsey
Peterson Shuler Wu
Petri Shuster Yarmuth
Pingree (ME) Simpson Young (AK)
Pitts Sires Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—19

Adler (NJ) Maloney Shadegg
Barrett (SC) Massa Stark
Berman McCarthy (CA) Wexler
Capuano Neugebauer Whitfield
Carney Royce Wilson (OH)
Carter Rush

Heller Schmidt

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote.
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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. SHADEGG. Madam Speaker, on rollcall
No. 748, had | been present, | would have
voted “yea.”

————
APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 2892, DEPARTMENT OF

HOMELAND SECURITY APPRO-

PRIATIONS ACT, 2010

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing conferees: Messrs. PRICE of
North Carolina, SERRANO, RODRIGUEZ,
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RUPPERSBERGER, MOLLOHAN, Mrs.
LOWEY, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Messrs.
FARR, ROTHMAN, OBEY, ROGERS of Ken-
tucky, CARTER, CULBERSON, KIRK, CAL-
VERT, and LEWIS of California.

There was no objection.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION

OF CONFERENCE REPORT ON
H.R. 3183, ENERGY AND WATER
DEVELOPMENT AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2010

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 788 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 788

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the
conference report to accompany the bill
(H.R. 3183) making appropriations for energy
and water development and related agencies
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2010,
and for other purposes. All points of order
against consideration of the conference re-
port are waived. The conference report shall
be considered as read. All points of order
against the conference report are waived.
The previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the conference report to its adop-
tion without intervening motion except: (1)
one hour of debate; and (2) one motion to re-
commit if applicable.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ALTMIRE). The gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia is recognized for 1 hour.

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my good friend,
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SES-
SIONS). All time yielded during consid-
eration of the rule is for debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. MATSUI. I ask unanimous con-
sent that all Members be given 5 legis-
lative days in which to revise and ex-
tend their remarks on House Resolu-
tion 788.

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

There was no objection.

Ms. MATSUI. 1 yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 788
provides for consideration of the con-
ference report for H.R. 3183, the Energy
and Water Development Appropriations
Act for 2010. The rule is a standard con-
ference report rule. It waives all points
of order against the conference report
and against the consideration and pro-
vides that the conference report shall
be considered as read. However, I want
to point out that although the rule
waives all points of order, the con-
ference report does not violate either
clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. The resolu-
tion provides for 1 hour of general de-
bate controlled by the Committee on
Appropriations.

Mr. Speaker, I first want to thank
Chairman OBEY as well as Mr. PASTOR
for their work to bring this conference
report before the House today.
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When we think of the long-term
health of our country, the Energy and
Water appropriations bill is one of the
most important bills that we consider.
The conference report before us today
will keep communities safe from flood-
ing, invest in clean energy and renew-
able technologies, fight nuclear pro-
liferation, and create jobs through in-
frastructure development.

Without this bill, millions of homes
would be exposed to devastating floods,
clean energy research that will power
the next generation of money-making
technologies will stop, nuclear weapons
proliferation would pick up again, and
the pace of job creation in the clean en-
ergy sector would slow to a crawl or
even stop altogether. These are the
reasons why today’s conference report
is so important.

In the field of energy, the conference
report fulfills Congress’s promise to
chart a new path for a national energy
policy. The conference agreement pro-
vides $27 billion for the Department of
Energy to help fund clean energy devel-
opment and perform basic scientific re-
search. It devotes millions of dollars to
solar energy development, advanced
vehicle technologies, energy-efficient
buildings, and biofuels that can be
grown right here at home.

When we make our own fuel, Mr.
Speaker, we create domestic jobs and
also take steps toward becoming en-
ergy independent. We recognized this
fact in the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee when we wrote the American
Clean Energy and Security Act, which
is why I'm pleased to see these provi-
sions part of today’s conference report.

This appropriations bill also funds a
number of applied research grants at
the Department of Energy for poten-
tially high-reward activities like fu-
sion energy, high-energy physics, and
biological research. Future generations
will look back at these investments
and thank us for having the foresight
to recognize that one generation’s
long-term research is future genera-
tions’ short-term gain.

O 1200

Many of my colleagues would be sat-
isfied to know that the conference re-
port also devotes resources to fossil
fuel-based energy that can provide a
boost to our energy independence ef-
forts in relatively short order. In it,
$672 million is provided for research
and development into things like car-
bon capture and sequestration, natural
gas recovery, and unconventional pe-
troleum research activities. This re-
search will benefit independent petro-
leum producers and can also help make
our country more energy independent
for the short term.

Also to that end, the conference re-
port takes a responsible approach to-
ward nuclear energy by investing in
fuel cycle research and development.
By providing more than $700 million for
nuclear energy, the conferees made the
pragmatic calculation that nuclear
will be part of our energy mix in the
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short term. But no matter how elec-
tricity is generated, one challenge we
face is delivering it effectively to its
destination. For this reason, the con-
ference report provides more than $100
million to modernize and secure our
national electricity grid. By almost
tripling the amount of funding for grid-
connected energy storage and cyberse-
curity, the conferees have recognized
how closely our energy policy is tied to
our national security.

The energy portion of this conference
report is only half the story though,
Mr. Speaker. For my district and for
people living in floodplains across the
country, this energy and water con-
ference report is a major victory.
Funding for the Army Corps of Engi-
neers is increased over both 2009 levels
and over the President’s request for a
total of $5.4 billion. For my constitu-
ents, this funding can be a matter of
life and death. My district is where the
Sacramento and American Rivers con-
verge. As a result, Sacramento is the
most at-risk city for major flooding in
the United States. More than 440,000
people, 110,000 structures, the capitol of
the State of California and up to $58
billion are at risk from flooding in my
district alone. Nearly $90 million of
vital funding in this conference report
will reinforce levees along the Amer-
ican and Sacramento Rivers to keep
these national assets safe and dry.

For all of Sacramento, this means
safer homes, more secure schools, bet-
ter protected community centers and a
higher quality of life. According to the
American Society of Civil Engineers,
Federal levees currently provide a 6-to-
1 return on flood damages prevented
when compared to initial building
costs.

But the flood protection funding in
this conference agreement is more than
just dollars and cents, Mr. Speaker.
When I go home and walk along the
Sacramento River, and when I look at
the houses and schools and parks that
sit behind the levees, I'm reminded how
vital the Energy and Water bill is. In
many parts of the country, it can mean
the difference between a thriving city
and a disaster area. Flood protection is
a regional undertaking though. Flood-
waters do not stop and start based on
congressional district boundaries. That
is why I am pleased that the conference
report contains more than $60 million
to improve the ability of Folsom Dam
to protect my constituents who live
below it. This money will also help the
Joint Federal Project to provide great-
er efficiency in managing flood storage
in Folsom Reservoir.

Around the whole country, from Sac-
ramento to the Mississippi River Delta,
from rural Ohio to the Bronx River
Basin, this conference agreement pro-
tects our communities by investing in
our aging infrastructure. And when we
rebuild our infrastructure, we rebuild
our economy. The infrastructure fund-
ing in this conference report before us
today will continue this pattern of cre-
ating jobs while investing in public
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safety. For that reason, I strongly sup-
port the rule and the underlying con-
ference report, and I urge my col-
leagues to do the same.

Mr. Speaker, again, I want to thank
Mr. OBEY and the Appropriations Com-
mittee for their hard work on this con-
ference agreement.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia, my friend, for yielding me the
time. I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
this closed rule—once again, a closed
rule—coming out of the Rules Com-
mittee and the process that brought
this bill to the floor. My friends on the
other side of the aisle for the first time
in history shut down the appropriation
process by placing extremely restric-
tive rules on every single appropriation
bill that has come to the floor of the
House this year. Chairman OBEY set an
arbitrary timeline to finish the fiscal
year 2010 spending bills, which has
forced the Democrat Rules Committee
to limit every Republican and Demo-
crat’s chance to offer an amendment on
the floor.

Why? For what reason? There are
hundreds of good amendments which
were offered by all of my colleagues
which were rejected in this unprece-
dented fashion. Now that this House
has finished all the appropriation bills,
you would think that my friends on the
other side of the aisle would allow for
an appropriate time and an appropriate
process for consideration of the con-
ference reports, not just come to this
House floor but for Members to be
heard from and for us to go back to a
process which this House was used to in
its precedents for so many years.

But no. Last night the conference re-
port was filed after 6 p.m., I believe
6:17, and the Rules Committee met at
7:15 to report out a rule for floor con-
sideration. Our Democrat colleagues in
the committee waived the House rule
that requires a 3-day layover of con-
ference reports and scheduled a bill on
the floor first thing this morning. Ad-
ditionally, just last week this House
voted to adopt a motion to instruct
that stated that the conference report,
a bill that we are discussing on the
floor here today, should be available
online in a searchable format for at
least 48 hours before it’s voted on.

Well, Mr. Speaker, forget the 3-day
rule. Forget the 48-hour motion to in-
struct; this House was given just less
than 24 hours to review the conference
report and its changes. I don’t know
when my Democrat colleagues will
allow for the open, honest and ethical
Congress that they once called for, but
we’re on the floor once again saying,
We have met the deadline that Chair-
man OBEY wanted. Can we get back to
a normal process now, a normal process
that is not good just for Republicans
and not just for our Democratic Mem-
bers but good for this House to follow?

Mr. Speaker, today we are discussing
the Energy and Water appropriation
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conference report for fiscal year 2010.
Today it is my intention to focus on
the increase in spending over last
yvear’s level and destructive initiatives
that the Democrat majority continues
to pursue that have only Kkilled jobs
and led to record deficits. This admin-
istration and this Democratic Congress
promised the American public jobs,
economic growth, economic recovery,
health care, a cleaner environment,
better education and just a wonderful,
wonderful life, all contained within
their appropriation bills. And the list
goes on and on with other promises.

Yet the only thing up to now that
they really have accomplished is
record deficits, record spending and
record unemployment numbers all
across America. The fiscal year 2010
Energy and Water appropriation con-
ference report provides $33.5 billion in
total funding, which is hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars above last year’s level,
and this is in addition to the $58.7 bil-
lion provided in fiscal year 2009 emer-
gency funding just from a few months
ago, mostly from the stimulus bill.

We have seen massive government
spending. Now this bill does not rep-
resent any commitment to fiscal sus-
tainability. More promises, more
spending, more deficit, more record un-
employment. Mr. Speaker, the Obama
administration promised America, if
Congress passed the stimulus bill, that
unemployment would not go beyond 8
percent, that it would create and save
millions of jobs. Here we are 8 months
later with a record 9.7 unemployment
rate, the highest in 26 years, and more
than 2 million Americans have lost
their jobs since the passage of the $1.2
trillion ‘‘stimulus employment plan.”

This summer when discussing the
stimulus, Vice President BIDEN said
the Obama administration—and I
quote—‘‘misread how bad the economy
was,” even though as a candidate for
President and Vice President both of
them had been all over the country.
They had seen firsthand exactly the
circumstance this country was in.

The Obama administration got it
wrong. They got it wrong when it came
to the stimulus, and the American peo-
ple know they got it wrong also. The
American people can no longer afford
this Democrat-controlled House, Sen-
ate and White House. We’ve got to
start getting it right, not guessing and
getting it wrong. Spending hundreds of
millions of dollars more in addition to
the $568 billion additional spending this
year is not a way to fix the problem. In
June of this year, my friends on the
other side of the aisle passed a cap-and-
trade bill that will raise prices on en-
ergy, goods, and services, and every
single hardworking American across
the country will pay that price.

In my home State of Texas, the aver-
age household can expect to pay more
than $1,100 a year extra as a result of
that legislation. Additionally, this leg-
islation could ultimately kill over 1.38
million jobs that are in the manufac-
turing sector of this economy. That’s
1.38 million more jobs.
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Mr. Speaker, some time this month
the Democrat-controlled House wants
to pass sweeping health care reform.
Effectively, it will diminish the em-
ployer-based insurance market and
forces 114 million Americans into a
government-run program. This $1.2
trillion package raises taxes once
again, raises taxes once again, raises
taxes once again, which is what this
Democratic-controlled Congress is
about. Raise $1.2 trillion in taxes on in-
dividuals and small businesses that do
not participate in the government plan
and $800 billion, which the President
talks about will be necessary to fund
this massive government takeover and
will result in 4.7 to 5.5 million more
private-sector jobs being lost in Amer-
ica.

In July, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice director stated that the Demo-
cratic health care proposal ‘‘signifi-
cantly expands the Federal responsi-
bility for health care costs.”” Mr.
Speaker, I thought that the goal of
health reform was to bring costs down
for Americans, not to increase the cost,
further America toward bankruptcy
and to cost 4.7 to 5.5 million more en-
terprise system jobs. By the way, those
are jobs that are not in Washington,
D.C.

The American people know that you
cannot spend what you don’t have, and
that’s exactly what we are doing here
today with the Democratic majority.
Earlier this month, the Treasury De-
partment released a statement report-
ing that the Federal budget deficit
reached a record $1.378 trillion and that
the national debt reached $11.8 trillion
by the end of August. This means that
since 2007, this Democratic Congress
has increased the Federal deficit by
$1.217 Dbillion and increased the na-
tional debt by over $3 trillion. What a
record.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I will con-
tinue to point out that our friends on
the other side of the aisle should not
tax and spend not only this country
but also hardworking families into a
further economic recession.
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My Democratic colleagues need to
get a handle on the out-of-control
spending which they dogged us repeat-
edly about when we were in the major-
ity at far lesser levels.

Rising unemployment and record
deficits cannot be remedied with mas-
sive increases in spending by Uncle
Sam. Huge energy and health care
costs that raise taxes and kill jobs is
not what our economy needs right now.
Americans need a balance. They need
to listen to what is happening in Wash-
ington only to see that Washington is
the problem, not the answer. Ameri-
cans are tightening their belts because
they get it. Congress should be doing
the same thing.

Mr. Speaker, we have talked today
about the process. We have talked
today about spending. And we have
talked about the overall agenda of this
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Democratic majority that is about tax-
ing, it is about spending, it is about
record unemployment, rather than
working on the things that the Amer-
ican people, the people back home who
sent us here to do our job, are working
on.

I encourage a ‘‘no’” vote on this rule.

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

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I want to
remind my colleague on the other side
of the aisle that we’re not debating the
American Clean Energy and Security
Act or the health care reform bill. We
are dealing today with the conference
report for Energy and Water Develop-
ment.

And I must say that this is a bill, a
conference report, that has strong bi-
partisan support. As far as job cre-
ation, this is about infrastructure,
spending on public safety projects that
will save jobs across America. As I said
before, it’s a smart investment, the
type of smart investment the American
people want this Congress to be mak-
ing at this difficult point in our his-
tory.

Our Nation’s levees are crumbling,
and we’re putting public health at risk
because of things like that. This is the
time to invest in infrastructure like
this.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, the
thought process here in Washington is
that we can solve all the problems that
our country has, just trust Wash-
ington. I think now more than ever we
are seeing at the end of this year that
the leadership in Washington, D.C., the
bills that are on this floor, the votes
which we take virtually every single
time, every single vote is about more
taxes, more spending, more rules and
regulations that are thrown to the
American people with this package
about how great this is for the Amer-
ican people.

Yet what happens is that Members of
Congress, lots of them in our body on
both sides, go back home and they lis-
ten to the American people. And they
listen to the American people talk
what I think is a lot of common sense:
common sense about how to fix our
health care, how to fix our spending,
how to fix the unemployment, how to
encourage manufacturing rather than
deleting it.

Then they look up and see the polit-
ical agenda of the Democratic Party,
that in the three biggest political bills
that represent the Democratic Party
we will lose almost 10 million jobs in
this country; and the political agenda
of the Democratic Party, one which
this body is barreling down that path-
way to meet and match, has resulted in
disaster for people back home.

So the Republican Party will con-
tinue to come to Washington and be
faithful after listening, and we will go
to our committees and we will throw
our ideas on the floor and ask the com-
mittees to vote on them. We will con-
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tinue to have Members come to the
Rules Committee that seek time, per-
mission to speak about ideas that will
better the bills.

Yet we find that in these instances
before the Rules Committee, it really
doesn’t matter. It doesn’t matter not
just for Republicans, but it really
doesn’t matter to a Democrat either.
They will block the best ideas that
come from the heartland.

Mr. Speaker, this is not a way to con-
tinue. We are once again coming to the
floor, as I have done all year, and my
colleagues DAVID DREIER, LINCOLN
DI1AZ-BALART, and VIRGINIA FOXX, as we
explain the rules and explain the Rules
Committee, explain what is happening:
receiving a bill at 3 o’clock in the
morning; getting a bill, as we did last
night, 1 hour before the meeting; not
even following the rules from a resolu-
tion we had just the week before about
online availability of bills.

Mr. Speaker, no wonder the Amer-
ican people are up in arms and insist-
ing that Members of Congress read the
bill first; that every single Member of
this body is given a chance every single
time to say, I disagree with the direc-
tion that the Democratic leadership is
taking us.

We need to read the bills. We need to
take the ideas from people in the
heartland, through their Representa-
tives in committees and up in the
Rules Committee, and make these in
order and follow a process that the
American people, if they were sitting
in, would say, Why not take more
time? Why not understand the bill?
Why not cut spending? Why not make
some commonsense directional issues
happen in this Congress? This leader-
ship, these bills continue to follow a
process that the American people are
questioning.

We will continue coming to the floor
and politely, on behalf of people back
home, say that we would hope that we
would go back to regular processes in-
stead of setting a new record every
time for closed rules. I think it’s im-
portant. I think it’s important.

We will keep coming to the floor, and
we will dutifully keep speaking up, and
we will make sure that we are properly
representing those people who are talk-
ing about better process, better direc-
tion, and doing the things that will
work.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding the time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

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

The rule before us today is a fair rule
that is aligned with the customary
practice of the House for rules gov-
erning debate on conference reports.

After numerous hearings and con-
structive negotiations with the Senate,
the Appropriations Committee has
crafted an important and balanced bill.
It invests in new technologies, sci-
entific research, and conservation ef-
forts that are critical to the long-term
health of our economy and our planet.
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Most importantly for my district,
this legislation increases funding for
the Army Corps of Engineers and the
Bureau of Reclamation. Every dollar is
crucial for my constituents in Sac-
ramento as we work to improve our
water infrastructure, as I know it is to
all my colleagues in the House with
similar bills.

I want to thank Chairman OBEY and
Chairman PASTOR for recognizing how
critical this funding is to all of us. We
rely upon it to fortify our levees, raise
our dams, and keep our communities
safe and dry.

This bill also looks to the future by
investing in the development of a new
smart grid to ensure electricity deliv-
ery and energy reliability. And it
makes a strong commitment to renew-
able energy and scientific research.

I urge a ‘‘yes” vote on the previous
question and on the rule.

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

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

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

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, this 15-
minute vote on adoption of House Res-
olution 788 will be followed by 5-minute
votes on motions to suspend the rules
on H. Res. 692 and H. Con. Res. 151.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 234, nays
181, not voting 17, as follows:

[Roll No. 749]

YEAS—234
Abercrombie Conyers Green, Al
Ackerman Cooper Green, Gene
Altmire Costa Grijalva
Andrews Costello Gutierrez
Arcuri Courtney Hall (NY)
Baca Crowley Halvorson
Baldwin Cuellar Hare
Barrow Cummings Harman
Bean Dahlkemper Hastings (FL)
Becerra Davis (AL) Heinrich
Berkley Davis (CA) Herseth Sandlin
Berman Davis (IL) Higgins
Berry Davis (TN) Hill
Bishop (GA) DeFazio Himes
Bishop (NY) DeGette Hinchey
Blumenauer Delahunt Hinojosa
Boccieri DeLauro Hirono
Boren Dicks Hodes
Boswell Dingell Holden
Boucher Doggett Holt
Boyd Donnelly (IN) Honda
Brady (PA) Doyle Hoyer
Braley (IA) Driehaus Israel
Brown, Corrine Edwards (MD) Jackson (IL)
Butterfield Edwards (TX) Jackson-Lee
Capps Ellison (TX)
Cardoza Engel Johnson (GA)
Carnahan Eshoo Johnson, E. B.
Carson (IN) Etheridge Kagen
Castor (FL) Farr Kaptur
Chandler Fattah Kennedy
Childers Filner Kildee
Chu Foster Kilpatrick (MI)
Clarke Frank (MA) Kilroy
Clay Fudge Kind
Cleaver Giffords Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Clyburn Gongzalez Kissell
Cohen Gordon (TN) Klein (FL)
Connolly (VA) Grayson Kosmas
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Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lynch
Maffei
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
MecIntyre
McMahon
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy, Patrick
Murtha
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano

Aderholt
AKkin
Alexander
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Baird
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
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
Cao
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Castle
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Deal (GA)
Dent
Diaz-Balart, L.
Diaz-Balart, M.
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Ellsworth
Emerson
Fallin

Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Serrano

NAYS—181

Flake
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves
Griffith
Guthrie
Hall (TX)
Harper
Hastings (WA)
Heller
Hensarling
Herger
Hoekstra
Hunter
Inglis
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
Kanjorski
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kline (MN)
Kratovil
Kucinich
Lance
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (NY)
Lewis (CA)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
McCaul
MecClintock
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Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Taylor
Teague
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wilson (OH)
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth

McCotter
McHenry
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
Melancon
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Minnick
Moran (KS)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Tim
Myrick
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
Schock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Stearns
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (PA)

Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Turner
Upton

Adler (NJ)
Barrett (SC)
Capuano
Carney

Gingrey (GA)

Inslee

Walden

Wamp
Westmoreland
Wilson (SC)
Wittman

Lamborn
Lujan

Maloney
McCarthy (CA)
Neugebauer
Pascrell

Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—17

Quigley
Schmidt
Souder
Wexler
Whitfield

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There is 1 minute remaining
in this vote.
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Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. OLSON, Mr.
SIMPSON and Mrs. BIGGERT changed
their vote from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”

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.

———

SUPPORTING TAY-SACHS
AWARENESS MONTH

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. 692, as amended,
on which the yeas and nays were or-
dered.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PALLONE) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the resolution, H.
Res. 692, as amended.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 415, nays 0,
not voting 17, as follows:

[Roll No. 750]

YEAS—415
Abercrombie Boren Chu
Ackerman Boswell Clarke
Aderholt Boucher Clay
Akin Boustany Cleaver
Alexander Boyd Clyburn
Altmire Brady (PA) Coble
Andrews Brady (TX) Coffman (CO)
Arcuri Braley (IA) Cohen
Austria Bright Cole
Baca Broun (GA) Conaway
Bachmann Brown (SC) Connolly (VA)
Bachus Brown, Corrine Conyers
Baird Brown-Waite, Cooper
Baldwin Ginny Costa
Barrow Buchanan Costello
Bartlett Burgess Courtney
Barton (TX) Burton (IN) Crenshaw
Bean Butterfield Crowley
Becerra Buyer Cuellar
Berkley Calvert Culberson
Berman Camp Cummings
Berry Campbell Dahlkemper
Biggert Cantor Davis (AL)
Bilbray Cao Davis (CA)
Bilirakis Capito Davis (IL)
Bishop (GA) Capps Davis (KY)
Bishop (NY) Cardoza Davis (TN)
Bishop (UT) Carnahan Deal (GA)
Blackburn Carson (IN) DeFazio
Blumenauer Carter DeGette
Blunt Cassidy Delahunt
Boccieri Castle DeLauro
Boehner Castor (FL) Dent
Bonner Chaffetz Diaz-Balart, L.
Bono Mack Chandler Diaz-Balart, M.
Boozman Childers Dicks

Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Dreier
Driehaus
Duncan
Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ehlers
Ellison
Ellsworth
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Fallin
Farr
Fattah
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
Harman
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 (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk

Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kline (MN)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (CA)
Lee (NY)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E

Lynch
Mack
Maffei
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McClintock
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
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)
Nunes
Nye
Oberstar
Obey
Olson
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pastor (AZ)
Paul
Paulsen
Payne
Pence
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Pitts
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Platts
Poe (TX)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Posey
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Putnam
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, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schock
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (GA)
Scott (VA)
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Sestak
Shadegg
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stupak
Sullivan
Sutton
Tanner
Taylor
Teague
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Turner
Upton
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walden
Walz
Wamp
Wasserman
Schultz
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Waters Westmoreland Wu
Watson Wilson (OH) Yarmuth
Watt Wilson (SC) Young (AK)
Waxman Wittman Young (FL)
Weiner Wolf
Welch Woolsey

NOT VOTING—17
Adler (NJ) Lujan Pascrell
Barrett (SC) Maloney Quigley
Capuano Markey (CO) Schmidt
Carney McCarthy (CA) Wexler
Gordon (TN) McNerney Whitfield
Lamborn Neugebauer

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in the vote.
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So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
resolution, as amended, was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

CALLING FOR RELEASE OF LIU
XIAOBO

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

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
BERMAN) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, H. Con. Res. 151, as amended.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 410, nays 1,
not voting 21, as follows:

[Roll No. 751]

YEAS—410
Abercrombie Boren Chu
Ackerman Boswell Clarke
Aderholt Boucher Clay
Akin Boustany Cleaver
Alexander Boyd Clyburn
Altmire Brady (PA) Coble
Andrews Brady (TX) Coffman (CO)
Arcuri Braley (IA) Cohen
Austria Bright Cole
Baca Broun (GA) Conaway
Bachmann Brown (SC) Connolly (VA)
Bachus Brown, Corrine Cooper
Baird Brown-Waite, Costa
Baldwin Ginny Costello
Barrow Buchanan Courtney
Bartlett Burgess Crenshaw
Barton (TX) Burton (IN) Crowley
Bean Butterfield Cuellar
Becerra Buyer Culberson
Berkley Calvert Cummings
Berman Camp Dahlkemper
Berry Campbell Davis (AL)
Biggert Cantor Davis (CA)
Bilbray Cao Dayvis (IL)
Bilirakis Capito Davis (KY)
Bishop (GA) Capps Davis (TN)
Bishop (NY) Cardoza DeFazio
Bishop (UT) Carnahan DeGette
Blackburn Carson (IN) Delahunt
Blumenauer Carter DeLauro
Blunt Cassidy Dent
Boccieri Castle Diaz-Balart, L.
Boehner Castor (FL) Diaz-Balart, M.
Bonner Chaffetz Dicks
Bono Mack Chandler Dingell
Boozman Childers Doggett

Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Dreier
Driehaus
Duncan
Edwards (MD)
Edwards (TX)
Ehlers
Ellsworth
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Fallin
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Flake
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foster
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gerlach
Giffords
Gingrey (GA)
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gordon (TN)
Granger
Graves
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
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 (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan (OH)
Kagen
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)

Kline (MN)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Kucinich
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (CA)
Lee (NY)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maffei
Manzullo
Marchant
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Marshall
Massa
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McClintock
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
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)
Nunes
Nye
Oberstar
Obey
Olson
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pastor (AZ)
Paulsen
Payne
Pence
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Polis (CO)
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Pomeroy
Posey
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Putnam
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, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
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Welch Wittman Yarmuth
Westmoreland Wolf Young (AK)
Wilson (OH) Woolsey Young (FL)
Wilson (SC) Wu
NAYS—1
Paul
NOT VOTING—21
Adler (NJ) Gohmert Pascrell
Barrett (SC) Lamborn Quigley
Capuano Lujan Schmidt
Carney Maloney Tiberi
Conyers McCarthy (CA) Visclosky
Deal (GA) Miller (NC) Wexler
Ellison Neugebauer Whitfield

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). Two minutes remain in the
vote.
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So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
concurrent resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 3183,
ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2010

Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, pursuant to House Resolution 788, I
call up the conference report on the
bill (H.R. 3183) making appropriations
for energy and water development and
related agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2010, and for other
purposes, and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TIERNEY). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 788, the conference report is con-
sidered read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
September 30, 2009, at page H10150.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. PASTOR) and
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
FRELINGHUYSEN) each will control min-
utes 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arizona.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on the conference report to accompany
H.R. 3183.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to present
to the House today the conference re-
port on H.R. 3183, the Energy and
Water Development Appropriation Act
for fiscal year 2010.

The conference agreement before us
is a good one, and it merits the support
of all of the Members of the House.
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The agencies and the programs under
the jurisdiction of energy and water de-
velopment contribute to solving many
of the most pressing challenges facing
our country, including strengthening
and maintaining our water infrastruc-
ture, advancing U.S. scientific leader-
ship, combating global climate change
with renewable and cleaner energy
technologies, and providing security
against nuclear threats. I believe the
conference agreement provides strong
support for these agencies and pro-
grams.

The total amount of funding included
in the energy and water conference
agreement is $35.5 billion. This con-
stitutes an increase of $204 million
from the enacted level for fiscal year
2009. While the conference agreement is
below the budget request, the primary
reason for this difference is the Con-
gressional Budget Office score of the
Department of Energy’s budget. The
conference agreement provides $571
million above the budget request in
program scope to further critical en-
ergy, water development and related
goals.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my
Senate counterpart, Chairman BYRON
DORGAN, and his ranking member, ROB-
ERT BENNETT, for their hard work dur-
ing this conference. I especially want
to extend my appreciation to my rank-
ing member, the Honorable RODNEY
FRELINGHUYSEN of New Jersey, for his
extraordinary cooperation and insight.
I truly value his support and advice
and that of all of the members of our
Energy and Water Subcommittee. I be-
lieve we are all proud of this bipartisan
product.

Mr. Speaker, before I conclude, I
would also like to thank the staff for
their help in shepherding this bill
through the House and through con-
ference with the Senate. The sub-
committee staff includes Taunja
Berquam, Robert Sherman, Joseph
Levin, James Windle, Casey Pearce,
and our detailee from the Corps of En-
gineers, Lauren Minto.

I also want to thank Richard Patrick
of my staff and Rob Blair and Kevin
Jones of the minority staff, and Nancy
Fox and Kathleen Hazlett of Mr.
FRELINGHUYSEN’s staff.

Mr. Speaker, I urge unanimous sup-
port in the House for the adoption of
this conference report.

Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to present to the
House today the conference report on H.R.
3183, the Energy and Water Development Ap-
propriations Act for fiscal year 2010. The
agencies and programs under the jurisdiction
of Energy and Water Development contribute
to solving many of the most pressing chal-
lenges facing our country, including strength-
ening and maintaining our water infrastructure,
advancing U.S. scientific leadership, com-
bating global climate change with renewable
and cleaner energy technologies, and pro-
viding security against nuclear threats. | be-
lieve the conference agreement provides
strong support for these agencies and pro-
grams.

The total amount of funding included in the
Energy and Water conference agreement is
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$33.5 billion. This constitutes an increase of
$204 million from the enacted level for fiscal
year 2009, and is approximately $929 million
below the budget request. While the con-
ference agreement is below the budget re-
quest, the primary reason for this difference is
a Congressional Budget Office score of $1.5
billion for the Department of Energy’s budget
request for the Innovative Technology Loan
Guarantee Program. The conference agree-
ment provides $571 million above the budget
request in program scope.

Title 1 of this conference report provides
funding for the Civil Works program of the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, including the
Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Pro-
gram. The conference agreement provides the
Corps with $5.4 billion in fiscal year 2010,
slightly above fiscal year 2009, and $320 mil-
lion over the budget request. These invest-
ments will provide increased transportation ef-
ficiency on our nation’s waterways, job cre-
ation, clean water, and, most importantly, will
ensure the safety of our citizens. The con-
ference agreement also recognizes the in-
creasing cost of aging infrastructure through
significantly increased funding for the oper-
ation and maintenance of existing projects.

The conference agreement continues to limit
new contract obligations that require funding
from the Inland Waterways Trust Fund due to
the insolvency of the Fund. If the revenue
stream is not addressed, the level of invest-
ment must be adjusted to the available re-
sources—resulting in increased costs to exist-
ing projects as they are suspended, as well as
the deferral of new projects in need of recapi-
talization. | would urge the administration and
interested parties to pursue this issue with the
relevant authorizing committees.

Funding for title 1l, which includes the Cen-
tral Utah Project Completion Account and the
programs of the Bureau of Reclamation, is
$1.13 billion, $12 million above the amount
appropriated last year and $67 million above
the budget request. The conferees support
funding for two projects to alleviate water sup-
ply and conservation issues in the California
Bay-Delta, as proposed by the House. The
conference agreement provides $133 million,
$69 million above the request, for rural water
projects to bring clean water to tribal and rural
communities in Arizona, California, Montana,
New Mexico, and South Dakota.

Total funding for title Ill, the Department of
Energy, is $27.1 billion, $318 million above fis-
cal year 2009 and $1.3 billion below the budg-
et request due to a score by the Congres-
sional Budget Office of $1.5 billion for the De-
partment of Energy’s budget request for the
Innovative Technology Loan Guarantee Pro-
gram. This conference agreement, when com-
bined with the $36.6 billion of American Rein-
vestment and Recovery Act funding, rep-
resents a historic investment into energy and
science technology, as well as the cleanup of
the nation’s nuclear legacy. The conference
agreement also supports the national security
missions of the National Nuclear Security Ad-
ministration.

Our nation’s ongoing energy crisis affects
our economy, security, and environment, and
the conferees have taken. action with this
agreement to develop lasting solutions for our
energy challenges. Americans today face ris-
ing electricity prices, a transportation system
still dependent on foreign oil, and the looming
uncertainty of global climate change. A broad
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portfolio of approaches across energy tech-
nologies at the Department of Energy will be
required to transform our energy economy and
address this energy crisis. To further diversify
this portfolio, the conferees provide a prudent
level of funding for Energy Innovation Hubs,
Hubs, a new research model that will gather a
broad array of researchers around critical en-
ergy challenges. The conference agreement
provides the Department of Energy with the
opportunity to establish three Hubs to re-
search the next generation of clean and safe
nuclear power, cutting-edge science and tech-
nology to convert sunlight to transportation
fuels, and systems to reduce energy use in
buildings.

The conference agreement provides a
record investment of $2.24 billion in renewable
energy and efficient energy technologies, $314
million above the fiscal year 2009, to develop
and deploy long-term solutions to our energy
challenges. By investing in ways to harness
energy from solar, wind, geothermal, biomass,
and water sources, the conference agreement
takes steps to advance technologies that will
provide affordable, clean energy from domes-
tic, renewable sources. Although they offer
vast, untapped renewable energy resources in
the United States, these technologies currently
account for less than 3 percent of our elec-
tricity generation. Applied research and devel-
opment for these renewable energy tech-
nologies is funded at $620 million, an increase
of 17 percent over the fiscal year 2009, to
launch our nation into the next generation of
clean and secure electricity generation.

To bring electrical power from these new re-
newable resources to the population centers
that use it, and to reduce energy losses during
power transmission, the conference agree-
ment boosts funding by 26 percent over 2009
for electricity delivery and energy reliability. In
addition to funding research and development
for smart grids, energy storage, and other
ways to modernize the nation’s power trans-
mission and distribution system, the con-
ference agreement more than triples funding
over the fiscal year 2009 for cyber security re-
search and development to secure the na-
tion’s electric power system as cyber attacks
increase worldwide while the grid is becoming
increasingly network-connected.

Chronically high fuel prices and dependence
on foreign oil continue to hinder our nation’s
economy and transportation sector. The con-
ference agreement invests nearly $950 million
in activities at the Department of Energy to
permanently reduce our dependence on petro-
leum fuels. The agreement provides $311 mil-
lion for vehicle technologies, $38 million above
the fiscal year 2009, to increase vehicle effi-
ciency, advance alternative fuel technologies
for next-generation biofuels, and develop elec-
trified vehicles that can run petroleum-free.
Further, the conference agreement provides
$174 million for hydrogen and fuel cell tech-
nologies, to continue the work at the Depart-
ment of Energy, in conjunction with private in-
dustry and research institutions, furthering one
of a small handful of pathways that may re-
duce the need for imported petroleum fuels.

The conference agreement invests $570
million in programs that cost-effectively cut en-
ergy consumption now and in the future by de-
veloping and deploying efficient energy tech-
nologies. Americans will save money and en-
ergy in the near-term through $210 million in
funding for weatherization assistance grants, a
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5 percent increase over the fiscal year 2009.
Further, the conference agreement increases
funding for Industrial Technologies and Build-
ing Technologies to develop innovative tech-
nologies that will help our homes, businesses
and industries save energy and money while
reducing harmful emissions.

The conference agreement is a measured
commitment to positioning nuclear energy to
play a role in the nation’s energy future. The
conference agreement provides $787 million
for nuclear energy, $5 million below fiscal year
2009 and $10 million above the request. This
funding supports the licensing, research, and
development of nuclear reactor technologies.

In addition, the conference agreement sup-
ports fossil energy funding to emphasize car-
bon capture and sequestration—the key to en-
abling the use of our extensive reserves of
coal while reducing greenhouse gas emis-
sions. Fossil Energy research and develop-
ment programs are funded at $672 million,
$55 million above the request, of which $404
million is for fuels and power systems and
$37.8 million focuses on natural gas and un-
conventional petroleum research.

There is a legacy of contamination from the
past 60 years of nuclear weapons manufac-
turing and research. This conference agree-
ment is a major investment in mitigating the
environmental effects of the nation’s nuclear
legacy and, for the first time, meets virtually all
of the cleanup regulatory compliance mile-
stones at sites around the country. The con-
ference agreement provides $6.4 billion for en-
vironmental cleanup, which includes national
defense and non-defense sites, as well as
Uranium Enrichment Decontamination and De-
commissioning (UED&D). Defense sites are
funded at $5.6 billion, $147 million above the
request. The conference agreement provides
non-defense sites with $245 million, $7 million
above the request, and $574 million for
UED&D, $14 million above the request. The
clean-up projects and activities take place
around the country, in places like Hanford,
Washington; Savannah River, South Carolina;
Los Alamos, New Mexico; Oak Ridge, Ten-
nessee; Portsmouth, Ohio; Idaho; and Padu-
cah, Kentucky, among others.

The conference agreement increases fund-
ing for the Office of Science 3 percent from
fiscal year 2009, progress in these constrained
times. The conference agreement provides
$394 million for advanced scientific computing
research, $25 million above fiscal year 2009.
The Office of Science conducts world-leading
scientific research and development, both in
exploring the fundamental nature of matter
and energy, and in laying the technological
foundations upon which are found our best
prospects of building energy independence
and control of climate change.

While the administration is determining na-
tional policy regarding how to dispose of high-
level radioactive waste and nuclear spent fuel,
it is prudent to continue to learn from the in-
vestment that has been made to the Yucca
Mountain waste repository. For nuclear waste
disposal activities, the conference agreement
provides a total of $197 million to continue the
licensing process at Yucca Mountain. Within
these funds, the conference agreement pro-
vides $5 million to create a Blue Ribbon Com-
mission to evaluate all alternatives for nuclear
waste disposal.

The programs of the National Nuclear Secu-
rity Administration, NNSA, reduce the threat of
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nuclear proliferation overseas, maintain the
U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile, and provide
reliable nuclear propulsion for the U.S. Navy.
The conference agreement provides a total of
$9.9 billion for the NNSA, which includes $666
million of construction activities for the Mixed-
Oxide Fuel Fabrication Facility not funded in
the NNSA in fiscal year 2009. Adjusting for the
new activities, the conference agreement for
the NNSA is $9.2 billion, the same as fiscal
year 2009.

Nuclear weapons or material with nuclear
weapons potential, in the hands of terrorists
are a priority national security threat to the
United States and our allies. The NNSA pro-
grams address the full spectrum of the pro-
liferation threat by supporting multilateral
agreements, securing nuclear materials over-
seas, detecting illicit trafficking, and research-
ing and developing the leading-edge tech-
nology to support nonproliferation. Defense
Nuclear Nonproliferation activities are funded
at $2.1 billion. The International Nuclear Mate-
rial Protection and Cooperation program that
works in Russia and elsewhere to secure nu-
clear material and enhance border and port
security receives $572 million, $20 million
above the request and $172 million above fis-
cal year 2009. The conference agreement in-
cludes funds for the Mixed-Oxide Fuel Fab-
rication Facility, Waste Solidification Building,
and supporting activities at Savannah River,
South Carolina.

Given the serious international and domestic
consequences of the U.S. initiating a new nu-
clear weapons production activity, it is critical
that the administration lay out a comprehen-
sive course of action before funding is appro-
priated. Major transformation of the weapons
complex can only be produced with significant
bipartisan support, lasting over multiple ses-
sions of Congress and multiple Administra-
tions.

The Nuclear Posture Review should inform
an enduring strategy and provide the basis of
the underlying complex necessary to ensure
the nation’s nuclear weapons continue to keep
our nuclear weapons safe and reliable. The
conference agreement provides $32.5 million
for a limited study of how to improve the non-
nuclear components of the B61 bomb. The
agreement also includes direction for the
NNSA to commission two independent studies
to ensure that the B61-12 is both necessary
and technically sound. In particular, the sec-
ond study will examine whether the B61-12
has sufficient technical advantages to con-
stitute a long-term 21st century weapon, or
whether it is likely to need near-term replace-
ment or retirement. Should the Nuclear Pos-
ture Review confirm the B61-12 as a national
security requirement, the agreement includes
a provision allowing the NNSA to reprogram
funds from other, limited, activities to address
technical issues associated with the non-nu-
clear portion of this program. In the interim,
this agreement maintains B61-related tech-
nical expertise while evaluating whether the
program is essential for national security.

For Naval Reactors, the conference agree-
ment provides $945 million, $117 million
above fiscal year 2009, in order to support the
next-generation nuclear reactor for the U.S.
Navy.

Funding for title IV, Independent Agencies,
is $292 million, a decrease of $16 million from
the previous fiscal year and $27 million below
the budget request. The conference agree-
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ment funded the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission at $76 million and the Delta Regional
Authority at $13 million, the same as the re-
quest. The conference agreement also pro-
vides $12 million for the Denali Commission,
the same as the request. Two new commis-
sions have been funded by conference agree-
ment: the Northern Border Regional Commis-
sion at $1.5 million and the Southeast Cres-
cent Regional Commission at $250,000. The
Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board is
funded at $3.9 million, the same as the re-
quest, and the Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board is funded at $26 million, the
same as the request. The Federal Coordinator
for the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation
Projects is also funded at the budget request
level of $4.5 million. Finally, the conference
agreement provides $154.7 million for the Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission, NRC, $29 mil-
lion below the budget request.

We have a responsibility to do everything
possible to address our current energy crisis
and the state of our infrastructure. This con-
ference agreement invests in the energy areas
that will put us on the long-term path to in-
creased energy independence, reduce the
emissions of greenhouse gases, and lead
global efforts to confront global climate
change. Further, it provides funding to build
and maintain our nation’s navigation, flood
damage reduction projects and water supply
facilities to strengthen our economy, protect
our citizens and provide those who do not
have it, clean water.

| want to thank my Senate counterpart,
Chairman BYRON DORGAN, and his Ranking
Member, Senator ROBERT BENNETT, for their
hard work during this conference. | especially
want to extend my appreciation to my Ranking
Member, the Honorable RODNEY FRELING-
HUYSEN of New Jersey, for his extraordinary
cooperation and insight. | truly value his sup-
port and advice, and that of all the members
of our Energy and Water Subcommittee. | be-
lieve we are all proud of this bipartisan prod-
uct.

Mr. Speaker, before | conclude | would also
like to thank the staff for their help in shep-
herding this bill through the House and
through conference with the Senate. The Sub-
committee staff includes Taunja Berquam,
Robert Sherman, Joseph Levin, James
Windle, Casey Pearce, and our detailee from
the Corps of Engineers, Lauren Minto. | also
want to thank Richard Patrick of my staff, and
Rob Blair and Kevin Jones of the minority
staff, and Nancy Fox and Kathleen Hazlett of
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN’s staff.

| urge the unanimous support of the House
for adoption of this conference report.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself as much as time as I
may consume.

I rise in support of the Energy and
Water appropriations conference agree-
ment for 2010. I would like to recognize
Vice Chairman PASTOR for his friend-
ship and leadership—it has been a good
working partnership—and all members
of the committee.

I would also like to thank all of the
staff on both sides of the subcommittee
as well as in my office and his for their
dedication and hard work. On the ma-
jority side, Taunja Berquam, the Clerk
Bob Sherman, Joe Levin, James
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Windle, Casey Pearce, and Lauren
Minto. On the minority side, Rob Blair
and Kevin Jones. In my personal office,
Katie Hazlett and Nancy Fox; and in
Mr. PASTOR’s personal office, Rich Pat-
rick. All of these individuals worked
tirelessly to put together the product
before us which meets the needs of
every congressional district in the Na-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, the conference agree-
ment totals $33.465 billion, which is
$928 million below the President’s re-
quest, and $167 million, or 0.6 percent,
above the fiscal year 2009 enacted level.

However, the conference agreement
was preceded by the American Recov-
ery and Reinvestment Act and other
emergency stimulus appropriations for
the fiscal year 2009, which gave more
than $58 billion in new money to the
agencies under our jurisdiction. In fact,
nearly 39 billion new dollars alone went
to the Department of Energy.

So while the growth from the fiscal
year 2009 regular appropriation to this
conference report is minimal, the De-
partment of Energy is going to have a
difficult time spending and accounting
for all of the new money it has re-
ceived.

However, Mr. Speaker, in general,
this conference agreement is reason-
able and balanced.

I do want to highlight one area in
which I have significant concerns: the
future of nuclear power in this country
and what happens when political
science trumps sound science.

During the Republican motion to re-
commit the House Energy and Water
bill, my colleague from Idaho (Mr.
SIMPSON) spoke eloquently about the
perils of following the President’s plan
to terminate our current nuclear waste
management plant at Yucca Mountain.
My biggest regret with this conference
agreement is that we were unable to
overcome Senator REID’s influence, and
consequently, the disposal plan is bare-
1y on life support.

The amount of funding in this bill for
continuing with the Yucca Mountain
license application is now half of what
is requested, further delaying the
progress on the establishment of a na-
tional nuclear waste disposal site.

And what will the results be of this
decision? Spent nuclear fuel and radio-
active waste is being stored on site at
121 locations across 39 States. These
are our States; they’re our constitu-
ents. I am sure this fuel is safe where
it is today, but I know many of our
constituents want it stored somewhere
where the environment will not be af-
fected and where the material will be
kept safely.

The President’s and the majority
leader in the Senate’s decision will en-
sure that the fuel stays where it is for
at least 15 or 20 years with each site
bearing all of the major costs and re-
sponsibilities for management and se-
curity of the waste material.

Second, their plan will rob our coun-
try of potential jobs and tax revenue.
These jobs range from Ph.D.s in phys-
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ics to pipe fitters, from welders to
plumbers. Operating nuclear power
plants can sustain 700 permanent jobs
while new plants generate as many as
2,400 construction jobs.

Currently, the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission has applications for 26 new
plants. That’s at least 60,000 jobs at
stake. I don’t understand how the
President can push for an economic re-
vitalization and reduce carbon emis-
sions while gutting the single tech-
nology which will help accomplish both
of those goals.
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Our constituents need these jobs and
the clean power source that they cre-
ate.

Third, killing Yucca Mountain would
bring billions of dollars of liability
against the Federal Government, any-
where from $11 to $22 billion. This is
money which the Federal Government
owes industry because we have failed
to live up to our responsibilities. We’ve
signed contracts with these companies
to take the waste off their hands. And
because of the political arrangement
between the White House and the Sen-
ate leader, we have failed, taxpayers
and ratepayers must now carry that
burden for the foreseeable future.

These are not empty threats or dire
predictions. They are facts. Last week,
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
had a vote that basically denies the go-
ahead for the construction of new nu-
clear power plants because of the ad-
ministration’s plans to terminate
Yucca Mountain.

Those 54,000 jobs I mentioned earlier
are on hold. The nuclear waste in our
districts is still there and not going
anywhere. The billions of liability that
our children will have to repay? Well,
that’s another few billion on top of our
current $1.6 trillion deficit.

The one bright side of the conference
agreement is that we were able to keep
the license application alive, but just
barely. Until the American public
wakes up to the pitfalls of this polit-
ical arrangement between the White
House and the Senate leader, we will
all have to bear the costs.

With that said, Mr. Chairman, I
would like to thank Vice Chairman
PASTOR for his leadership and friend-
ship. Overall, this is a great conference
agreement, and I intend to support it,
and I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. I wish to
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman

from Florida (Ms. WASSERMAN
SCHULTZ).
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr.

Speaker, I rise today in support of the
conference report for the Energy and
Water appropriations bill.

This bill commits $180 million in
Federal funding for critical Everglades
restoration projects. While it is less
than the administration request and
the House-funded level, it represents a
firm commitment from this Congress.
To be clear, we must move boldly for-
ward in saving this unique national
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treasure. Time is our enemy, and we
have delayed too long.

In 2000, Congress authorized the Com-
prehensive  Hverglades Restoration
Plan as a State-Federal partnership to
restore the ailing River of Grass. How-
ever, to date, the State has outspent
the Federal Government by more than
2 to 1.

Finally, after 8 years of inaction, we
are beginning to meet our commit-
ment—and I can’t thank Chairman
PASTOR and Chairman OBEY enough for
their steadfast support of funding to
restore the Florida Everglades to its
once pristine state—with significant
funding in the FY09 bill, the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act as
well, and now in the FY10 legislation.

Chairman OBEY, Chairman VISCLOSKY
and Chairman PASTOR, your leadership
on this effort will not be forgotten. It
will preserve a national treasure for
years and years to come so that my
children and my children’s children can
enjoy the Florida Everglades. Today’s
bill is a positive step forward for the
Everglades, and I hope it will spur fur-
ther action in the next fiscal year.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I am pleased to yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. WAMP),
a member of the committee.

Mr. WAMP. I thank the chairman,
and I thank the ranking member and
the Speaker. It’s my 15th year here. 1
have been on this committee for 13
years, and I inherited a district that is
really heavy in this bill, and I know
that. I represent Oak Ridge, Tennessee.

The committee has been incredibly
good through the years to recognize
the needed investments in science, en-
ergy research, national security and
environmental management, and yet
again this conference report recognizes
those critical priorities on behalf of
our country, and I'm grateful for that.
But much like Paul Revere, I have
come to the committee, the sub-
committee, and the House again today
to say we have a huge problem at the
Chickamauga Lock on the Tennessee
River.

We began construction of the replace-
ment lock a few years ago. The
cofferdam is complete. Inside this
cofferdam, we will dry out the Ten-
nessee River in the next few months to
test that the cofferdam works. The
cofferdam is about the size of this en-
tire building, the Capitol Building, in
the middle of the Tennessee River.

We are ready now to begin pouring
the foundations in the middle of the
river to replace the lock. The current
lock will close. I just had the briefing
today from the Corps.

Yesterday at the conference com-
mittee closing this out, and I signed
the conference report, I offered an
amendment to put language and up to
$14 million in the bill to make sure we
can move the project forward. It failed
on a 10-8 vote. I appreciate LINCOLN
DAvVIS, the only member of the major-
ity for voting ‘‘yes.” Everyone in the
minority voted ‘‘yes.” This is a critical
problem.
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I say to the administration, you only
made a $1 million funding request. It’s
not sufficient to move it along. The
current lock will close. The Corps just
briefed us again today. They cannot
keep it open. It will be the largest in-
land waterway system in the history of
our country to close.

The current lock was set to close at
2014. We are not building the lock yet.
The cofferdam is complete. The Ken-
tucky lock only got $1 million, but
their stimulus money allows them to
start construction. We could not. I
made this case at the subcommittee, at
the full committee, and on the House
floor Mr. PASTOR helped us. We put $14
million in, and just like happens in this
place, somehow by the time we got to
the conference meeting, it was taken
back out. We tried to restore it yester-
day, change of support, went down vir-
tually party lines.

I'm telling you, we got a problem. We
need help. And it’s not me. It’s the en-
tire eastern system. It’s the largest in-
land waterway system in the country.
It is going to close. We’ve got to do
something.

Please, to the committee, to the Sen-
ate, to the House, both parties, admin-
istration, when there is an emergency
supplemental, let’s get together ahead
of time and fix the Inland Waterway
Trust Fund problem. This is a crisis for
all the inland waterway system, and
the first big failure will be Chick Lock
unless we exert the leadership that we
are elected to do. It’s a can that has
been kicked down the road too long.

I plead with you on behalf of the con-
stituents, not just in my district, not
just in my State, but in the entire
eastern part of our country. From Peo-
ria to south Georgia, you will have
truckloads of cargo and goods, 150,000
18-wheelers a year added to carry the
cargo that currently goes through this
lock, and it is about to close because
we’re not doing our job. That’s the
truth. And I hate it. And I have done
my best, but I am only one. I need help.
Our people need help. Our country
needs help. We need leadership.

Let’s keep the Chickamauga Lock
open. If there’s an emergency supple-
mental that moves, we need to step up
and fix this problem before the 2011
cycle. I'm going to do everything I can.
I've been here long enough to know
how to cooperate, how to get it done
and sometimes how to keep the trains
from going any further until the right
things are done. That’s not a warning.
I need your help. That’s a plea.

Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, this is the first time I’ve done
this bill, and I have to tell you that
one of the lessons I learned is that the
inland waterway is of great value to
our country, and we have not paid
enough attention to it. So I would
agree with my colleague that it’s a
problem that we need to solve.

The Inland Waterway Trust Fund is
the vehicle which would construct and
maintain these locks. But at this
point, we haven’t been able to solve
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that problem. And the gentleman is
right. We did help him here in the
House when we passed this bill, but I
have to tell him with great regret that
in the conference we found very little
support from the Senate in this par-
ticular lock, and in working out the
conference bill, we had to go back to
the $1 million.

At this moment, I would like to yield
3 minutes to my colleague from Texas
(Mr. EDWARDS).

Mr. EDWARDS of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, this bipartisan bill will greatly im-
prove our Nation’s water infrastruc-
ture, robustly fund vital energy re-
search and help protect our Nation
from the threat of nuclear terrorism.
The bottom line is that it will create
jobs, strengthen our economy and pro-
tect our Nation.

The bill provides $5.4 billion for the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to ad-
dress our Nation’s vitally important
water infrastructure needs. It moves us
forward in funding the construction
and maintenance of our Nation’s ports
and navigational waterways, which are
crucial to our economy and inter-
national trade.

H.R. 3183 also makes great strides in
protecting our communities from nat-
ural disasters by providing $2 billion
for flood protection efforts. Also in-
cluded is $27.1 billion to fund the De-
partment of Energy’s efforts to de-
crease our reliance on foreign sources
of o0il and increase our investment in
technologies that use energy more effi-
ciently and to expand energy sources
right here at home.

While providing $2.2 billion for re-
search into energy efficiency and re-
newable energy efforts such as solar,
wind, biofuels and hydrogen, this bill
also invests in conventional energy
sources by providing $787 million for
nuclear energy research and $672 mil-
lion for fossil energy research.

Mr. Speaker, there is no more impor-
tant mission for our country, for this
Congress, than preventing nuclear
weapons from falling into the hands of
terrorists, and this bill provides $2.1
billion for our Nation’s nuclear non-
proliferation efforts at home and
abroad. Why? To keep the American
family safe.

Our Nation’s communities, national
economy and security are strengthened
by this bill, which is why I urge all of
my colleagues, Republicans and Demo-
crats alike, to support it.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I am pleased to yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
CALVERT), a member of our committee.

Mr. CALVERT. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. Speaker, the conference report
that we are considering today address-
es a number of issues affecting the en-
ergy and water infrastructure of our
country. However, when it comes to
the ongoing water crisis in California,
the conference report comes up short.

The ongoing water crisis in Cali-
fornia has exacerbated the economic
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downturn up and down my State.
Statewide, the unemployment rate has
risen to more than 12 percent. In the
Central Valley, regional unemploy-
ment has now reached 20 percent, with
some communities’ unemployment now
over 40 percent. California’s water cri-
sis is the result of severe drought con-
ditions on top of the federally imposed
pumping restrictions that have been
placed on our State’s critical water in-
frastructure.

While the conference report does pro-
vide some funding for a number of Cali-
fornia’s mid- and long-term water re-
source management projects, many of
the projects are years away from com-
pletion and will not provide any assist-
ance to Californians that are suffering
today. Many of the most affected com-
munities have made it clear they are
not looking for a handout. They want
their water and their jobs back.

During the markup of this bill in the
Appropriations Committee, I offered an
amendment to do exactly that, by end-
ing the federally imposed pumping re-
strictions. Sadly, most of my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
rejected my amendment and voted to
protect a 3-inch fish instead of pro-
tecting jobs and the people of Cali-
fornia. Similar efforts by my colleague,
Mr. NUNES, have been rebuffed by the
Democratic majority.

The fact remains that the flaws and
shortcomings of the Endangered Spe-
cies Act have tied the hands of judges
and water resource planners, creating a
manmade drought that is killing jobs,
destroying livelihoods and hurting
families in California.

I realize this issue should be ad-
dressed by the authorizing committee,
but if the Democratic leadership will
not force the committee of jurisdiction
to act, the members of the minority
have no other option. If this Congress
and this administration fail to take the
bold steps necessary to address this cri-
sis in the near future, the people of
California will know exactly who is re-
sponsible for their mounting job losses
and economic suffering.

Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, when we were doing this bill, and in
fact, when this bill was on the floor, we
assisted, to the best of our ability, in
terms of providing authorization and
also money, and in some cases Wwe
waived matching restrictions so that
we would have both the authority and
the financial resources to deal with the
problem.

What the previous speaker had asked
us to do was to waive the environ-
mental impact statements that were
required, and we did not have the abil-
ity to do it, and the authorizing com-
mittee would not allow us to do it. So
we did not have that ability to do it.
But we did try, and it was kept in the
conference to provide the authorization
and the financial resources to continue
to, in the short term, deal with the
water shortages in central California.

At this point, I would like to yield 3
minutes to my friend and a member of
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the subcommittee, the gentleman from
Colorado (Mr. SALAZAR).
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Mr. SALAZAR. I want to thank the
chairman and ranking member for
their wonderful leadership on this sub-
committee.

I rise today to support what I con-
sider to be my best legislative accom-
plishment since I came to Congress in
2004, but let me first say how impor-
tant the investments that we are mak-
ing in this bill are.

The nearly $2.5 billion for renewable
energies will play a vital role in reduc-
ing carbon emissions, creating jobs,
and producing clean energy. I espe-
cially want to point out the $225 mil-
lion included for solar energy. The
Third Congressional District of Colo-
rado already has some of the largest
solar farms in the world, and my con-
stituents are already recognizing the
very benefits of the solar industry.

The $1.13 billion included for the De-
partment of the Interior and the Bu-
reau of Reclamation are so vitally im-
portant to the Western United States.
As other speakers have mentioned,
water continues to be a damper to the
livelihood of many Westerners, and
this investment in our Nation’s water
infrastructure from dams, canals,
treatment plants, and rural water
projects is extremely important to our
rural citizens as they face crisis after
crisis, from Colorado all the way to
California.

This bill included several desperately
needed dollars for rural water projects
in Colorado. The $1.75 million for the
Jackson Gulch Rehabilitation Project
in Mancos, Colorado, and the $600,000
for the Platoro Reservoir in the San
Luis Valley will help provide major as-
sistance to improving these rural water
districts.

Lastly, and most importantly, I want
to thank the chairman and ranking
member and all the staff of the sub-
committee for taking a step that has
not been taken for 50 years.

The roots of the Arkansas Valley
Conduit stretch back to 1962, when
President Kennedy signed the author-
ization by Congress, which was part of
the Fryingpan-Arkansas Project, which
included the construction of Lake
Pueblo. The Federal project was the
end result of years of work by Pueblo
and southern Colorado leaders who
wanted to make better use of the re-
gion’s water.

““This is the best news I've heard in a
long time,” said Bob Rawlings, pub-
lisher of the Pueblo Chieftain and an
avid fighter for water rights in Colo-
rado.

I am happy to say to the people of
southeastern Colorado you will no
longer have to wait for clean drinking
water. Clean drinking water is on the

way.
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. ROONEY).
Mr. ROONEY. I rise today in support

of the Energy and Water appropria-
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tions bill. This bill contains support for
various projects within my district
that will help with the continued res-
toration and preservation of the south
Florida ecosystem.

I'm pleased with the funding for the
continued restoration of the Hoover
Dike. This earthen dike is currently
undergoing a massive rehabilitation
project that will continue to ensure the
health and human safety of Pahokee,
South Bay, Okeechobee, Belle Glade,
Clewiston, Moore Haven, and the sur-
rounding communities.

However, while I'm grateful to the
committee for its support of these
projects, I must express my great dis-
appointment with the Senate for strip-
ping out most of the vital construction
funding for the Indian River Lagoon.
This project was originally authorized
in the 2007 Water Resources Develop-
ment Act as a component of the Com-
prehensive  Everglades Restoration
Plan.

While some in the upper body argued
that the Indian River Lagoon was a
new project and a ‘“‘new start” and
therefore not deserving of funding, I
argue it’s not a new start, as it is a
component of the overall ongoing Ever-
glades Restoration project. By cutting
the majority of its vital funding, we
are only kicking the can further down
the road for not getting this vital
project started.

It’s time for the Federal Government
to live up to its financial commitment
to this project. My only hope now is
that the lagoon will receive funds, how-
ever minimal, and our colleagues in
the Senate will now agree that this is
not a new start and therefore deserves
to be fully funded next year.

Every year that goes by, however,
without adequate funding, further
damage is done to our fragile eco-
system there in the Indian River La-
goon, making recovery that much
harder.

I'd like to thank my fellow Florida
colleagues, especially Congresswoman
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, for their tireless
work and support for these projects,
and the House committee for including
funding in the original House bill. I
look forward to continuing the good
work that we have started.

Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. In response
to the comment from my friend from
Florida, all new starts in this bill—and
there were a few, and the Everglades
got two. We have the number of 100,000,
but that was to signify that a new start
is available for this project. By desig-
nating the new start for the Ever-
glades, that means that recovery
money can be used now for the purpose
that you spoke about.

Secondly, the Corps will now be able
to reprogram moneys that now you
designated as a new start, can repro-
gram moneys to continue the efforts on
this lagoon.

And so we thought that the new start
was not a cutback in money but was a
vehicle that would make more money
available so that the Everglades pro-
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gram could go forward. That’s how we
attempted to solve this problem. Hope-
fully, that will be the result.

Mr. Speaker, at this time I'd like to
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
chairman of the Transportation Com-
mittee, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. OLVER).

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, I'm proud
to stand today in support of the fiscal
year 2010 Energy and Water appropria-
tions conference report. I'd like to
thank Chairman PASTOR and Ranking
Member FRELINGHUYSEN for their great
work on this legislation, and I praise
them for their cooperation and biparti-
sanship. Because of their work and the
excellent work of our subcommittee
staff, we have before us a comprehen-
sive, fair, and targeted bill that makes
significant investments in our coun-
try’s future and in the goal of achiev-
ing energy independence. They have
been able to do this with only a slight
increase of $200 million over last year’s
funding level; yet these investments
will build on the success of the Amer-
ican Recovery and Investment and Re-
covery Act in developing a clean-en-
ergy economy and creating more Amer-
ican jobs.

I'm particularly grateful that this
bill increases by more than 10 percent
the funding for the Department of En-
ergy’s Energy Efficiency and Renew-
able Energy Program. This program,
funded at $2.2 billion, invests in pro-
ducing cleaner and more efficient en-
ergy technologies to produce inexpen-
sive energy from domestic sources.

Included are $225 million for research
to harness the vast amount of solar en-
ergy reaching the Earth every day, $311
million to improve vehicle and battery
technology, and $200 million for re-
search into improving energy effi-
ciency in commercial and residential
buildings, which currently consume
about 40 percent of our Nation’s total
energy usage.

As a scientist, I'm pleased to see $4.9
billion for the Office of Science’s basic
and applied science research program.
Such investments are critical to main-
taining America’s place as a leader in
the world economy.

Additionally, this legislation sup-
ports President Obama’s historic com-
mitment to nuclear nonproliferation
by providing $2.1 billion for securing
vulnerable nuclear material. This will
protect Americans from the risk of nu-
clear material falling into terrorist
hands by securing stockpiles in the
former Soviet Union. The money will
also improve our ability to stop nu-
clear and radiological materials from
being smuggled into the U.S.

Again, I strongly support this bipar-
tisan legislation, and I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘yes’ on final passage.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I'm pleased to yield 2 minutes to the

gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
SCALISE).
Mr. SCALISE. I want to thank the

gentleman from New Jersey for yield-
ing.
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Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
this conference report. There was lan-
guage in this bill that was stripped in
the conference report that would have
directed the Corps of Engineers to pur-
sue a much safer level of flood protec-
tion for the New Orleans region.

Our entire delegation, Republicans
and Democrats, were unanimous in
support of the language that was in the
bill, and the conference report stripped
out that language, which would have
directed the Corps to pursue a much
safer option than the one they’re cur-
rently pursuing.

If we have learned anything from the
lessons of Katrina, it’s that the Federal
levees that failed us before cannot be
rebuilt the same way they were the
last time that they failed. There’s too
much taxpayer money that’s been put
at stake for us to get this wrong. And
so we much more support the option
that would have actually made sure
that the Corps gets it right for all the
money that’s being spent as opposed to
the route that they’re choosing right
now.

Option 2a, which was the language
that we would have directed the Corps
to pursue, is known as Pump to the
River. According to the Corps’s own re-
port, Pump to the River, this option 2a
that’s being thrown out by this report,
is more technically advantageous than
the one they’re pursuing. It’s more
operationally effective than the one
the Corps is pursuing. It provides
greater reliability, and, most impor-
tantly, it further reduces the risk of
flooding.

That’s the option that our entire
State delegation, that our Governor’s
office, that all the people back home—
the city of New Orleans, the parish of
Jefferson—fully support; an option
that reduces the risk of flooding.
That’s what we should all support after
what we saw happen during Hurricane
Katrina; yet that language that we had
unanimous support from our delegation
that was in the bill is now being
stripped out by this conference report.

We need to learn from the lessons of
Katrina. And it’s time this administra-
tion stopped paying lip service to our
flood protection needs and actually put
its money where its mouth is and do
the right thing as opposed to making
the same mistakes that were made in
the past.

We cannot afford to let them go for-
ward with building an option that, by
their own admission, is much less reli-
able in protecting the people of New
Orleans for future flooding, so I rise in
opposition.

Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, in response, I have to tell you that
the conferees on the House side, the
House managers, were united on this
front, as well as the chairman of the
other body’s committee. We felt that
the alternative that was desired did
not provide additional protection and
it would have delayed the permanent
protection of New Orleans by anywhere
from 18 to 36 months, which we thought
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was too long of a period of time to keep
New Orleans unprotected. The cost, we
believe, would have been $3 to $4 billion
more.

And so for that reason, we felt that,
in fairness, that we should continue
with the program that the Corps has
for New Orleans.

At this time, I’'d like to yield 3 min-
utes to the distinguished member of
the subcommittee, the gentleman from
Arkansas (Mr. BERRY).

Mr. BERRY. I thank the gentleman
from Arizona, and I certainly thank
him for his leadership in getting this
bill to this point. I appreciate the
ranking member and the good work
that they have both done in a very fair
and nonpartisan way to serve this
country, and also the staff of the En-
ergy and Water Subcommittee and
what a magnificent job they have done.

This is a very special bill to the First
Congressional District of Arkansas. It
makes continued investment in our
flood protection ability in the oper-
ations and maintenance of our flood
protection system. It adds money for
construction where construction is
needed, for investigations where inves-
tigations are needed and more study
needs to be done.

The Department of Energy has
moved forward with the appropriations
in this bill. We tried to do what we can
to improve the solar energy research,
the biofuels research, vehicle tech-
nology research, hydrogen technology,
energy-efficient buildings, industrial
technologies, and weatherization
grants. All of these things are an in-
vestment in the future of this country
and our ability to reduce our depend-
ence on foreign oil. And that’s what
the committee had in mind. I think our
leadership has done a great job with all
these things.

We also make a serious investment in
electricity delivery and reliability. In
the area of the science and the basic
sciences, we have made another serious
investment.

I think that this is the kind of thing
that the Appropriations Committee
was created for—to make these deci-
sions, make the necessary investments
in the future of this country, and con-
tinue to build our infrastructure, pro-
tect our people, and provide the oppor-
tunity for us to be successful.

I urge passage of this bill.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I am pleased to yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. DEAL).
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Mr. DEAL of Georgia. I thank the
gentleman for yielding. I rise today un-
fortunately in opposition to this con-
ference report. I want to point out to
this body that something has been
added in the original version from the
other body that injects itself into
something that I don’t think the House
wants to be involved in, and that is the
water wars between Alabama, Florida
and Georgia. Unfortunately, there is
language here that directs the Corps of
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Engineers to calculate critical yields
on the two major basins that flow
through my State of Georgia and, in
particular, involve the basins them-
selves and the reservoirs, the largest of
which is Lake Lanier.

Now I do not think that the gen-
tleman who is handling this bill or the
Republican gentleman who is handling
this bill has any intention of having
this inject itself into a controversy
that has been going on for decades in
the Federal courts and is still cur-
rently under appeal as a result of the
latest decision. Now the effect of this is
one of two things: since it directs the
Corps of Engineers to within 120 days
to calculate critical yields of the two
major river basins, it will either be
used for purposes of the ongoing litiga-
tion or it will be used as an argument
for why human consumption should
not be considered in the resolution of
this issue between the three States, or
among the three States.

Now to spend Corps dollars calcu-
lating something that does not take
into account the right of people to
drink the water that is in their State is
unrealistic, and it is a true waste of
Federal money. I find it quite ironmic
that the gentleman who injected this
language into this bill just a couple of
years ago was injecting language that
directed the Corps not to do these
kinds of studies. Isn’t it ironic how all
of a sudden the positions have flip-
flopped? Now if you do not think that
this is an issue that involves the so-
called water wars, I would invite you
to look at the press release for the gen-
tleman who is claiming credit for in-
jecting this in it, and it’s referred to as
the Water Wars amendment.

Now I would hope that this body
would not see fit to get involved in a
fight that is going to be resolved, hope-
fully, by agreement of the Governors of
the three States. My Governor has ini-
tiated an effort to try to resume those
negotiations, and we have had a re-
sponse from at least the State of Ala-
bama. We are hopeful that the State of
Florida will respond accordingly. Ulti-
mately, I think this issue will be re-
solved by the Governors reaching a
conclusion and then bringing that con-
clusion to this body and to the other
body and asking for us to incorporate
it into the laws of this country.

Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, in reference to Mr. DEAL, it’s our
understanding that that is right, the
language in this conference requires
two studies to determine the critical
yield of the Federal projects. But we
don’t know, first of all, what the out-
comes are going to be, so that’s why
we’re having these studies. We don’t
want to get into the water wars, and
we don’t think that the consumption
issue is an issue that will be part of the
studies. Well, the language is report
language, and this administration
could do what it wants with the Corps
of Engineers.

At this time, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. SCOTT).
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Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I come down to concur with my col-
league Mr. DEAL from Georgia. The
water situation in our State of Georgia
is dire. It’s a very delicate situation.
We are working towards a very, very
good response for the people of Georgia
and for our entire region. We’ve just
had the court ruling. It’s very sensitive
there. Our major concern—and again,
this is with great respect to the chair-
man. He just spoke and we concur with
that as well. But we need to be very
careful that there is no language in the
reporting language or in any of the
studies that removes the words ‘‘for
human consumption” for water. Be-
cause if the manuals are not con-
structed with the measurements by
using water that is used for human
consumption, that shoots right into
our bull’s-eye because that’s why in
metro Atlanta, in the Lake Lanier area
where the point of the discussion is, we
use that water for human consumption.
So we’re very sensitive to anything
that would disallow that. We are work-
ing with the Governors of both Florida
and Alabama, jointly with our Gov-
ernor of Georgia, to come to a conclu-
sion. As you all may or may not know,
the judge, when he ruled in his deci-
sion, declared that it would be here in
Congress that we would have to at
some point reauthorize the water use
of Lake Lanier and that region for
human consumption. So this language
would make it very difficult for us. We
certainly want to concur with that. I
concur with Mr. DEAL and the folks in
Georgia, and I would respectfully hope
that our words would be taken within
the spirit of understanding that we are
to deliver those words. I thank the
chairman for yielding.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I am pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. WEST-
MORELAND).

Mr. WESTMORELAND. I thank the
gentleman for yielding. I want to stand
with my colleagues about this lan-
guage that was put in the conference
committee report, and I am looking at
the press release now: ‘‘Conference
Committee Adopts Shelby Water Wars
Amendment.” I just want to give a lit-
tle warning to some other Members of
this because, not only would the
judges’ ruling about the Tallapoosa
Basin and the Chattahoochee Basin—it
also mentioned that because this
drinking water was nonauthorized, and
who would ever have thought we would
have to authorize the ability for hu-
mans to have drinking water out of
their water source, it also is going to
affect 17 other States with approxi-
mately 42 Corps impoundments in their
States.

If they do not believe that this will
be used as a test case and a model for
others to file suit with the Endangered
Species Act or whatever for people tak-
ing unauthorized drinking water out of
those water sources, they are very
much confused. This bill needs to be
defeated. This conference report needs
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to be defeated. We need to go back to
conference. We need to get this lan-
guage out. I hope that other Members
in this body who have these impound-
ments located in their States under-
stand the consequences this language
could have for them if this conference
committee report is passed in this body
and goes to the President’s desk for
signing. Because if you don’t believe
this isn’t going to be brought up in
some of these court cases, you're just
fooling yourself. So I would like to ask
the other Members of this body to join
me and my colleagues in voting against
the conference report.

Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, I just want to clarify that the Corps
was wanting to do these studies, and
defeating this conference report is not
going to stop the Corps from doing
these studies. I have committed to the
gentleman from Georgia that we will
work with him because we don’t be-
lieve that the consumption of water by
the residents of Atlanta or Georgia
should play a role, and it should be a
factor in these studies.

I now yield 3 minutes to my col-
league from Ohio (Mr. RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I thank the gen-
tleman. I would like to also thank the
ranking member. This is a good con-
ference report. This is a good piece of
legislation. I think there are some
sound investments in here. I wish some
were more, but I think given the stim-
ulus and everything, we are moving in
the right direction. We send about $750
billion a year to oil-producing coun-
tries. A couple of years ago the Depart-
ment of Defense spent about $115 bil-
lion escorting big oil ships in and out
of the Persian Gulf. We have got to get
away from our dependency on foreign
oil. We have got to get away from our
dependency on these foreign countries
that get us into all of these political
entanglements.

I think the investments that are
made here on solar energy ($225 mil-
lion), biofuels, vehicle technology, hy-
drogen technology, energy-efficient
buildings—for those of us who rep-
resent manufacturing States in the
Midwest, this green economy is oppor-
tunity for us. We have manufacturing.
We have great research and develop-
ment institutions. This is an oppor-
tunity for us to revive the middle class
in the United States of America
through these green jobs. There was a
report that was just done for the Mid-
west Governors meeting that is coming
up, and it says, ‘‘Regional Report En-
dorses Clean-Energy Economy for the
Midwest.”

“Midwestern States should use their
abundant natural resources and manu-
facturing base to build an economy
based on clean energy.” And we have
the opportunity to do that if we con-
tinue investing in research and devel-
opment, especially coal.

There is one last point that I would
like to mention. I hope that next year
we can continue to push these energy
hubs. Secretary Chu has made this a
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top priority. They’re modeled after the
old Bell Laboratories. A variety of dif-
ferent universities are going to be in-
volved in the research. They’re going
to be able to collaborate and focus on
the technologies that are working, not
focusing on just getting money so you
can have a budget for next year. So I
hope as we continue to move, we con-
tinue to push, these energy hubs are
going to be nothing but opportunity for
us to get into the commercialization
and continue to create jobs.

Again, this is a good piece of legisla-
tion. I want to thank the chairman. I
would also like to thank the staff. I
know a lot of work went into it.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, at this time I yield 2 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. FATTAH).

Mr. FATTAH. First of all, I would
like to thank the chairman, the rank-
ing member and the professional staff
of the committee. A wonderful job has
been done, I think, dealing with and
grappling with the whole set of issues.
But in this $33.5 billion conference re-
port, there are some very significant
investments and priorities, $2.2 billion
in energy efficiency and renewable en-
ergy, everything from solar to biofuels
and hydrogen, weatherization grants.
We are very, very bpleased that they
were able to produce that as part of
this conference report.

But I also want to say that on the
nuclear side, a continuing investment
by the committee, some $787 million on
a whole range of very important efforts
related to nuclear energy so they can
be safe and environmentally useful to
us to continue to expand, both through
the loan guarantee program but also
through a number of other investments
that are being made in the conference
report. And to deal with the Presi-
dent’s commitment on nuclear non-
proliferation, on the weapons side, a
$2.1 billion investment.

I think that Congressman PASTOR,
who has led this effort, and the staff
have done a great job. We had a good
process in negotiations with the Senate
in our conference committee, which
wrapped up yesterday. I encourage the
House to favorably report this. I thank
my good friend from New Jersey, who
has served as the ranking Member and
who has done an extraordinary job.
This has been a bipartisan effort and is
a bipartisan work product that I think
moves the country’s priorities forward
in terms of energy and energy effi-
ciency. I recommend it to the House.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from California (Mr. COSTA).

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in support of the Energy and Water
conference report. By now I suspect all
of the Members of the House under-
stand the drought crisis affecting Cali-
fornia, particularly in the heart of the
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San Joaquin Valley, a large part of my
district. If this drought continues a
fourth, fifth year, it could impact the
entire State of California.

Among many of the items in this
conference report are two amendments
that Congressman CARDOZA and I have
been fighting hard for on behalf of our
farmers, farmworkers and farm com-
munities who are at ground zero as it
relates to this drought crisis. Commu-
nities are having 30 and 40 percent un-
employment, the most difficult situa-
tion they’ve ever faced. In July, we of-
fered an amendment to bring drought
relief to the San Joaquin Valley by
providing funding for two projects. The
2-Gates project and the Intertie
project, both of these projects were on
the back burner for years. They should
have been already implemented. This
administration is moving forward to
put these into construction next year.

The second amendment addresses im-
pediments to transfers. Transfers are
critical during drought conditions,
both regulatory and that by Mother
Nature. This gives the Bureau of Rec-
lamation the flexibility needed to fa-
cilitate, and much more needs to be
done.

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

Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield an additional 30 seconds to
the gentleman.

Mr. COSTA. I thank the gentleman
from Arizona. This gives the flexibility
for the Bureau of Reclamation to fa-
cilitate these water transfers. This
year, we transferred over 6,000-acre-feet
of water that was a critical lifeline.
Much more needs to be done. I urge my
colleagues to support these two amend-
ments in this conference report. I
thank the gentleman from Arizona for
his support in these efforts.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I am pre-
pared to yield back the balance of my
time, Mr. Speaker.
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Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, Tom Bevill used to describe this bill
as the ‘“‘all-American bill” because it
meets the needs of America. I urge my
colleagues to support it.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of the FY 10 Energy and Water Ap-
propriations Conference Report, and | com-
mend Chairman PASTOR and Ranking Member
FRELINGHUYSEN for bringing this bipartisan leg-
islation to the floor today.

The FY 10 Energy and Water Appropria-
tions bill makes key investments that will drive
American innovation, enhance our energy se-
curity, clean up our environment, reduce the
threat of nuclear weapons and support our
water infrastructure.

The conference report provides $4.9 billion
to the Department of Energy’s Office of
Science, $1.6 billion for basic energy sciences
and $2.4 billion for applied research. These
funding levels, when added to last year's ap-
propriations and this year's stimulus bill, ex-
ceed the goals of the America COMPETES
Act and meaningfully advance our Nation’s in-
novation agenda.
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The $2.2 billion allocated to energy effi-
ciency and renewable energy represents a 16
percent year over year increase and, in con-
junction with continued Title 17 Innovative
Technology Loan Guarantee authority, will
strengthen our energy security by accelerating
our research, development and deployment of
homegrown solar, biofuel, smart grid, and ad-
vanced vehicle technologies.

This legislation continues the Nation’s half
century commitment to mitigating the environ-
mental impacts of contaminated military and
civilian nuclear sites by spending $6.419 bil-
lion for that purpose, and it provides $9.072
billion to confront the global nuclear threat, in-
cluding $2.1 billion in support of President
Obama’s nuclear nonproliferation initiative.

Finally, the FY 10 Energy and Water bill
designates $6.7 billion for the Army Corps of
Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation for
priority water infrastructure, flood protection,
and conservation projects. In that regard, | am
particularly pleased with the inclusion of over
$3 million for specific Chesapeake Bay res-
toration initiatives of particular importance to
my congressional district and the rest of the
Chesapeake Bay watershed.

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of the FY 2010 Energy and Water Devel-
opment and Related Agencies Appropriations
Act. | would like to point out two provisions of
the report that help to address the water sup-
ply crisis in California’s San Joaquin Valley.

California is experiencing its third consecu-
tive year of dry conditions. Our State’s water
supply outlook is further exacerbated by the
“regulatory drought” that has resulted from
agency regulatory actions. The Endangered
Species Act in particular has proven to be a
regulatory hammer, preventing water convey-
ance, transfers, and storage, even when water
supplies have been plentiful. The Departments
of the Interior and Commerce developed new
Biological Opinions to protect Delta smelt and
salmonid species, respectively. These deci-
sions have resulted in significant restrictions
on pumping water out of the Delta. These cuts
were in addition to the many previous cuts
that had already been imposed, including the
Bay Delta Accord, the Central Valley Project
Improvement Act and other actions.

The combination of the drought and the reg-
ulatory drought has resulted in dangerously
low reservoirs and a 10 percent water alloca-
tion to farmers on California’s westside. Over
400,000 acres of some of the world’s most
productive farmland have been fallowed, re-
sulting in devastating job losses and high un-
employment—as much as 40 percent in some
cities on the westside.

It is crucial that the State of California and
the Federal Government build new storage fa-
cilities and that we develop a better convey-
ance and water management system. In the
meantime, it is important for the Departments
to development programs that allow for flexi-
bility as a means of achieving greater water
supply. There are two provisions that Mr.
COsTA and | added to the House Energy and
Water Appropriations bill that do just that.

First, the $40 million in CALFED funding
provides the Bureau of Reclamation with the
flexibility to use these funds to help fund cru-
cial projects, such as the Two Gates Project
and the Intertie Project, which will help relieve
some of the pressure on the water supply in
the San Joaquin Valley of California. More
funding is needed for these two projects as
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well as others, and this report provides a good
start on a downpayment toward these projects
and others that will help the Bureau, the State
Department of Water Resources and our
water district to move and transfer water in
California to the people and farms that need it
the most.

Second, | support the clarification of the
Central Valley Project Improvement Act of
1992, which clarifies that additional restrictions
under the CVPIA on water transfers within cer-
tain areas of the Central Valley Project South
of Delta are not required. Several years ago,
the Bureau of Reclamation changed its inter-
pretation of this statute, and began applying
additional and cumbersome requirements to
water transfers within the CVP unless they
were within the same county. These restric-
tions on water transfers have prevented the
transfer of water from one area to another and
have created an impediment to efficient and
practical water use. This amendment would
clarify that water transfers between Friant and
South of Delta agricultural service contractors
can occur beyond county boundaries so that
water districts within one county can transfer
to districts outside the county.

Unfortunately, the House version of the En-
ergy and Water Bill which provided for perma-
nent clarification in the law was not included in
this report. Instead, this language clarifying the
water transfer provision is limited to a 2-year
period. Senator FEINSTEIN, Mr. COSTA and |
will be introducing a bill to make this transfer
amendment permanent, and we look forward
to bringing something to the floor in a short
period of time.

Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 788, the pre-
vious question is ordered.

The question is on the conference re-
port.

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

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 308, nays
114, not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 752]

YEAS—308

Abercrombie Buchanan Dayvis (TN)
Ackerman Butterfield DeFazio
Aderholt Camp DeGette
Akin Cao Delahunt
Alexander Capito DeLauro
Altmire Capps Dent
Arcuri Cardoza Diaz-Balart, L.
Austria Carnahan Diaz-Balart, M.
Baca Carson (IN) Dicks
Bachus Cassidy Dingell
Baldwin Castle Doggett
Bean Castor (FL) Donnelly (IN)
Becerra Chandler Doyle
Berkley Childers Dreier
Berman Chu Driehaus
Berry Clarke Edwards (MD)
Biggert Clay Edwards (TX)
Bilbray Cleaver Ehlers
Bishop (NY) Clyburn Ellison
Blumenauer Cohen Ellsworth
Boccieri Connolly (VA) Engel
Bonner Conyers Eshoo
Boren Cooper Etheridge
Boswell Costa Farr
Boucher Costello Fattah
Boustany Courtney Filner
Boyd Crowley Fleming
Brady (PA) Cuellar Forbes
Braley (IA) Cummings Fortenberry
Bright Dahlkemper Foster
Brown, Corrine Davis (AL) Frank (MA)
Brown-Waite, Davis (CA) Frelinghuysen

Ginny Dayvis (IL) Fudge
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Gerlach
Giffords
Gonzalez
Gordon (TN)
Granger
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith
Grijalva
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hall (NY)
Hall (TX)
Halvorson
Hare
Harman
Harper
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Heinrich
Herger
Herseth Sandlin
Higgins
Hill
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hodes
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones
Kagen
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick (MI)
Kilroy
King (NY)
Kirk
Kirkpatrick (AZ)
Kissell
Klein (FL)
Kosmas
Kratovil
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Lee (CA)
Lee (NY)
Levin
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Luetkemeyer
Lujan

Andrews
Bachmann
Baird
Barrow
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blunt
Boehner
Bono Mack
Boozman
Brady (TX)
Broun (GA)
Brown (SC)
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Buyer
Calvert
Campbell
Cantor
Carter
Chaffetz

Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Maffei
Markey (CO)
Markey (MA)
Massa
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McMahon
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Melancon
Michaud
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Minnick
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moore (KS)
Moore (WI)
Moran (VA)
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (NY)
Murphy, Patrick
Murphy, Tim
Murtha
Nadler (NY)
Napolitano
Neal (MA)
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Pallone
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Perlmutter
Perriello
Peters
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Polis (CO)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Rehberg
Reichert
Reyes
Richardson
Rodriguez
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger

NAYS—114

Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davis (KY)
Deal (GA)
Duncan
Emerson
Fallin
Flake

Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Gallegly
Garrett (NJ)
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Graves
Heller
Hensarling
Hoekstra
Hunter
Inglis
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Rush
Ryan (OH)
Salazar
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schauer
Schiff
Schock
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Serrano
Sestak
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Space
Speier
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stupak
Sutton
Tanner
Taylor
Teague
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Turner
Upton
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wamp
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson
Watt
Waxman
Weiner
Welch
Wexler
Wilson (OH)
Wittman
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth
Young (FL)

Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jordan (OH)
Kanjorski
Kind

King (IA)
Kingston
Kline (MN)
Kucinich
Lamborn
Latta
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Linder
Lucas
Lummis
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marshall
Matheson
McCaul
McClintock

McHenry Petri Scott (GA)
McKeon Pitts Sensenbrenner
Mica Platts Sessions
Miller (FL) Poe (TX) Shadegg
Miller, Gary Posey Shimkus
Moran (KS) Price (GA) Smith (NE)
Myrick Putnam Smith (TX)
Nunes Radanovich Sullivan
Nye Roe (TN) Tiahrt
Olson Roskam Walden
Paul Royce Westmoreland
Paulsen Ryan (WI) Wilson (SC)
Pence Scalise Young (AK)
NOT VOTING—10
Adler (NJ) Maloney Schmidt
Barrett (SC) McCarthy (CA) Whitfield
Capuano Neugebauer
Carney Pascrell
0 1427
Messrs. SULLIVAN, BARROW and

POE of Texas changed their vote from
‘“‘yea’” to ‘“‘nay.”

Messrs. TURNER and PRICE of
North Carolina changed their vote
from ‘“‘nay’’ to ‘“‘yea.”

So the conference report was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. PASCRELL. Madam Speaker, I
want to state for the RECORD that I
missed four rollcall votes. Unfortu-
nately I missed these votes because I
was in my district attending the fu-
neral of my sister-in-law Barbara
Gamero who recently passed away this
last Tuesday at the age of 73. Had I
been present I would have voted ‘‘yea”
on rollcall votes 749, 750, 7561 and 752.

COMMENDING HOMELAND SECU-
RITY DEPARTMENT EMPLOYEES
AND ANTI-TERRORISM  PART-
NERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KRATOVIL). The unfinished business is
the question on suspending the rules
and agreeing to the resolution, H. Res.
731.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
CLARKE) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the resolution, H.
Res. 731.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the resolu-
tion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————
[0 1430
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

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

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Maryland, the ma-
jority leader, for the purpose of an-
nouncing next week’s schedule.
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Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

On Monday the House will not be in
session. On Tuesday the House will
meet at 12:30 p.m. for morning-hour de-
bate and 2 p.m. for legislative business,
with votes postponed until 6:30. On
Wednesday and Thursday the House
will meet at 10 a.m. for legislative
business. On Friday there are no votes
expected.

We will consider several bills under
suspension of the rules. The complete
list of suspension bills, as is the cus-
tom, will be announced by the close of
business tomorrow. In addition to the
suspension bills, we will consider H.R.
2442, the Bay Area Regional Water Re-
cycling Program Expansion Act of 2009,
the conference report on H.R. 2997, the
Agricultural, Rural Development, Food
and Drug Administration and Related
Agencies Appropriations Act of 2010,
and the conference report on H.R. 2892,
the Department of Homeland Security
Appropriations Act of 2010.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, I'd ask the gentleman if
we could turn to the discussion of
health care, and as the gentleman
knows, he and I have had discussions
this week, perhaps, I think, a discus-
sion that could yield the ability for us
to work together on the things that we
agree on in health care. Obviously, the
divide is great when talking about any
type of move towards a government
takeover of health care. But he and I
have spoken about maybe there are
some areas of agreement. And he and I
have also talked about the fact that we
could meet together and discuss that,
and I look forward to hearing from him
or his office to schedule that. And
along those lines, I'd like to ask the
gentleman what he expects the sched-
ule to be towards bringing a health
care bill to the floor of this House.

Mr. HOYER. First of all, let me say
that, as far as I know, we have no
premise that we want to pursue of a
government takeover of health care, so
notwithstanding the characterization,
we don’t believe that what’s being pro-
posed does that, any more than Medi-
care, from our perspective, was a take-
over of the health care system. Having
said that, we are working, as you
know, as the press is reporting, on see-
ing what alternatives are available.
There are three committee bills that
have been reported out of the Energy
and Commerce Committee, had full
markups, Ways and Means Committee,
and the Education and Labor Com-
mittee. As you know, they differ in
part, and so there are now discussions
as to how you meld those bills together
with the theory and intention of offer-
ing a bill from those three bills.

We would expect the Rules Com-
mittee, at some point in time, to effect
that objective, as has been done in the
past. Our expectation is that we will do
that within the time frame that we’re
able to do it; that is to say, there’s not
yet a resolution of how that is accom-
plished, so we don’t have a time frame.
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And we haven’t set a time frame, but
we will do it when it’s possible to put
forward.

Lastly, I would say to the gentleman,
he and I talked earlier this week, as he
pointed out, and I look forward to sit-
ting down with him next week to see if
there are areas where we can agree. If
there are, we’d like to do that. And I
think the gentleman has expressed his
desire to do so as well. On the other
hand, as we know, there are areas of
substantial disagreement. It’s cer-
tainly not our view that we can start
over again. It is our view that this
matter has had over 90 hearings over
the last couple of years; that we’ve had
over 2,000 town meetings on this, and
we’ve been really at this for about over
a year now, with very substantial dis-
cussions during the Presidential cam-
paign from all candidates on both sides
of the aisle, as to the fact that health
care reform was necessary, and we be-
lieve the overwhelming majority of the
American people believe that. Obvi-
ously, the details are the critical issue,
and I look forward to pursuing discus-
sions next week with the gentleman.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman.
And Mr. Speaker, I'd ask the gen-
tleman further as to the timing of a
bill. I understand that he’s indicated
that there is no resolution as to ex-
actly when a bill would come to the
floor.

Mr. HOYER. If the gentleman will
yield.

Mr. CANTOR. I yield.

Mr. HOYER. I do not expect a bill to
be on the floor within the next 2 weeks,
if that’s what the gentleman’s asking.
I think we’ll have time to have discus-
sions.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman
because I was going to ask about the
Speaker’s commitment prior. So I
thank the gentleman for that.

Mr. HOYER. If the gentleman would
yield, because I think probably—to
complete the answer—the Speaker and
I are both committed to giving sub-
stantial notice, not only of the bill,
when a bill is put together, but also of
any manager’s amendment which may
effect the resolution between the three
committee documents. It is our expec-
tation that there would be at least 72
hours for either the bill and the man-
ager’s amendment or, if they are sepa-
rate, 72 hours for each.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, as to the scheduling of
a bill dealing with sanctions on Iran,
we’ve had discussions together on the
floor and elsewhere regarding the Iran
Refined Petroleum Sanctions Act. And
Mr. Speaker, I'd say to the gentleman,
now, in particular, I think time is of
the essence that we act because, as we
have seen over the last 10 days, Iran re-
vealing its secret enrichment program,
indicating, yet again, that the regime
in that country refuses to comply with
international law or the will of the
world community.

So it is my sense that we should, and
we can work together on this issue.
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The gentleman had indicated last time
we were engaged in a colloquy that he
was going to meet with Chairman BER-
MAN of the Foreign Affairs Committee
about moving that bill and bringing it
to the floor. So I would ask the gen-
tleman if he could tell us when we
could expect that bill to come to the
floor.

Mr. HOYER. Since I made that rep-
resentation, I have, in fact, met with
both not only Mr. BERMAN, the chair-
man of the Foreign Affairs Committee,
but also Mr. FRANK, the chairman of
the Financial Services Committee. As
the gentleman knows, there are two
sanctions bills. One is Chairman
FRANK’s bill, which passed the House
overwhelmingly last year, and provides
authority to State and local govern-
ments to divest their assets from any
company that invests $20 million or
more in Iran’s energy sector. That is
not as consequential, obviously, as Mr.
BERMAN’s bill. Mr. BERMAN’s bill, as
you know, requires any foreign entities
that sell refined petroleum to Iran or
otherwise assist such sales to be
banned from doing business in the
United States. Obviously, that has real
teeth to it.

As the gentleman also knows, Octo-
ber 1, discussions are underway with
Iran for the first time in a long time.
Furthermore, significantly, the admin-
istration is working with our allies,
certainly with, as the gentleman
knows, with Britain and France, but
also engaged with Germany as well,
and with Russia and with China, mem-
bers of the P-5 plus 1, essentially,
members of the Security Council plus
Germany, on how we might respond to
what the world has viewed as a viola-
tion of the U.N. resolutions and what
Iran has been doing. The gentleman
and I share a view that Iran’s process is
unacceptable, that Iran’s pursuing of
nuclear armed capability, weapons ca-
pability is unacceptable and dangerous
to the region and to the international
community.

The administration shares that view,
and therefore, with respect to Mr. BER-
MAN’s resolution, we are in contact
with the administration, and Mr. BER-
MAN is prepared to bring that forward
at a time when, based upon whatever
may occur in the next week—I don’t
want to put a time frame on it—a week
or two, that might indicate that we
could get a broader international
toughening of sanctions that now exist,
with the agreement, particularly of
Russia. As you know, President
Medvedev has made some pretty strong
statements about Qom and the findings
there, and what he believes to be Iran’s
failure to keep the world informed and
concern about what Iran is doing,
which was a positive sign.

But with those considerations in
mind, I know that Mr. BERMAN is very
focused on this and ready to bring a
resolution to the floor at a time he be-
lieves is consistent with the adminis-
tration’s trying to attain, with the
international community, the strong-
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est possible sanctions internationally,
as well as our own sanctions.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman.
And I would only add that I believe I'm
speaking for our conference here in in-
dicating that it’s not necessarily what
we would do in terms of trying to wait
for China and Russia to move the bill.
I'm not saying the gentleman said
that, but it sounded as if we’ve got to
wait until there is some collective
agreement on the world stage in order
for Congress to act. As the gentleman
and I have agreed for a long time now,
we, in this country, believe very
strongly of standing up against the re-
gime in Iran. It has an impact on our
allies across that region in the world
and particularly for us here at home.
So I would encourage the gentleman by
telling him that our side stands ready
to want to help with moving that bill.

Mr. HOYER. If the gentleman would
yield, I appreciate that, and I am con-
fident that, as the gentleman points
out, that we will move ahead in a bi-
partisan and overwhelming fashion on
this bill. But I want to make it very
clear: We don’t have to wait for any-
body. Having said that, the judgment
of the chairman, in concert with the
administration, is that we do want to
see what developments occur in the
very near term. And I think that’s
what I meant. Hopefully that’s what I
said. The gentleman’s accurate; we
don’t have to wait, certainly for Russia
or China or for anybody else, to take
the action we deem to be appropriate.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman
knows, there is a very important de-
bate occurring in our country right
now regarding our position towards the
commitment we’ve made in Afghani-
stan. And it’s clear that the Repub-
licans believe, as I'm sure the gen-
tleman does, that this Congress must
be devoting attention to this impor-
tant issue as it relates to the national
security of the United States and our
interests in that arena, as well as
abroad. And I'd like to ask the gen-
tleman, Mr. Speaker, whether he, in
his leadership, will call on General
McChrystal to testify before Congress
as soon as possible. And I’d note, as the
gentleman well knows, that Chairman
SKELTON has been reported to have
made such requests of his leadership.

Mr. HOYER. As the gentleman prob-
ably knows, I have also indicated I
thought General McChrystal ought to
come to the Congress and testify, not
only before the committees, but per-
haps brief a bipartisan session. I don’t
mean an address to it, but a bipartisan
briefing, either in the Armed Services
Committee or on the floor here or in
the auditorium. I think that’s appro-
priate. As the gentleman knows, the
President has been involved in very ex-
tensive consultation with the Cabinet
members that deal with the national
security issues, including Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs, Admiral Mike Mullen;
General Jones, the National Security
Advisor; Secretary Clinton; the Vice
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President and others who are dealing
with this issue.

As you know, there has been no spe-
cific request directed to the Congress
at this point in time, either by General
McChrystal, Secretary Gates, or the
President, so that it may well be an
issue of timing as to when they’re
ready to come to the Congress to lay
out the specific plans that they believe
we ought to pursue. But I think that
everyone shares the conviction that
this is a critical issue with which the
Congress is going to deal, and that
General McChrystal, who is the com-
mander on the ground in Afghanistan,
needs to come before the Congress and
give us his best judgment as to how we
can be successful.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman.
And I know it’s just been reported that
in the Senate there was an amendment
offered by Senator MCCAIN on this very
point, requiring there to be some testi-
mony by General McChrystal before
Congress by a date certain. And I'm
told that that amendment went down
on a party-line vote. So I would just
tell the gentleman, again, that our side
believes it’s very important, as I know
he does, in terms of our national secu-
rity and Congress’ role that General
McChrystal be before us so that we can
be informed and conduct our constitu-
tional duty as such.

O 1445

If T could, Mr. Speaker, turn to the
question of jobs.

We have a running debate, the gen-
tleman and I and others, as to the ef-
fectiveness of the stimulus bill. And as
we all know, back in January it was re-
ported that that bill would arrest the
rise of unemployment. In fact, the goal
was set that unemployment would not
overreach beyond 8% percent. We know
in this country now we’re just under 10
percent unemployment nationally.

I feel very strongly, Mr. Speaker,
that we should be focusing on this
economy while we’re trying to deal
with so many other issues. And it has
been some time now where we have
missed the opportunity on this floor to
bring up bills that have to do with job
creation.

If we look at some of the evidence of
the stimulus bill, it is the contention
of our side that that bill has not ful-
filled its mission. We could go through
any list of expenditures that we have
noted in the press and elsewhere, where
you have got $2.8 million to fight forest
fires in the District of Columbia; you
have $3.4 million to help turtles cross
the road in Florida. These are the
kinds of items that, frankly, rob the
public of their confidence in what we
do.

So I would ask the gentleman, is
there any effort, is there any hope that
we may perhaps have some construc-
tive debate around the rest of the stim-
ulus money and perhaps orient that to-
wards job creation, sustainable job cre-
ation and growth in the economy? Be-
cause after all, I think that’s what all
of us are after.
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I yield.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

And he’s correct: we do have a dif-
ferent perspective on this. Of course,
the gentleman supported economic
policies in 2001 and 2003 that of course
produced the worst job performance of
any administration since Herbert Hoo-
ver. We lost 3.1 million jobs in the last
14 months of the Bush administration,
lost an average of 680,000 jobs during
the last 3 months of the administration
that President Obama was faced with.

We acted decisively and boldly, in my
opinion, under the President’s leader-
ship. In point of fact, we reduced the
average of some 680,000 in the last 3
months of the Bush administration to,
over the last 3 months, 350,000 and only
216,000 jobs lost. I say ‘‘only.” That re-
lates to 741,000 jobs lost the last month
of the Bush administration. That is a
half a million fewer jobs. It’s not where
we want to be, but it is certainly a lot
better.

Many economists in our party and,
frankly, in your party, Mr. Zandi we
refer to, estimate that we have over a
million jobs more than we would have
had had we not passed the Recovery
and Reinvestment Act. There has been
a 1.3 percent rise in consumer spending
in August. It was the biggest increase
since the 2.8 surge in October of 2001.
The Labor Department released a re-
port last week showing that during the
previous week, the number of newly
laid-off workers seeking unemploy-
ment benefits fell for the third straight
week, evidence that layoffs are con-
tinuing to ease at the earliest stages of
the economic recovery.

Without going into a lot more statis-
tics, we do have a substantive dif-
ference as to whether or not our econ-
omy is getting better. The good news,
from my perspective, is most econo-
mists agree with us that we’ve bot-
tomed out and we’re starting to come
up. We’re going to have unemployment
figures tomorrow that will be an-
nounced. Hopefully, they’re down even
further.

The stock market, I will tell my
friend, in the Recovery and Reinvest-
ment he thinks hasn’t worked is up
from about 7,200-7,300 up to about 9,700.
I will tell you that every American
that opens their 401(k) or retirement
plan thinks that progress has been
made. I know I do when I open mine. I
am very pleased to see that.

So we do differ. We differ not only on
the success of the economic plan that
was pursued for 8 years that led to the
deepest recession that we have had in
75 years.

But the gentleman stands and asked
me a question about adopting more of
those policies, and with all due respect,
my friend, we didn’t think those poli-
cies were going to work, we don’t think
they did work, and, in fact, the policies
that your party voted against to a per-
son in 1993 produced exactly the oppo-
site results: high employment, low
deficits; in fact, a net surplus at the

H10435

end of the 8 years of the Clinton admin-
istration, and a reduction in spending
which you doubled in terms of percent-
age, 3.5 under the Clinton years and 7
percent under President Bush’s years.
So, yes, we have a difference of opin-
ion.

We think we have pursued vigorously
policies to create jobs, create economic
stability, create growth in our econ-
omy, and we think it’s working.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman.

I would say in response, I, nor most
of my conference, was not here in 1993
on that vote.

I would simply say to the gentleman,
as he knows, in the stimulus debate
and on down through the rest—cap-
and-trade, the health care, the budget
debate—the proposals that we are of-
fering, especially as he refers to in the
economic arena, are not the same poli-
cies. We have proffered an agenda
which speaks to small businesses.

And, Mr. Speaker, I would say I don’t
think it is necessarily a constructive
route to take for us to say who was
worse because none of us, as the gen-
tleman suggests, likes the fact that
we’ve lost 2v2 million jobs in the last 8
months. And if you ask the small busi-
ness people in our districts if they
think things are better, I think there’s
pretty much unanimity that small
businesses are having difficulties still
keeping the lights on, maintaining
payroll.

Something is amiss. We’ve got to be
focusing on how we can expand the op-
portunity for those small businesses to
grow again. It’s very central to the
idea of getting the capital markets
straight, of getting our fiscal house in
order. I am very troubled by the bills
that are coming along in the Financial
Services Committee, the Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection Agency, yet more
attempts by the majority to impose
the will of Washington on the entre-
preneurs across this country, restrict-
ing ultimately their ability to access
credit.

You know, we do have differences,
Mr. Speaker. I am just hopeful that we
can find a way to work together to pro-
mote jobs.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman very much for his time.

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 10 a.m. tomorrow; and, further,
when the House adjourns on that day,
it adjourn to meet at 12:30 p.m. on
Tuesday, October 6, 2009, for morning-
hour debate.

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

There was no objection.

——
THE STIMULUS PACKAGE HAS
BEEN PRODUCTIVE

(Mr. YARMUTH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Mr. YARMUTH. Mr. Speaker, we just
had a question raised as to the effec-
tiveness of the stimulus package in
creating jobs. Well, I know that Mr.
CANTOR from Virginia tries to criticize
the package for not being productive,
but you can’t convince the members of
my district of that.

In my district alone, according to the
school district, 150 teaching jobs were
saved; we are beginning construction
on a new facility for our transit sys-
tem, putting 80 new jobs on the street.
Most importantly, we had an an-
nouncement from GE, General Electric
appliance park, that they are moving a
unit back from China building revolu-
tionary environmentally advanced
water heaters creating more than 400
new jobs in my district. That’s the re-
sult of stimulus money being used for
an incentive.

And, finally, we’ve seen housing
gains for the first time in a year of 10
percent in both July and August due to
the first-time homebuyers’ credit that
was part of that stimulus package.

So when the American people wonder
whether that stimulus package, which
is still in its infant stages—20 percent,
at most, of the money’s gone out—you
can look at Louisville, Kentucky, and
I’'ll give you evidence that the stimulus
package is working and creating jobs.

——

THE POST-9/11 GI BILL

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

Mr. REHBERG. Mr. Speaker, the
most important domestic policy fol-
lowing World War II was the GI Bill
which paid for the education of the
brave men and women who served in
the name of freedom.

Montana has some of the best col-
leges and universities in the country;
but for some returning soldiers, a tra-
ditional campus isn’t the best fit. The
post-9/11 GI Bill provided flexibility for
soldiers who wanted to take advantage
of distance education benefits.

Currently, five of the 10 colleges with
the highest veteran populations are
colleges that are entirely online or
have significant online course loads.
While veterans may receive funds to
pay for tuition, fees, and books, dis-
tance learners are ineligible for living
expenses.

I’ve introduced the Veterans Dis-
tance Education Benefits Act, which
reimburses soldiers’ living expenses so
they can focus on their education. I en-
courage my colleagues to join me in
sponsoring this important legislation
so we can get it passed quickly.

———

OVER 100 DAYS WAITING FOR A
REPUBLICAN PLAN

(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. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today because it has
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been more than 100 days since my
friend and colleague, Representative
RoOY BLUNT, the point man for the ru-
mored Republican alternative health
reform plan, said, I guarantee you we
will provide you with a bill.

Even Louisiana Republican Governor
Bobby Jindal urged his party Tuesday
to work with Democrats to offer health
care solutions.

The time to act on health insurance
reform is now. We must act to offer the
choice of affordable quality health care
to all Americans putting you and your
doctor, not the insurance companies, in
charge of your health care while we re-
duce the problem of ballooning health
care costs on American families, busi-
nesses, and our fiscal future.

“No”’ is not a solution. Saying you
support reform with no evidence of
that support and no plan just doesn’t
cut it. Continuing to say ‘‘no’” to re-
form leaves tens of millions of Ameri-
cans without health insurance, and
45,000 Americans die every year be-
cause of this.

Our friends on the other side of the
aisle can’t run away from the fact that
they have no plan.

The time to act on health insurance
reform is now.

———

COAL IS NEEDED

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

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, Bjorn
Lomborg, one of the world’s leading en-
vironmentalists, wrote in Monday’s
Washington Post these words:

“Today, coal accounts for almost
half of the planet’s electricity supply,
including half the power consumed in
the United States. It keeps hospitals
and core infrastructure running, pro-
vides warmth and light in winter, and
makes lifesaving air-conditioning
available in summer. In China and
India, where coal accounts for more
than 80 percent of power generation, it
has helped to lift hundreds of millions
of people out of poverty.

“There is no doubt that coal is caus-
ing environmental damage that we
need to stop. But a clumsy, radical halt
to our coal use—which is what prom-
ises of drastic carbon cuts require—
would mean depriving billions of people
of a path to prosperity.

“To put it bluntly: despite their good
intentions, the activists, lobbyists and
politicians making a last-ditch push
for hugely expensive carbon-cut prom-
ises could easily end up doing hundreds
of times more damage to the planet
than coal ever could.”

I wish we would heed those words of
this environmentalist because if we
drastically cut back on coal, we're
going to hurt millions of poor people in
the process.

———

ARRA IS WORKING

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

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, this week
in Congress will be ending, and I have
some interesting experiences to relate.

In Transportation Committee today,
we had a hearing, and one of our
former Members is now the Secretary
of Transportation, Ray LaHood, a Re-
publican member from Illinois. Sec-
retary LaHood reported to the com-
mittee that the ARRA is working, that
much of the money has been spent or
utilized in plans by State governments
and that lots of employment has been
made on building of roads and bridges
and airport improvements and on rail
programs around the country, that
people are going back to work.

I also have an opportunity on Tues-
day to attend the National Institutes
of Health for a briefing, which I plan to
do with other colleagues. President
Obama announced that $5 billion has
been spent on cancer research through
NIH. I offered an amendment to the
ARRA in the House for a $10 billion im-
provement. That didn’t make it
through the House, but a similar pro-
posal made it through the Senate. It
will be interesting to see where those
moneys are creating jobs and finding
cures for cancer and other catastrophic
illnesses like Parkinson’s, diabetes,
and Alzheimer’s.

The ARRA is working.

———
O 1500

PROTECT OUR CULTURAL
HERITAGE

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

Mr. CAO. Mr. Speaker, for many im-
migrant families like mine, the strug-
gle to preserve our culture and herit-
age and to contribute to the rich cul-
tural fabric of our Nation assumes cen-
ter stage. We make efforts to ensure,
for example, that our children speak
their native language and are familiar
with their customs and traditions.

One of the tools most often used by
immigrant communities is multimedia
through which cultural traditions are
exhibited and transmitted. In the Viet-
namese American community, for ex-
ample, music and videos produced and
distributed throughout the TUnited
States have cultivated and instilled in
the minds of our children the love and
respect for the heritage of their par-
ents and grandparents.

Unfortunately, organizations that
produce these cultural expressions are
being forced to close their doors due to
significant financial losses from copy-
right infringement both here and
abroad. Often, these organizations have
lesser means and cannot survive this
theft.

Today, I call my upon my colleagues
in Congress to join me in tough over-
sight of the Federal agencies respon-
sible for prosecuting copyright in-
fringement because enforcing these
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laws is critical for the survival of our
cultural diversity.

HEALTH CARE REFORM

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, every-
one here knows that we have spent the
past several months working to craft
legislation that will bring much-needed
health insurance reform to the Amer-
ican people. Costs and premiums are
spiraling out of control, and more and
more families, working families, are
being priced out of health insurance.

While Democrats have debated the
best way to produce a reform package
that will cut costs and ensure quality
and affordability, our colleagues across
the aisle have been playing hooky with
their responsibilities to the American
public.

It has been over 100 days now since
Congressman BLUNT told us his party
would be offering an alternative health
reform bill. We’ve heard nothing yet.
Representative CANTOR recently sug-
gested to a constituent that she find
‘“‘charity care’ for an unemployed fam-
ily member in need of surgery. Find a
charity? Is that the full extent of Re-
publican health care reform?

So I ask again, where is the GOP plan
for health insurance reform? Or is it
just to maintain the status quo?

————

IN PRAISE OF THE “BUDDY
WALK”

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

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to praise the
“Buddy Walk” being held this Satur-
day in State College, Pennsylvania. It
is sponsored by the Centre County
Down Syndrome Society. The society
exists to be a resource for families with
a child with Down syndrome and for
those who are expecting a child with
Down syndrome. Their goal is to edu-
cate friends, relatives and even com-
munities that individuals with Down
syndrome are energetic, capable and
loving people who play, work and go to
school just like the rest of us.

The statistics on their Web site
change some of the preconceived
stereotypes many people have. For ex-
ample, half of all Down syndrome chil-
dren go to mainstream school classes,
one out of every five plays a musical
instrument, and three out of five know
how to operate a computer.

I am a member of the Congressional
Down Syndrome Caucus who supports
legislative activities that would im-
prove Down syndrome research, edu-
cation, treatment and promote public
policies that would enhance the quality
of life for those with Down syndrome.

The Centre County Down Syndrome
Society does a great deal to educate
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people that those with Down syndrome
do lead productive lives, and they de-
serve to be commended.

———
POLANSKI EXTRADITION

(Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission
to address the House for 1 minute and
to revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, the laws of the
United States should stand for all. No
one is above the law, whether it is the
criminal laws or the extradition laws.
That’s why I ponder why some of the
elites in Hollywood are now telling us
that Roman Polanski should not be
subject to the laws of the United
States, the State of California or the
international law that recognizes ex-
tradition.

What is it that suggests that fame
excuses criminal conduct? What is it
that allows some people in our society
to say that a rape is not really a rape,
or to suggest that because someone is a
great film director that therefore they
ought not to be brought to the bar of
justice?

Thirty some years ago in the State of
California, a crime was committed.
Thirty years ago, someone admitted to
that crime, and 30 some years ago, that
person did not show up when his sen-
tence was to be given to him. And now
it is time for the laws of the State of
California and the United States and
international law to be followed.

Mr. Polanski should come home, and
he should meet his justice.

———

AMERICAN TROOPS IN AFGHANI-
STAN: COMMIT 100 PERCENT OR
GET THEM OUT

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

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, we
know that in the 1960s and 1970s we
committed our troops to Vietnam. But
we found out at the end of the war,
after 2 weeks of constant carpet bomb-
ing of Hanoi when SAM JOHNSON was
leaving the Hanoi Hilton, he was told,
You silly Americans, if you’d Kkept
bombing us for 1 more week like that,
we would have had to surrender uncon-
ditionally.

The message of Vietnam should be ei-
ther commit 100 percent or get out.
Don’t leave people out there to die
without full commitment.

Now we have people on the left say-
ing, get out of Afghanistan now. We
have people on the right saying, do
whatever it takes to win. And I'm here
to say, Mr. Speaker, the President
should not keep going on talk shows
and going around the world while he
has a report suggesting what to do. He
needs to commit 100 percent to the war
in Afghanistan, give them everything
they need, or get out now.

————
SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
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uary 6, 2009, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

IT’S TIME FOR MORAL
LEADERSHIP IN AFGHANISTAN

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. Mr. Speaker, Presi-
dent Obama has often said that Amer-
ica must restore its moral leadership in
the world. He took a very important
step toward doing that last week when
he spoke at the United Nations. In his
speech, the President called for a new
era of engagement and diplomacy. He
called for international cooperation to
address such critically important
issues as nuclear nonproliferation, cli-
mate change and economic recovery.
He also spoke about banning the use of
torture and his decision to close Guan-
tanamo as examples of America’s new
desire to abide by the rule of law.

I welcome the President’s words.
They show that President Obama is
committed to peace and human rights.
Those are the foundations of moral
leadership. But now the President is
facing the greatest test of his moral
leadership as he reviews his strategy in
Afghanistan.

The generals are urging him to pour
in more troops. I'm sure there are oth-
ers who are telling him to escalate the
fighting just so he can look ‘‘tough on
terrorism.” But as the President
makes his next decisions about Afghan-
istan, I would urge him to make the
tough choices. I would urge him to base
his decision-making on the following
facts: the American people do not be-
lieve the war in Afghanistan is worth
fighting and want to draw down the
numbers of troops there. Sending in
more troops will cause the Afghan peo-
ple to see us as occupiers. And history
has told us that the Afghan people al-
ways resist foreign occupations and al-
ways succeed.

America cannot afford to pour bil-
lions of dollars more into a futile occu-
pation when we are going through the
worst economic crisis of the past 70
years. We cannot, in good conscience,
ask our brave troops to take more cas-
ualties without a clear mission, and we
don’t have one. We cannot ask our
military families to continue to sac-
rifice when they have already suffered
so very much.

And finally, we have no exit strategy.
After the disaster of Iraq, the Amer-
ican people will not stand for another
endless foreign occupation, one that
will cost many lives and not make our
country any safer.

Afghanistan is a difficult problem,
but the President still has good op-
tions. He can order the Pentagon to de-
velop a troop redeployment plan and a
timetable for withdrawal. At the same
time, he can be bold and shift to a new
mission that will be far more likely to
succeed because it will actually have
the support of the Afghan people.
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This new mission in Afghanistan
would include economic development,
education, infrastructure, humani-
tarian assistance, better governance
and improved local policing and intel-
ligence to hunt down extremists. This
is what the Afghan people want from
America so that they can have hope for
a better future and reject violent extre-
mism.

Mr. Speaker, President Obama de-
serves credit for reviewing his decision
earlier than expected to send more
troops to Afghanistan. He is showing
political courage, and he is showing an
open mind by considering other alter-
natives. I urge him to choose a new
course, one that will make our country
proud and the world a much safer
place.

————

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 addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

HEALTH CARE REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Mrs. CAPPS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, for 60
years our country has been trying to
come up with a better way to deliver
health care. Despite the lingering dif-
ferences of opinion over how to achieve
this goal, we really have come along
further than we ever have before.

We all agree we need to put an end to
insurance companies’ most egregious
practices. We need to lower the costs of
health care for everyone. We need to
better incentivize preventive and pri-
mary care.

These are all accomplished by the
bill which has now passed out of our
three House committees. Of course, it’s
much more interesting for the media to
talk about the few areas where dis-
agreements still exist rather than the
accomplishments we have made so far.
But the legislation before us means so
much more security for America’s
hardworking families.

Right now, when you lose your job, it
can mean your entire family loses ac-
cess to health insurance. And if you are
unfortunate enough to have a pre-
existing condition, which in some
States can be defined as having been
the victim of domestic violence, then
you may not qualify for any affordable
health insurance coverage. Worse yet,
when you buy health insurance on the
individual market, there is a team of
people ready to comb through your
records to find a reason to drop you if
you are ever diagnosed with a condi-
tion that is costly to treat. Now a few
States have protections against these
practices. But don’t we agree that all
Americans deserve access to these pro-
tections?
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Ironically, my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle have often tout-
ed a supposed ‘‘solution’ to our health
care troubles by allowing insurers to
sell across State lines. If anything,
their proposal would essentially allow
insurance companies to continue their
very worst practices because insurers
would simply begin a race to the bot-
tom. They would move their operations
to whichever State affords the least
consumer protections and sell those
policies across State lines.

I’'m especially concerned because I
come from California, a State with
some of the strongest consumer protec-
tions from health insurance company
abuses. Here are some examples: Cali-
fornia law requires that insurers cover
a minimum stay in the hospital after a
mastectomy. Our neighboring States of
Nevada and Arizona do not. California
law requires that patients have the
right to appeal decisions by insurance
companies and receive an external re-
view. Idaho and Mississippi do not. And
California has stricter laws defining
what may and may not qualify as a
preexisting condition. In Florida and
Georgia, there are no definable condi-
tions that insurers may classify as
“preexisting,” which means that a pre-
existing condition could mean pretty
much anything.

So to my friends on the other side of
the aisle who believe that selling insur-
ance across State lines will solve all of
our problems, I remind you that your
suggestion would do just the opposite.
It would strip away vital consumer
protections that exist for many pa-
tients now at the very time our focus
needs to be on increasing consumer
protections for American families.
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We also agree that we need to lower
costs. I’m very heartened by provisions
in this bill that will achieve this
shared goal.

For seniors, we’re taking immediate
steps to reduce their prescription drug
costs by closing the doughnut hole.
Since the rollout of Medicare part D,
my constituents and seniors across the
country have begged for relief from the
doughnut hole. The doughnut hole is
the period of time during which you
pay an insurance company to not cover
the cost of your medications. I have ob-
jected to this policy from day one.

Under our plan, seniors will see relief
immediately. As we begin to close the
doughnut hole, prescription drugs will
be available at deep discounts. Eventu-
ally, the doughnut hole will disappear
completely. This is the relief that
America’s seniors need, and we all can
agree that they deserve it.

We will bring down costs by intro-
ducing a public option to compete with
private insurers. Currently, private in-
surance companies have every reason
to increase costs for patients and to re-
duce reimbursements to physicians in
order to line their pockets.

Why? Because there’s no competi-
tion. There’s no one else in the market
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offering consumers a choice. But the
public option will finally bring greater
choices to consumers in the individual
insurance market. Once that happens,
premiums will become more affordable
as insurers compete for customers. In-
surance companies will be enticed to
reimburse physicians better in order to
retain them in their networks. The ne-
cessity for more affordable choices is
something we can all agree on.

We can also agree that we need to do
a better job of improving preventive
care and giving people the tools they
need to be more personally responsible
for their health and well-being. As a
public health nurse, I spent decades
educating people about the importance
of adopting healthy habits. But too
many people in this country don’t have
access to primary care and never see a
health professional until an otherwise
preventable disease has worsened. How
tragic is this?

H.R. 3200 encourages better primary
and preventive care. It does away with
copays for preventive services. It in-
creases primary care service reim-
bursements under Medicare and Med-
icaid. It makes smart investments in
community-based prevention and
wellness programs. These are the
things we can all agree upon.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
enthusiastically supporting H.R. 3200,
supporting these principles on which
we all agree.

——

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.)

———————

YEMEN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WOLF. I want to talk about an
issue dealing with our national secu-
rity. CNN reported this morning that
the security situation in Yemen is rap-
idly deteriorating, making a dangerous
new haven for al Qaeda and terrorists.

This report is just the latest in a se-
ries of warnings about the security sit-
uation in Yemen. Earlier this week,
Time magazine reported that ‘‘two-
thirds of the country is out of govern-
ment control,” and that ‘‘al Qaeda is
turning the lawless mountain areas of
Yemen into a new staging area.”

According to press reports today,
U.S. counterterrorism officials believe
that al Qaeda’s ‘‘presence in Yemen
threatens to turn the country into a
dangerous base for training and plot-
ting attacks.”

In September 2008, al Qaeda terror-
ists in Yemen attacked the U.S. Em-
bassy with vehicle bombs, killing 10
guards and civilians. Since that time,
al Qaeda’s posture in Yemen has grown
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stronger with the merger of the Saudi
and Yemeni arms of al Qaeda into one
group—al Qaeda in the Arabian Penin-
sula—with Yemen as its base for train-
ing and operations.

We have seen the consequences of
these developments. Last August, a
Yemeni al Qaeda loyalist detonated a
suicide bomb in an attempt to Kkill
Saudi Prince Mohammed bin Nayef. He
was able to gain access to the prince by
pretending to be an al Qaeda defector
before detonating the explosions.

Despite this deteriorating situation,
it was reported—and it’s hard to be-
lieve—in Reuters on Monday in an arti-
cle I'm submitting for the RECORD that
at least one detainee from Guantanamo
Bay has been released to Yemen—re-
leased to Yemen, where you can’t con-
trol the country—and at least 26 others
have been cleared to return, according
to a list at the detention facility post-
ed in Arabic and Pashto.

What kind of policy is this that the
detainees—some who have killed Amer-
ican citizens—at Guantanamo Bay
have a list of those that are being re-
leased, but not one Member of Congress
or the American people know anything
about it and are kept in the dark.

Most of these detainees were cap-
tured in Afghanistan and Pakistan in
2001 and 2002. They have spent 8 years
living among the most dangerous ter-
rorists in the world, including Khalid
Sheikh Mohammed, the mastermind of
the 9/11 attacks and who beheaded Dan-
iel Pearl.

In an attempt to meet this self-im-
posed deadline to close Guantanamo
Bay next January, Eric Holder and the
administration are prepared to release
perhaps a third of its cleared detainees
to Yemen, a dangerously unstable
country that is clearly unprepared to
accept and monitor and rehabilitate
these detainees.

Given that more than 15 percent of
released detainees have returned to
terrorism, this release will have a dan-
gerous consequence for the American
people. It’s not beyond the imagination
that there will be an article in the
paper several months from now that
somebody who was at Guantanamo,
from Yemen, released by Eric Holder,
goes back to Yemen and kills an Amer-
ican citizen or is involved in an act of
terrorism.

Combined with al Qaeda’s growing
strength and presence in Yemen, this
release is concerning. As our State De-
partment noted in its 2008 Country Re-
ports on Terrorism, ‘‘The security situ-
ation in Yemen deteriorated signifi-
cantly over the past year as al Qaeda
and Yemen increased its attacks
against Western and Yemeni Govern-
ment institutions.”

What is Eric Holder and the Justice
Department—what are they thinking
about? Surely, there must be a better
solution, one that won’t release detain-
ees from Guantanamo who are involved
in activities against American mili-
tary, who have served time with Khalid
Sheik Mohammed, to send them back
to Yemen.
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Earlier today, I wrote Attorney Gen-
eral Eric Holder to urge that no addi-
tional detainees be released to Yemen
or other unstable countries. The dead-
line to close Guantanamo Bay is no ex-
cuse to expedite the release of Yemeni
detainees, especially if the country, as
it is, is unprepared to take responsi-
bility for them. The decision to release
the detainees requires due diligence. It
cannot be undone.

While we may have a difference of
opinion on how best to deal with the
situation in Guantanamo Bay, I think,
I hope, I believe that we can all agree
that a rush release of terrorist detain-
ees, people who have served with
Khalid Sheik Mohammed, should not
be released back into Yemen when it is
so destabilized.

What is this Obama administration
thinking? What is Eric Holder think-
ing? I urge Members of Congress to
have hearings and for Eric Holder to
cease and desist any returnees back to
Yemen.

[From Reuters, Sept. 28, 2009]

OBAMA TEAM CLEARS 75 AT GUANTANAMO FOR
RELEASE

(By Jane Sutton)

MIAMI.—An Obama administration task
force has so far cleared 75 of the remaining
223 Guantanamo prisoners for release as part
of its effort to close the detention camp, a
military spokesman said on Monday.

The review team is examining each pris-
oner’s case to decide who will be held for
trial and who can be sent home or resettled
in other nations.

President Barack Obama had set a January
22 deadline to shut the detention camp al-
though Defense Secretary Robert Gates told
ABC News in an interview broadcast on Sun-
day that ‘“‘it’s going to be tough’ to meet the
deadline.

As the review team makes its decisions,
military officials at Guantanamo post an up-
dated list in the camps to let the prisoners
know how many from each nation have been
judged free to go.

It was an opportunity to just provide bet-
ter communication,” said Navy Lieutenant
Commander Brook DeWalt, a spokesman for
the Guantanamo detention operation.
“There’s a lot of information out there and
you get a lot of things from a lot of different
angles. It helps put it in a more succinct
context for them.”

The prisoners are well aware of Obama’s
announcement that the camp would be
closed and have heard piecemeal information
from their lawyers and relatives during
phone calls arranged by the International
Committee of the Red Cross, he said.

The list is posted in Arabic, Pashto and
English. The latest list of 78 prisoners in-
cludes two Uzbeks sent to Ireland and a
Yemeni returned to his homeland on Satur-
day, an indication that some progress is
being made in thinning the camp population
of those who are not considered a threat.

“We are not focused on whether the dead-
line will or won’t be met on a particular
day,” White House spokesman Robert Gibbs
said. ‘“We are focused on making ... the
most progress that is possible.”

Some on the list are among the 30 ordered
freed by U.S. courts but still awaiting trans-
fer, including 13 Chinese Uighurs. The Pa-
cific island nation of Palau has agreed to ac-
cept most of them.

Also on the list are 26 other captives from
Yemen, nine from Tunisia, seven from Alge-
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ria, four from Syria, three each from Libya
and Saudi Arabia, two each from Uzbekistan,
Egypt, the West Bank and Kuwait, and one
each from Azerbaijan and Tajikistan.

Most were captured in Afghanistan and
Pakistan after U.S. troops invaded Afghani-
stan in 2001 to oust al Qaeda in response to
the September 11 hijacked plane attacks on
the United States.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, October 1, 2009.
Hon. ErRIC H. HOLDER, Jr.,
Attorney General, Department of Justice, Wash-
ington DC.

DEAR ATTORNEY GENERAL HOLDER: It has
come to my attention that at least 27 detain-
ees held at Guantanamo Bay have been
cleared for release to Yemen. I received offi-
cial notification about the release of one of
these transfers, Alla Ali Bin Ali Ahmed, but
was only made aware of the additional 26
Yemenis allegedly cleared for release after
reading a Reuters report titled, ‘‘Obama
team clears 75 at Guantanamo for release’
on September 28, 2009.

I urge you to reconsider any pending or fu-
ture releases of detainees to Yemen, particu-
larly in light of the country’s deteriorating
security and growing al-Qaeda presence. Ear-
lier this week, Time magazine reported that
““‘about two-thirds of the country is out of
government control,” and that ‘‘al-Qaeda is
turning the lawless mountain areas of
Yemen into a new staging area.”” According
to an AFP report today, U.S. counter-
terrorism officials believe that al-Qaeda’s
“presence in Yemen threatens to turn that
country into a dangerous base for training
and plotting attacks.”

You will recall the September 2008 al-
Qaeda attack on the U.S. Embassy in Yemen
using vehicle bombs, rocket-propelled gre-
nades and automatic weapons to mount a co-
ordinated assault, killing 10 guards and civil-
ians. Since that time, al-Qaeda’s posture in
Yemen has grown stronger with merger of
the Saudi and Yemeni arms of al-Qaeda into
one group—al-Qaeda in the Arabian Penin-
sula—with Yemen as its base for training
and operations.

We have seen the consequences of these de-
velopments. Last August, a Yemeni al-Qaeda
loyalist detonated a suicide bomb in an at-
tempt to kill Saudi Prince Mohammed bin
Nayef. He was able to gain access to the
prince by pretending to be an al-Qaeda defec-
tor before detonating the explosives. This
case is particularly concerning because it
demonstrates an evolution and sophistica-
tion in the type of attacks being planned and
launched by al-Qaeda leaders in Yemen.

While I continue to be troubled that, ac-
cording to the Reuters report, the detainees
at Guantanamo Bay currently have more in-
formation about their release than do mem-
ber of Congress or the American people, it is
of particular concern that detainees who
have spent the last eight years living among
the most dangerous terrorists in the world,
including Khalid Sheik Mohammed, the mas-
termind of the 9/11 attacks and who beheaded
journalist Daniel Pearl, would be released
into countries with a strong al-Qaeda pres-
ence. Such a disposition is only adding ker-
osene to a fire.

Although we have clear differences of opin-
ion on how best to deal with the situation in
Guantanamo Bay, I think we can both agree
that a rushed release of terrorist detainees
to countries with a strong al-Qaeda presence
is not in America’s best interest. I strongly
urge you to halt all transfers of detainees to
unstable countries, including Yemen, Af-
ghanistan, and Algeria, until evidence is pro-
vided to this Congress demonstrating that
the detainee can be properly received and
monitored in the receiving country.
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I look forward to your response, as well as
your responses to my letters to you dated
March 13, April 23, May 13, June 8, July 7,
July 10, July 17, July 22, and July 31. Please
do not hesitate to contact me or my staff
member, Thomas Culligan.

This is very important for the safety of our
country.

Sincerely,
FRANK R. WOLF,
Member of Congress.

———

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 addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from 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 Virginia (Mr. FORBES) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. FORBES addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. PENCE) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PENCE addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

——————

H.R. 3611, THE LIMITS ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Counterter-
rorism officials have warned mass tran-
sit systems around the country to in-
crease patrols after they discovered
that a group of individuals within the
United States were allegedly planning
to detonate backpack bombs aboard
New York City trains.

In the past month, we have once
again been reminded that terrorists are
still targeting U.S. mass transit sys-
tems and other major landmarks. We
have to continue to be proactive
against those seeking to do us harm
and minimize our vulnerabilities, espe-
cially vulnerabilities on U.S. soil.

I'd like to discuss one continuing
threat that needs to be addressed. In
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2002, 2003, and 2004, personnel from
Iran, a designated state sponsor of ter-
rorism, were caught photographing and
videotaping the New York City subway
and other popular landmarks.

I ask my colleagues and the Amer-
ican people to think about why Iranian
personnel would photograph and video-
tape the New York subway system and
other popular sites. I'm referring to in-
dividuals from state sponsors of ter-
rorism that are here with diplomatic
immunity, supposedly in the United
States for official business at the
United Nations.

Let me be clear. Personnel from a
state sponsor of terrorism have been
caught on numerous occasions spying.
What do you think they intended to do
with that information, the videotapes
and the photos? These are not our
friends. A few, but not all, of these in-
dividuals were expelled by the U.S. De-
partment of State. Between 2004 and
2009, the State Department issued over
8,600 visas to delegates and representa-
tives from countries designated as
state sponsors of terrorism.

Through the 1947 United Nations
Headquarters Act, the United States is
required to allow diplomats and per-
sonnel into the United States for offi-
cial business at the United Nations
headquarters complex in New York
City, including personnel from coun-
tries who otherwise would be ineligible
for U.S. visas.

We can’t afford to take these threats
lightly. The presence of hundreds of in-
dividuals with diplomatic immunity
from countries designated as state
sponsors of terrorism is an over-
whelming and expensive task for U.S.
counterterrorism and counterintel-
ligence resources.

Michelle Van Cleave, the U.S. Na-
tional Counterintelligence Executive
from 2003 to 2006, put it well when she
said, ‘““While the FBI—by far, America’s
premier counterintelligence agency—is
assigned responsibility for countering
all foreign intelligence operations in
the United States, it lacks the man-
power, the resources, the training, and
probably the public support to venture
into the complex grounds of analyzing
the vast foreign presence in the coun-
try to identify the intelligence oper-
ations embedded therein.” “The
counterintelligence problem is not one
of sheer numbers, though by any meas-
ure there are far more intelligence
operatives in the United States than
we have personnel to address them.
The larger and more compelling issue
is the scope of their activities. Histori-
cally, embassies and other diplomatic
establishments within the TUnited
States have served as a hub for foreign
intelligence activities because of the
operational security that they afford.”

Why are we helping state sponsors of
terrorism gather intelligence informa-
tion within the United States? When
and where will we draw the line?

If we can’t stop these people from
coming to the United States, the least
we can do is limit their access to our
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country by dramatically limiting the
radius that personnel from state spon-
sors of terrorism are permitted to trav-
el.

Congressman DAN BOREN and I have
introduced H.R. 3611, the LIMITS Act,
Limiting the Intrusive Miles of Inter-
national Terrorist Sponsors, which
would limit personnel from state spon-
sors of terrorism to a half-mile radius
of the U.N. complex. A half mile is
more than enough space for personnel
from state sponsors of terrorism to ob-
tain lodging, food, and other neces-
sities, and will be an easier and more
cost-effective use of U.S. counterter-

rorism and counterintelligence re-
sources, as well as the New York Police
Department.

The FBI's top two priorities are to:
number one, protect the United States
from a terrorist attack; and, number
two, protect the United States against
foreign intelligence operations and es-
pionage.
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When it comes to state sponsors of
terrorism with diplomatic immunity in
our country, it is past time to make
the FBI’s job a little easier. I urge my
colleagues to cosponsor the LIMITS
Act and restrict access of State spon-
sors of terrorism on U.S. soil.

————
HEALTH CARE REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. GINGREY) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank you, and I thank my leader-
ship for allowing me to take this Spe-
cial Order hour to discuss what has cer-
tainly become the most important
issue that has been going on in this
Congress over these last couple of
months, and that is the issue of health
care reform or, as the Democratic lead-
ership and the President himself have
rephrased that now, reform of our
health insurance industry, rather than
reform of our health care system. But
we’re going to spend a little time, Mr.
Speaker, talking about where we are
with regard to this and what are some
of the alternatives. Particularly from
our side of the aisle, we are often criti-
cized, I think unjustly, about being the
party of opposition without having any
sufficient alternative ideas to present.
In other words, the accusation of being
“‘the party of no.”

My colleague from Georgia, Mr.
Speaker, is here with me on the floor
today, this afternoon, and he and I
laugh about that a little bit. We both
agree, yeah, we are the party of
“know”—it’s spelled K-N-O-W. So I
would like to take this opportunity to
share with our colleagues on both sides
of the aisle just what it is we do know
and what are some of those suggestions
with regard to health care reform or,
indeed, health insurance reform, that
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the minority, loyal minority wants to
present.

We want to make sure that our Presi-
dent, who said his door is wide open as
he spoke to the Nation from right here,
from your seat, Mr. Speaker, a couple
of weeks ago, saying, Look, if any-
body—whether it’s the Republican
Party or doctors out across the Nation
or some of the many men and women
who have attended these town hall
meetings throughout the month of Au-
gust—If you’ve got ideas, bring them to
me. My door is always open.

Certainly we have tried to do that,
Mr. Speaker, in the way of writing let-
ters, making calls to his staff and to
say to the President, We do have some
good ideas, Mr. President. In fact, just
today within the last hour and a half,
a group of physicians from across this
country—they call themselves the Mil-
lion Med March group, were here out
on the Mall, talking about this be very
issue and bringing ideas. Yes, there
were some physician Members of the
House with them to speak to the group
that had a symbol. It is a grassroots ef-
fort, and there are lots of ideas, Mr.
Speaker, Mr. President, Mr. Majority
Leader. I say to Ms. PELOSI, the Speak-
er of the House, and to Senator REID,
Senate majority leader, we have lots of
good ideas, and we want an opportunity
to be heard.

So we are going to take this next 45
minutes or so to talk about some of
these ideas. My friend from Georgia is
not only a colleague here and a fellow
Georgian but also a fellow physician.
And while I specialize, Mr. Speaker, in
OB/GYN, Dr. PAUL BROUN from Athens,
Georgia, his specialty is family medi-
cine, primary care. You talk about
somebody whose voice needs to be
heard, and I hope the President will
also acknowledge the fact that Dr.
BROUN has some great ideas. I will
yield to him right now and hear some
of those ideas as we colloquy and so
forth.

Dr. BROUN, thank you for being here,
and I would like to yield to you.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Dr. GINGREY,
thank you so much for yielding to me.
I, indeed, went down to the park where
all these physicians were. I know Dr.
GINGREY and our colleague Dr. ToMm
PRICE, also from Georgia, was at that
same meeting with the physicians.
This was a group of physicians from all
over the country that are very con-
cerned about ObamaCare, about the di-
rection that they perceive that the
Congress is going. They see H.R. 3200,
the ObamaCare bill here in the U.S.
House, as well as the bill that MAX
BAuUcUS has over in the U.S. Senate, as
being a tremendous attack on their
ability to practice medicine, to be able
to make the decisions along with their
patients of how health care is delivered
within their offices and how they can
deliver surgery, prescriptions, and the
tests and procedures that they need.

I think they’re exactly right. Dr.
GINGREY, I know you spoke with them
before I did. But Mr. Speaker, when I
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was down there, I spoke to these physi-
cians, and I told them that they and
their patients around this country are
what’s going to stop this steamroller of
socialized medicine that’s going on
here in the House of Representatives. 1
reminded them that if we can generate
enough grassroots support all over this
country to ask particularly the leader-
ship here in the House and the Senate
as well as the President to open up this
process, to listen to all of the second
opinions that Dr. GINGREY and others
are putting forward.

I know you are going to talk a little
while tonight about your health care
bill of rights and the 10 Prescriptions
for a Healthy America. I applaud you,
Dr. GINGREY, for bringing this forward,
but the only thing that’s going to slow
down this process of the Federal Gov-
ernment taking over the health care
system is the ‘“We the People.” The
Constitution of the TUnited States
starts off with three very powerful
words, ‘“We the People.” Up here we’re
supposed to be representatives, not rul-
ers, and we, the people, need to stand
up and say, Whoa, this is an issue that
is too important to rush through. We
should not have any deadlines. The
Speaker and the President have talked
about trying to get a bill on his desk
before Thanksgiving. This is too com-
plex of an issue to rush it.

What we, as physicians here in Con-
gress, are trying to do is to offer a sec-
ond opinion. Actually, we’ve got many
opinions that Republicans have intro-
duced. Dr. GINGREY, you have been very
instrumental in fostering the idea of
health information technology,
digitizing electronic medical records
and that sort of thing, which would
help save money. We have to find a way
to lower the cost. In my private prac-
tice of general medicine, I couldn’t af-
ford to buy health information tech-
nology for my patients. We’ve got to
lower the cost of that, but we have got
to lower the cost of everything in
health care.

The Republicans have many ideas. I,
as well as you and the other people on
our side, want to see us open the proc-
ess so that all the ideas are put on the
table, and unfortunately, neither the
President nor Speaker PELOSI are al-
lowing that to happen. The American
people just need to stand up and say
“no” to ObamaCare. Let’s put these
ideas all on the table. Let’s discuss
them, find ways to lower the cost of
health care without creating a big Fed-
eral debt, which ObamaCare, H.R. 3200,
will do. The President said it wouldn’t,
but that was not true. He also said that
it would not give free health care to il-
legal aliens, and that is not true. A lot
of things that he said that night were
not true. In fact, the only person who
said the truth that night in that speech
was JOE WILSON, our dear colleague
from South Carolina.

But the thing is, the American people
are in charge. That’s what I told the
doctors, Mr. Speaker, when I was down
there is that the physicians in this
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country and everybody who is con-
cerned about where we’re going in
health care—and particularly the el-
derly—need to say no to this H.R. 3200,
which is going to be disastrous for ev-
erybody. And let’s open up the process,
and in a bipartisan way, in a bicameral
way use the House and the Senate to-
gether, let’s find some commonsense
market-based solutions that lower the
costs for health care.

And in doing so, let the doctor-pa-
tient relationship dictate how health
care decisions are made, not through
some government bureaucrat, as in the
House bill right now. The ObamaCare
bill here in the House will put a gov-
ernment bureaucrat between a doctor
and a patient. Let’s find ways of low-
ering the cost of medicine in the drug-
store. Let’s find ways of doing the
things that make sense economically
without stealing our grandchildren’s
future. We can do that, and we can do
that in a bipartisan way if the leader of
this House and the leader of the Senate
would just open it up and let us do so.

Dr. GINGREY, I applaud your effort,
because you’ve been a leader, right on
the forefront in this process of trying
to offer second opinions. You’ve been
here week after week, as well as many
others. A 1ot of physicians in the House
have been here on the floor week after
week offering second opinions. Repub-
licans are the party of K-N-O-W. We
know how to solve the health care fi-
nancing crisis here in America. We
know how to solve the energy problems
in America and make America energy
independent without having this huge
energy tax that the cap-and-trade—I
call it the tax-and-cap bill—will put on
the poor and elderly, those on limited
incomes who will really be hurt by that
energy bill. We know how to stimulate
the economy without creating a bigger
government and without bailing out
Wall Street. We need to bail out Main
Street.

So we are the party of know. We have
got about 10 physicians and medical
personnel who are a part of the Repub-
lican Doctors Caucus, and we are offer-
ing many second opinions, really. So
Dr. GINGREY, I applaud your effort. I
applaud everything that you’re doing.
You’re the chairman of the House Doc-
tors Caucus on the Republican side,
and I am honored to be one of your two
cochairmen on that group. The Amer-
ican people should know, need to know,
that there are alternatives beside the
ObamaCare bill, and the American peo-
ple need to stand up and say, Let’s do
this in a bipartisan way. Let’s stop all
the partisanship, the bickering, the
discord and all the things that are
going on in this country, and let’s do it
so that people can manage their own
health care along with their doctors.

Dr. GINGREY, I will yield back, and I
thank you for what you’re doing.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. I thank
the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. Speaker, Dr. BROUN brings up a
couple of points that I think we need to
elaborate on. He mentioned two things.
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He mentioned the need for electronic
medical records, and he also mentioned
the need for medical liability reform.
Mr. Speaker, these are two things that
the President has said. In fact, in his
speech to the Nation a couple of weeks
ago from this Chamber, he mentioned
both things. Of course there is money
set aside in the stimulus package, the
American Recovery Act 2009, toward
electronic medical records. But what
physicians know which maybe a lot of
Members of Congress don’t know, don’t
have any real way of knowing, is what
are the impediments to practicing
medicine and to getting fully inte-
grated in an electronic medical records

system.
Even though doctors realize that it
would save time, it would save

money—most importantly though, it
would save lives with regard to elec-
tronic medical records—it’s something
that’s very expensive. It’s like trying
to—you know, your old jalopy car is
falling apart, and you need a new car.
Let’s make that analogous to this old
medical records, keeping paper records,
charts where records are falling out all
over the place, and you can’t find
things in a timely manner when the pa-
tient maybe comes in with an emer-
gency condition.

That’s the old car. The new car, of
course, would be a laptop or a notebook
computer that you go into the exam
room or go over to the emergency
room, and you’ve got it, and all of a
sudden you just with a punch of a key,
you have that entire record of the pa-
tient. Maybe the patient happens to be
a patient of an associate or a partner
that you’re covering for. But that in-
formation is there, and it’s accurate.
Well, that’s the new car. Unfortunately
the cost of the new car, the sticker
shock, a lot of times is going to keep
people driving the old jalopy that’s pol-
luting the Nation and putting people at
risk—in this case, patients at risk.

I have introduced a bill for 2 or 3
years in a row that would incentivize
even a small country doctor. Maybe
he’s got a partner or she’s got a partner
or two. But it’s a small group, and
they’re seeing 75, 80 patients a day
each. They can’t afford to come up
with $30,000, $40,000 per doctor to pur-
chase an electronic medical records
system, a computer, the hardware, the
software, the maintenance program.
They know—they’re convinced that
over a period of time that it’s the thing
to do and that eventually it would pay
for itself. But by golly, they just can’t
afford that front-end sticker shock.
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So we are, Mr. Speaker, continuing
to introduce H.R. 1087 that would give
them a break under the Tax Code. No
free grant necessarily, but let them
write off the expense in the first year
to help them be able to do what Mr.
President and what the majority party
and minority party and all the doctors
in the House and two in the Senate
fully agree that we need to do: fully in-
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tegrate electronic medical records by
the year 2014. Indeed, former President
Bush said the same thing. So that’s an
area in which we have full agreement.

Mr. Speaker, I really study this. I fol-
low this. I go to the HIMSS meetings
on an annual basis and usually speak
to that group, the Healthcare Informa-
tion Management Systems Society. It’s
an organization of people that are in
this industry, in this business. And I
know from talking with them that
we’re talking about maybe $150 billion-
a-year savings because you cut down
on medical errors, you cut down on du-
plication of not ordering very, very ex-
pensive things like CAT scans and
MRIs; and, even more importantly, of
course, not making the mistake of pre-
scribing a medication that would be
contrary to the patient’s health based
on other medications that they’re hav-
ing or conditions that they are suf-
fering from. So this is something where
we could save a lot of money. You’'re
talking about $120 billion a year, Mr.
Speaker.

Maybe if we did that, then we
wouldn’t have to try to pay for this
health care reform, or is it health in-
surance reform, by taking $500 billion
out of the Medicare system and lit-
erally gutting Medicare Advantage, a
choice of fully 20 percent of our sen-
iors.

Some 10 million of the 45 million
Medicare recipients choose Medicare
Advantage because for them it’s better.
They’re able to go in and have an an-
nual physical. They’re able to have a
lot of screening procedures done that
are covered under Medicare Advantage
and that are not covered under your
typical Medicare fee-for-service.

There is a follow-up program usually
provided by the insurance companies
that offer Medicare Advantage where
within a few days of your appointment,
a nurse, a nurse practitioner, or maybe
even a doctor herself, Mr. Speaker, will
call the patient and make sure that
they got that prescription filled, that
they’re not having any side effects.

We keep saying we need to go to a
whole new paradigm. That word has be-
come kind of trite, but a whole new
paradigm where we incentivize our
health care teams to provide wellness
rather than just treat illness. It is a
more compassionate way to deliver
health care, but it also is going to save
lives and save money.

So for me to look at these bills that
are out there, whether it’s this 1,200-
page bill that I have behind me, H.R.
3200, that has been passed by three
committees in the House, mainly by
the committee that I sit on, Energy
and Commerce, where we’re going to
reform the health care system by gut-
ting Medicare of $500 billion over 10
years.

Mr. Speaker, I heard someone, and I
believe it was an official of the AARP,
suggest that, well, you know, this is
just a little cut in Medicare; $500 bil-
lion, with a “‘b,” is a lot of money even
for Washington, D.C.
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But when you look at what we spend
every year on Medicare, I think in 2008
the total expenditure for Medicare was
about $480 billion. Well, if you cut that
$500 billion over 10 years, do the math,
Mr. Speaker. It’s fairly simple, my col-
leagues. We’re not all math majors, but
this is arithmetic; this is not calculus.
That’s something like a 13 or 14 per-
cent cut every year. Actually, it’s clos-
er to a 10 percent cut. But it cuts Medi-
care Advantage about 17 percent a
year.

And 10 percent is a lot. If you don’t
believe it, ask those who are among
that group of unemployed in this coun-
try right now, those 10 percent that are
without a job. For them it’s 100 per-
cent. It’s not a recession; it’s a depres-
sion. It’s a depression mentally and
physically and actually.

So we can do these things like elec-
tronic medical records, and we could
save a lot of money. We don’t have to
gut Medicare, and we don’t have to
raise taxes $800 billion, $900 billion and,
further, cause small businessmen and
women to lay people off or not hire new
employees because they just can’t af-
ford to.

And, golly, how many jobs has it
been, Mr. Speaker, since we passed the
economic stimulus package that was
going to save the country back in Feb-
ruary? I think we’ve lost 2 million jobs
since then. And when we passed that
bill, the unemployment rate was 7 per-
cent, 7.5 percent; and now it’s 10 per-
cent. We have got real problems here in
River City, and it’s not just the need to
reform our health care system. We
need to put people back to work.

I heard the President of the United
States say we are in a crisis; we’re los-
ing 14,000 people every day; 14,000 peo-
ple are losing their health insurance.
Well, Mr. Speaker, the reason for that
is because they’re losing their jobs.
And I think, yes, they have a concern
about health insurance, but they also
have a great concern about feeding
their children and clothing them and
providing shelter for their family. And
then, of course, let’s make sure that
they get affordable health insurance.

Again, it’s all about priorities. I
think that we can do this, and I think
we can do it without spending $1.5 tril-
lion over the next 10 years or $2.5 tril-
lion over the next 15 and running up an
additional at least $250 billion worth of
red ink and long-term debt. We can do
it by adopting electronic medical
records.

We also can save, Mr. Speaker, a tre-
mendous amount of money by medical
malpractice reform, medical liability
reform. The President has acknowl-
edged it. He said it to the AMA at their
annual meeting in his hometown of
Chicago back in June. He said it again
right from this dais 2 weeks ago when
he spoke to the Nation. He has ac-
knowledged the need. He has said, If
you’ve got an idea on either one of
these things, medical records, medical
liability reform, my door is open, I
want you to call me. I want you to
come see me.
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Well, we are trying, Mr. Speaker and
my colleagues, and we will continue to
try because I believe the President. I
take him at his word. I'm going to be
patient on this. Hope springs eternal
because we do. It’s not just me, but
Members on both sides of the aisle, not
just physician Members but all Mem-
bers have ideas, and they need to be lis-
tened to just as in the amendment
process that we went through when we
marked up H.R. 3200.

Why was every Republican amend-
ment rejected, and why was it done al-
most completely along party lines?
That’s something the American people,
Mr. Speaker, want us to get away from.
They want us to cooperate. It’s fine for
the President to say that if you don’t
agree with him that you’re just bick-
ering and complaining and griping and
being untruthful. There’s no corner on
truth by the President of the United
States or the majority party. Let’s all
be truthful. And if we disagree, that
doesn’t mean one side is being, shall we
say, a serial disingenuous person, rath-
er than using more inflammatory lan-
guage. No, it’s a fair and honest dif-
ference of opinion. And if we come to-
gether and share those differences of
opinion and pick the best of both, then
we come up with, I think, a bill that
the American people can accept.

Mr. Speaker, these town hall meet-
ings, people all across this country,
whether they be of the Democratic or
Republican persuasion or independent
voters, whether they are young or old
or African American, Asian, it doesn’t
matter. They’re United States folks.
They are hard working and they want
and deserve us, their Representatives,
to do it in a way that helps them, that
we are not constantly in gridlock up
here.

So, Mr. Speaker, my opportunity
today to talk about some of these
things is heartfelt and it’s a commit-
ment, and I know my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle feel the same
way, and we are going to work toward
this solution.

Now, I particularly wanted to talk
about a second opinion that I have. We
talk about that in a lot in medicine
about getting a second opinion and how
important it is. Maybe the first opinion
is not the best opinion. Maybe it is, but
oftentimes a second or third opinion,
you need that. You need that. So the
second opinion that I want to talk to
my colleagues about today, Mr. Speak-
er, is what I call a Health Care Bill of
Rights, or, to put it another way, 10
Prescriptions for a Healthy America.
And this is a bill that I introduced just
today, and it’s H.R. 3700.

Now, H.R. 3200, here it is. It’s about
1,200 pages. The chairman of the House
Judiciary Committee has been a Mem-
ber of this body for a long time. He
still looks young and healthy to me,
thank God, but he’s been here a long
time. And he’s an attorney. That’s his
profession. He’s not a doctor; he’s a
lawyer. Somebody questioned him
about whether or not he’d read the
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whole bill, and he said, I don’t know. I
mean, I need two lawyers to help me
read it. And he is a Member of the ma-
jority party and an attorney himself
and I think has been a Member of this
body for at least 35 years. That’s the
problem with bills like this.

Now, my colleagues, I want to hold
up for you H.R. 3400. H.R. 3400 is a bill
that Dr. ToM PRICE is the original au-
thor of, Dr. PRICE on our side of the
aisle, an orthopedic surgeon, chairman
of the Republican Study Committee.
And many of us, including myself, co-
sponsored H.R. 3400. It’s a little bill. It
looks like maybe about 260 pages in-
stead of 1,200 pages. And it does many
things in a way that is economically
sound, that brings down the cost of
health care, that makes health care af-
fordable and accessible so that individ-
uals can own their policy and the mar-
ketplace works, and we don’t have any
government takeover in this bill.

I want to commend my colleagues to
go online, get a copy of this bill, read
the summary, read the CIliff Notes,
whatever, and understand that this is
just one of, I would say, three or four
Republican bills, alternatives to H.R.
3200 or the health bill that’s come out
of the Senate, the Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions Committee that
was chaired by Senator DoDD, CHRIS
DoDD, in the absence of Senator Ken-
nedy while he was struggling with his
illness. But this is a good bill, and I
think the President needs to look at it
and needs to consider it and keep that
door wide open.

But what I am going to talk about in
regard to H.R. 3700 is it’s really a state-
ment of principles. But it’s a bill, and
as I say, we just introduced it today.
Mr. Speaker, I have it on a little card
almost like a contract. Well, we call it
10 Prescriptions for a Healthy America
or the Health Care Bill of Rights, simi-
lar to the Contract with America of
maybe 15 years ago, that people can
put in their front pocket and they can
pull it out and they can look at it. But
I'm going to take a little time to go
through some of the principles in this
bill because I think this is important. I
think this is a guideline for whatever
we ultimately adopt. And let’s go
through some of these posters, Mr.
Speaker.

The number one principle of this
health care bill of rights is to say this,
and it does in the bill:
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There will be no government-run
health care plan.

That is what the American people are
saying. They do not want a Canadian-
style system or a U.K. system, or any
system where the Federal Government
interferes and makes decisions and
tells the doctor and the patient that
you are going to have to do it this way,
my way or the highway. We don’t want
that. The American people don’t want
that, and they said that loud and clear
during the August recess.

So number one in this Health Care
Bill of Rights is no government-run
health care system.
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The second item in the Bill of Rights
is no cuts to Medicare. Mr. Speaker, 1
have already talked about that in the
$500 billion, those Medicare cuts. It is
something like a $10 billion cut to the
hospice program. I think we all know
what the hospice program is. In the
last weeks, days, months of people’s
lives, we are going to cut that program
to provide access to health care for 5
percent of the population, many of
whom prefer not to have health insur-
ance and we are going to end up forcing
them to? No cuts to Medicare. Medi-
care needs to be shored up. It needs to
be improved.

Today, unless you are in a Medicare
Advantage program, you cannot go and
get an annual physical examination.
You can when you first turn 65 and get
on Medicare, that is called an entry-
level physical exam. But how about
when you are 68 or 72? You absolutely
on an annual basis need a physical ex-
amination as you age to make sure
that nothing has happened. And yet a
lot of seniors don’t go and get a phys-
ical because it is not paid for, and they
are on a fixed income. For goodness
sake, this year there is no increase in
COLA for Social Security. How are
they going to pay for these things? Yet,
instead of solving that problem and
putting more into Medicare, we are
going to take $500 billion out of it. It
makes no sense.

So under this Health Care Bill of
Rights, my bill, H.R. 3700, no cuts to
Medicare. And no new deficit spending.

You know, the President said, Mr.
Speaker, and he said it very clearly, 1
will not sign any bill that adds one
dime to the deficit. I think I am
quoting him word for word. Well, Mr.
President, you will like my bill be-
cause it says no new deficit spending.
We can do this without any additional
deficit spending. My colleagues, look
at H.R. 3400 and you will see, it can be
done without adding to the debt and
spending into red ink.

Colleagues, number four is a good one
and it is important to people across
this country. Number four on the
Health Care Bill of Rights, no new
taxes. No new taxes. These bills,
whether we are talking about H.R. 3200,
the House bill, or the bill that is com-
ing through the Senate, there are new
taxes all over the place. The Joint
Commission on Taxation has attested
to that. That is a bipartisan group. The
Congressional Budget Office has at-
tested to that. Again, a creation of the
Congress, they work for us, and their
director is chosen by the majority
party, indeed, by the Speaker of the
House.

And you ask the question: Are there
new taxes in here? Absolutely. There is
going to be a tax on every insurance
policy. The Senate bill is coming along
that is being marked up this week and
maybe next week as well, taxes some
health insurance policies 40 percent.
You put a 40 percent excise tax, Mr.
Speaker, on these insurance policies,
who pays that? I guarantee you the
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premiums go up, and John Q. Citizen,
who is not making $250,000 a year—the
President promised when he was cam-
paigning when he became President, if
he became President, and of course he
did, that nobody making less than
$250,000 a year would see any increase
in their taxes, not one dime, just like
he said there would be not one dime of
deficit spending for this health care,
oh, excuse me, health insurance re-
form. So no new taxes. H.R. 3400, no
new taxes.

The fifth thing on the group of ten,
no rationing of health care. This may
be one of the biggest concerns that our
citizens have. As a former physician,
OB/GYN doctor for 26 years, I can as-
sure you that people worry about this.
If we had this public plan, this public
option, the government competing
with the private marketplace, as H.R.
3200 calls for—and the Speaker and all
three of the chairmen of the commit-
tees of jurisdiction, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
WAXMAN, Mr. MILLER, they all want a
strong government hand to really ulti-
mately squeeze out the private market-
place. What happens is, and this is not
just PHIL GINGREY predicting this, Mr.
Speaker, this is the Lewin Group, a
well-respected group which says that
within 3 to 4 years, probably 100 mil-
lion people who today get their health
insurance through their employer and
they are happy with it, they will end
up losing that because the employer
will be in a position that it will be
cheaper for them to just pay a fine and
let them go into the government plan.

Well, so much for the President’s
promise that if you like what you have,
you can keep it. Until you can’t. You
know, this is something that I think
we need to hold the President’s feet to
the fire and say, look, let’s promise the
American people that they truly can
keep what they have if they like it.

So you get the situation where every-
body is on the government plan, well,
that’s when you get to the business of
rationing when maybe the party in
power has made a pledge of no new
taxes, they are not going to raise
taxes, and yet you have all these addi-
tional people, millions, maybe 100 mil-
lion that have morphed off of their em-
ployer plan into the government plan,
and we can’t pay for all of them. So
what are you going to do? You are
going to have to raise taxes and cut re-
imbursement to the providers, to our
rural hospitals who have a dispropor-
tionate share of the poor that they are
trying to treat and people who can’t
pay, so you are going to lower reim-
bursement to them.

And finally, you are going to say to
the patient, you know what, we would
love to be able to fix your hip, but you
are 85 years old and we just can’t afford
it. You are just going to have to take
a little Advil or aspirin. And by the
way, we will pay for a walker and an
alarm that you can wear on your belt if
you happen to fall. But we will not fix
your hip or replace your knee. That
happens in other countries that have
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single payer, government-run systems.
That will happen here unless my bill
passes which says no rationing of
health care.

Number six on the Health Care Bill of
Rights, no employer or individual man-
date to provide or have health insur-
ance.

Now look, colleagues, Mr. Speaker, of
course I want employers to continue to
provide that health insurance benefit
for their employees. I think that is
something that people have come over
the last 75 years in this country to ex-
pect. A decent job includes health care
coverage for you and hopefully your
family, and that your employer pays
the bigger percentage of that, and the
amount you have to pay is a smaller
amount. And I want employers to con-
tinue to do that and provide that ben-
efit and not whittle away at how much
they pay versus how much the em-
ployee has to pay.

I would encourage every person in
this country, every adult who is work-
ing, whether they are 21 years old or 72
years old, to have health insurance. I
think it is important especially to have
catastrophic coverage, even if you
think you are 10 feet tall and bullet-
proof and you are 26 years old and you
don’t smoke or drink alcohol and exer-
cise on a regular basis, nobody in your
family has ever suffered from cancer or
heart disease, and your grandparents
and great-grandparents lived to be 100
years old, and you think, I don’t need
this. I can’t afford it, for one thing. I
am paying for a car and rent on an
apartment. I have $125,000 in student
loans with interest that I am trying to
pay off. I can’t afford this.

And then you convince them, yes, but
what if you get hit by a truck? What if
you are the person who comes down
with insulin-dependent diabetes or high
blood pressure or heart disease and you
are not covered? So at least purchase a
health care insurance policy that gives
you catastrophic coverage in the event
of a catastrophe.

In the halls of the hospitals I worked
in, we used to refer to those as
“horrendaplasties,”” when something
horrible happens to a person, and it
could, any motor vehicle accident.
Have that catastrophic coverage. Get
an insurance policy where you have a
high deductible and maybe you have to
pay $3,000 or $4,000 out of your own
pocket before insurance kicks in, but
we want to encourage people to at least
do that.

But this bill, the big fat one, H.R.
3200, actually allows the government to
say, no, that is not good enough. You
have a mandate. You have to have
health insurance, but this high deduct-
ible, low premium that you can afford,
that gives you that catastrophic cov-
erage, that doesn’t count. We are not
going to count that as health insur-
ance. And so we are going to mandate
that you have coverage and we are
going to mandate that you have high
first dollar and very high premium
that you can’t afford, and you are prob-
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ably not eligible for Medicaid or some
safety net program or a government
subsidy. And yet we are going to hold a
gun to these people’s head, Mr. Speak-
er, and say you have to have health in-
surance, and if you don’t, the IRS is
going to fine you $25,000 and you could
be charged with a misdemeanor and
spend a year in jail.

My colleagues, is that America? 1
mean, you know, I try to always keep
a copy of the Constitution in my pock-
et, and sure enough, here it is, the Con-
stitution of the United States. If you
g0 to the glossary, you are not going to
find anything in here about mandatory
health care. No. You talk about the
Bill of Rights and freedom of speech
and press and religion, but there is
nothing in here about forcing people in
this country against their will, even
though it is good public policy for
them to have health insurance, and we
would encourage and try to provide, as
we do in H.R. 3400, the 250-page bill, to
help them be able to get an affordable
policy, but to force them to buy some-
thing they can’t afford, no.

So number 6 in the Health Care Bill
of Rights, no individual or employer
mandate. Just encourage them and
help them to be able to do that.

Number 7, and this is what created
all of the controversy, Mr. Speaker,
when the President was right here at
the dais giving yet again a fantastic
speech, as he always does, and talked
about, made the comment that in his
health care reform plan, that no illegal
immigrant would be eligible for any
government subsidy, and then the com-
ment was made, and you know the rest
of the story.

But truth in fact is, and that’s the
reason for number 7, no taxpayer fund-
ed coverage for illegal immigrants in
my bill, H.R. 3700. No taxpayer funded
coverage for illegal immigrants.
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I think the President realized
though, after he made that speech here
a couple of weeks ago, and maybe his
crackerjack staff told him, said, Mr.
President, you know, there is this
problem in the bill where it doesn’t
make people verify who they are. You
know, they don’t have to show a photo
ID or a secure Social Security number
to attest that truly they are here in
this country legally. And if you don’t
require that, as we do, by the way, Mr.
Speaker, in other safety-net programs
like Medicaid and like the SCHIP pro-
gram, the Children’s Health Insurance
Program, if we don’t require that in
this new reform bill, you are going to
have—let me tell you, that’s just—you
might as well point a strong electro-
magnet to the southern border and say,
you know, Come on, hey, have we get a
deal for you. We’ve got a great edu-
cation system. We’ve got a great
health care system, the best in the
world and, you know, you too can
enjoy that.

No, the American people don’t want
it. I don’t want it, nobody in this
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Chamber should want it. So no tax-
payer-funded coverage for illegal immi-
grants. Number 7. Now, the last three
items in this Health Care Bill of
Rights, we’ve spent a little time here,
Mr. Speaker, talking about what my
bill would prohibit in any health care
or health insurance reform. Now, I
want to talk about the next three
items, 8, 9 and 10, which would assure
what we have in any health care re-
form bill or health insurance reform.

And Number 8, and the President has
been very firm on this, and I agree with
him completely. The Democratic ma-
jority has been very firm on this, and I
agree with them completely. Pre-
existing condition coverage. Insurance
companies would not be allowed to
deny coverage to people because of pre-
existing conditions. And that denial
can take two shapes, Mr. Speaker. It
can be an outright denial of saying, No,
I'm sorry, you know, you’ve got high
blood pressure or you’'ve got diabetes
or you’ve had a coronary bypass and
we’re not going to offer you insurance.
You’re just not insurable. You’re too
big a risk for us.

Or they could do it another way and
say, oh, yeah, heck yeah, we’ll cover
you. We're a great, good company and
want to get some good PR out of this.
But oh, by the way, your premium’s
going to be four times standard rates.

Well, that’s pretty much a denial too.
People can’t afford that, so Number 8 is
very important. Preexisting condition
coverage. You know, you think about
somebody that—I talked about young
people and wanting to encourage them
to have health insurance. Let’s say you
are 19 years old, straight out of high
school and have your first job, or 25
years old, right out of college or grad-
uate school, have your first job, and
you’re one of those people I described
that’s in good health and you think,
gee, you know, I'd rather just kind of
g0 bare and pay my own way. And I'll
put money aside each month in an es-
crow account. I'll have a special sav-
ings account, and I'll save this money,
and when I need it—hopefully I won’t.
Maybe I’'ll have an annual physical and
spend $175. But I'm not going to get
sick because I'm taking care of myself.
I’'m not like a lot of people who show
no personal responsibility in regard to
their own health.

And so you know, they really don’t
want to spend $400, $500, $600 a month
paying a premium when they’re not
using it. But they do it anyway. They
do it anyway. And they work for a
company for 20 years, and for the first
15 they’re paying that same premium
that everybody else pays. They have to
because of the Federal law, called
HIPPA, and they’re paying those pre-
miums but yet the insurance company
is not having to pay out any claims for
them.

But during that time, you know, all
of a sudden they get a little skin can-
cer that has to be removed. Or maybe
they have a little chest pain and it
turns out they’ve got some coronary

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

blockage or their blood pressure goes
up. And you know, here they’ve been
paying, and then all of a sudden we get
an economy like we have today and
they lose their job, and then they try
to get insurance after COBRA runs out,
if they’re even eligible—they have to
work for a company that has more
than 20 employees to be eligible for
COBRA. And let’s say that runs out.
And then they’re out of luck. Mr.
Speaker, they can’t get coverage.

Well, that’s not fair. That’s abso-
lutely unfair. And I would say, under
Number 8, to the insurance companies,
you need to cover that person for the
rest of their life, or at least until they
go on Medicare, and you need to cover
them at standard rates because you
have made a really good profit off of
them and now, when they need you,
you should not be allowed to abandon
them. These are the kind of things that
we can agree on. And I think we do.
And quite honestly, Mr. Speaker, I
think the insurance industry, the
health insurance industry, they’re
ready to do that. They have already
made commitments and they’re ready
to do that. And these are some of the
things that we can do. And that’s Num-
ber 8 in my Health Care Bill of Rights.

The ninth thing, we’ve already
talked about a little bit, medical liabil-
ity reform. You know, there are a lot
of different ideas out there, not just
mine, although I've introduced a bill
every year since I've been here for the
last 7 years, calling on certain specific
things. I won’t get into the details
today, Mr. Speaker, but it’s called the
Health Act. And it’s a fair bill that
guarantees that patients that get in-
jured by a health care provider or hos-
pital where they’re practicing below
the standard of care for that commu-
nity, they’ve just messed up, that pa-
tients do not lose their right to a re-
dress of their grievances to be com-
pensated for their lost wages and for
any health care that they need for the
rest of their lives, quite honestly. In
some cases you're talking about a com-
pensation or a judgment in the mil-
lions of dollars.

So we don’t deny that in wanting li-
ability reform. What we try to do is cut
down on frivolous lawsuits so that doc-
tors are not spending so much time
worrying about this and running up the
cost of health care for everybody else
by ordering needless, cover-your-back
tests that, in some cases, could be
downright detrimental to the health of
the patient. And of course, so many
doctors in high-risk specialties, at a
fairly young age, before they turn 50,
they give it up. They stop delivering
babies. They won’t go to the emer-
gency room. So surely the President
means what he says when at least he
promises pilot projects on medical 1i-
ability reform.

Please, Mr. President, please, it could
save $120 billion a year. You would not
have to tax people, the small business
men and women $800 billion and cause
us to lose more jobs, and you would not
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have to gut Medicare if you’ll do these
things. And Number 10. And this is the
last in the list of the 10 prescriptions
for a healthy America, called the
Health Care Bill of Rights, H.R. 3700,
the promise to reduce health care cost.
Why should we do anything if it
doesn’t bring down the cost? And so
far, Mr. Speaker, the Congressional
Budget Office is just saying repeatedly,
it doesn’t.

What this bill, H.R. 3200, no matter
how you slice it and dice it and com-
bine it with the one out of the Ways
and Means Committee and the one that
came through the Education and Labor
Committee and you shake it all around
and let it come through the Rules Com-
mittee; it doesn’t bring down the cost.
In fact, it bends the curve in the wrong
direction. So my bill would assure that
we reduce health care cost. H.R. 3400
does that. Senator Dr. ToM COBURN’S
bill that he cosponsored with Rep-
resentative PAUL RYAN from Wis-
consin, our ranking member on the
Budget Committee here in the House—
that bill brings down the cost of health
care.

So that’s my pledge. That’s the bill
that I wanted to talk about today to
my colleagues, Mr. Speaker, and I hope
that they will look at it. You know,
I’'ve got a—I carry this around in my
pocket. And colleagues, you can go to
gingrey.house.gov and look for the
Health Care Bill of Rights or 10 Pre-
scriptions for a Healthy America.
That’s what we’ve talked about here
over this last hour, almost an hour.
And I commend it to my colleagues,
and I welcome their ideas. My door’s
open, just as the President said his
door’s open and he welcomes our ideas.
It’s a sharing. It’s a bipartisan thing.
Yes, let’s stop bickering and let’s get
the job done. I thank you for the time,
Mr. Speaker, and I will now yield back.

——
HEALTH CARE REFORM

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.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the privilege and honor of ad-
dressing you here on the floor of the
House of Representatives. And I also
appreciate the opportunity to listen to
my good friend and colleague, Dr.
GINGREY from Georgia. I think he’s ac-
tually putting out a few more words
per minute than he usually does. This
is a passionate subject matter for him,
and the bills that he’s introduced and
the foundation that he’s laid, I think,
is an excellent rebuttal to the state-
ment that was made earlier in the 5
minutes by the gentlelady from Cali-
fornia who said, Republicans, where is
your plan on health care?

Well, we have many, many plans on
health care. And we have many, many
ideas on how to address this. And they
are consistent. They are consistent
with human freedom and the instincts
of humanity. They’re consistent with
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the marketplace, consistent with the
foundation of what has made this a
great country. And on the other side of
the aisle they seem to be consistent
with managed economies and managed
societies, the kind of societies that
have always failed, the kind of soci-
eties that have drained away human
ambition and put countries, entire na-
tionalities in a position where, I be-
lieve it was Ronald Reagan that said,
In the Soviet Union they pretend to
pay people, and in the Soviet Union,
people pretend to work.

There’s something about human na-
ture that we understand over here on
this side of the aisle, and we want the
best out of all of us. And so I'd take us
back to the broader structure of what
has been delivered here on the House.
There’s really only one bill out here
that has passed out of committees and
is before the American people as the
subject matter to be discussed, and
that is, here in the House, H.R. 3200.
And I have, first, Mr. Speaker, a dia-
gram of the previous bill that came out
in 1993 and ’94 that was known in many
ways as HillaryCare. And so I have an
observation here that I will post. This,
Mr. Speaker, is the flow chart of
HillaryCare. This is out of the archives
of the New York Times. And it also is
very close, if not identical to the flow
chart that was on the wall of my office
back in the early and mid-nineties, ac-
tually all the way through the nine-
ties.

This is the flow chart that was laid
out when the previous attempt to take
over health care, for the government to
take over the American health care
system, was made. Here, on this floor,
a few feet behind where I stand now, at
the time President Bill Clinton came
to the floor, September 22, 1993, and he
did the unprecedented thing. He asked
to address a joint session in Congress
to speak of a subject matter that
wasn’t about war. That was the unprec-
edented component of it. But it was
about the Federal Government taking
over 100 percent of the health insur-
ance and health care delivery system
in the United States of America. That
is a huge reach, and it was something
that mobilized the American people in
opposition. There were good reports on
President Clinton’s speech imme-
diately after he gave it, because he,
like our current President, had an abil-
ity and retains that ability to be a
compelling speaker and to move people
with the force of his words and not nec-
essarily the force of ideas, but the tone
and the force of the words themselves.

So President Clinton, in the after-
math of that September 22, 1993, speech
right here to this joint session of Con-
gress, his numbers moved and it looked
like he had perhaps broken the dam
and there was going to be a National
Health Care Act that would transform
and take over the entire health insur-
ance industry and the health care de-
livery system in the United States.
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We know how that came out, Mr.
Speaker. We look back on that 15 years
ago, we know how it came out. And
that was there was a push-back across
the land. I don’t know that we actually
used that expression in those days. But
I recall Harry Louis and I recall Sen-
ator Phil Gramm, who, right down this
hallway at the other end of the doors
that you and I are facing, Mr. Speaker,
at the other end of this Capitol Build-
ing, stood on the floor of the United
States Senate and he said, This Na-
tional Health Care Act will pass over
my cold, dead, political body. That was
Senator Phil Gramm. And a lot of peo-
ple thought that his political body was
going to be cold and dead and that we
would have HillaryCare in America.

It didn’t take 15 years to find the re-
sults of that, Mr. Speaker, because the
American people rejected the idea that
the freedom that they had to purchase
their own health insurance and the
freedom that they had to make many
of their own decisions with their doctor
in the marketplace would be taken
away, and it would be government run
and government owned.

This is the flowchart that described
it better than anything else. I would
submit as we look at these stacks of
bills, an 1,100-page bill in H.R. 3200, the
health care bill that has passed out of
committee and is here waiting to come
to the floor of the House, you can’t un-
derstand the language; I don’t care how
good a lawyer you are if you have some
diagrams. And you have to be able to
look at the flowchart and track
through the diagrams to find out what
the language does, draw some pictures,
s0 to speak. And even then I believe it
is impossible for a single individual to
analyze this legislation and be able to
predict the pitfalls that are created by
the vagaries in the language. There are
many.

But this was enough to scare the liv-
ing daylights out of the American peo-
ple and me. And in fact, Mr. Speaker,
this flowchart was one of the signifi-
cant components that drove me to take
time away from my private business,
the construction business that I start-
ed in 1975.

And, Mr. Speaker, I seldom tell the
story about that background, but I
think for the sake of those who are lis-
tening—and we all want to evaluate
the background of the people that are
making recommendations for all 306
million Americans. For me, Mr. Speak-
er, I grew up in a lower-middle class
family. My father was a law enforce-
ment worker, a manager of the State
police radio station, middle-level man-
agement. So he had pressure from the
Governor on down and then he had
some people who worked underneath
him. Great reverence for the rule of
law, a profound work ethic that some-
thing had to be going on all the time
and you had to constantly be making
progress.

That was my background. No busi-
ness background.
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But by 1975, Mr. Speaker, I had con-
cluded that if I were going to control
my destiny, it didn’t pay for me to sit
back and wait for the government to
send me a check. The eagle wasn’t
going to fly for STEVE KING unless I did
something to make the nest and get
the eggs laid and hatch those eggs out.
I had to take care of my own destiny.

So one day in June of 1975, I decided
that I didn’t have a lot of alternatives,
but one of those was to take a risk and
a chance and start a business. And I de-
cided it was the best alternative. And
so by August of that year, I had bor-
rowed a hundred percent and gone out
and bought a bulldozer, and that was
the business, it was the foundation of
the business. I don’t know how many
hundred pounds of welding rods I
burned on that machine and how much
repair work I had to do just to put it
out on the job for the first hour. By the
way, it broke down again in the first
half a day and back to the shop it went,
and I had to tear it completely down,
rebuild it again and try again.

Many of us who have started busi-
nesses got knocked down over and over
again, picked ourselves up again, and
in the process of doing that were forced
to learn the components of running a
business. And anybody that started out
with—1I’ll say for me it was a negative
net worth in a highly capital-intensive
business and had to meet payroll and
meet the government regulations. And
by the way, back then—I did a count. I
had 43 government agencies that regu-
lated my business. I had to answer to 43
government agencies, and if any one of
them stepped in at any time and de-
clared me to be out of compliance, they
could either levy a fine or shut me
down.

Government was then the biggest
fear that I had when I started the busi-
ness. I wasn’t worried so much about
whether I could do the work or I could
repair the machines or whether I could
drive the truck. I wasn’t even so wor-
ried about whether I could market the
service that I had decided to provide.
All of those things were going to take
time and effort, and all of those skills
had to be improved upon. But the one I
was most concerned about was how do
I possibly meet all of the government
regulations that I don’t even know.

And there isn’t any one single con-
tact go-to point that any person who is
starting a business to find out how
many regulations you’re going to have
to meet, what will be the nature of
that regulation. If you just stacked it
all up, stacked up all of the paperwork
and the regulations for 43 agencies that
regulated me at that time, if I had
known that, that would have been
enough to scare me completely out of
business before I ever went into busi-
ness.

I lay this background to tell you, Mr.
Speaker, that I met payroll for over 28
years, over 1,400 consecutive weeks,
and I paid myself last, if at all; and I
paid my employees first and then I fed
the kids. But we got through those
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years, and we had our ups and downs.
And I would never categorize it as a
magnificent success except that being
a business owner, a founder and a man-
ager had laid the groundwork for me to
understand the components of the
other businesses in the country and
gave me the tools that I had the flexi-
bility to raise my family in a fashion
that I thought was far more construc-
tive than it might have been if some-
one else were telling me when and
where I was going to show up to work.
And it also gave me a burning desire to
try to clear some of the path for others
that might want to do the same thing.

So regulation has always been, I'll
say in the last couple of generations
anyway, the number one concern of
business. What will government do not
for us, but what will government do to
us.

So this was 19756 when I began. We
had our ups and downs, Mr. Speaker. I
had barely gotten a position that I was
even there to be a target of the farm
crisis in the 1980s. But I went through
all of that, and many of us got ham-
mered flat over and over again and got
back up. And some of my neighbors
didn’t make it. And some of them,
their spirit was destroyed even though
they made it. Those were tough years.

And the floods in 1993 and the other
experiences along the way that I could
chart on my financial statements, the
ups and downs, all are triggered with
some kind of an event.

But the experience of dealing with
government and the experience of hav-
ing to be my own accountant, me-
chanic, truck driver, my own sales
manager, my own human resources
manager, my own equipment operator,
sometimes my shovel operator, some-
times the wrench operator, sometimes
just the person who is the super-
intendent that steers everybody else
when things are working and it’s all in
tune, that’s when you’re the least busy.
I went through all of that.

I had to also deal with lawyers and
insurance men and also, of course, our
bankers. All of that laid a background
and I think a knowledge base that’s
been so very useful here in public life.

But of all of the things that I men-
tioned, the one that’s concerned me the
most from the beginning, and the
greatest impediment to people who
might be entrepreneurs that want to
establish and found a business, are gov-
ernment regulations. And this spider
web of government regulations that
were created by HillaryCare was
enough to—didn’t scare me out of busi-
ness because it didn’t pass over Sen-
ator Phil Gramm’s cold, dead, political
body, but it was enough to scare me to-
wards politics, if not completely into
politics. And I think it was enough to
scare the living daylights out of the
American people, and they killed
HillaryCare.

Now we have the modern era. Fast
forward 15 years, Mr. Speaker. The pre-
vious chart, Mr. Speaker, was black
and white. This is in full living techni-
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color. This is a 2009 version, the most
recent version of a government take-
over of the health care industry; and I
mean, Mr. Speaker, the health insur-
ance industry and the health care de-
livery industry in America. This 17%
percent of our Nation’s economy and
this flowchart with this full color is
scarier yet.

Now, I don’t mean that it’s actually
scarier by functionality, because mar-
ginally it at least leaves the oppor-
tunity for health insurance companies
to survive for a while. But, Mr. Speak-
er, it certainly sets the scene for the
destruction of every private health in-
surance company in the United States
and the elimination, potentially, of
every health insurance policy in the
United States. In fact, H.R. 3200 com-
pels that every health insurance policy
within 5 years be approved by the
health choices administration commis-
sioner.

This bill sets up a new health choices
czar. It calls him a commissioner be-
cause Americans are full up to here
with czars, but this is a health choice
administration commissioner. I don’t
know that he’s a czar; I don’t know
that he’s a commissioner; I don’t know
if he’s a commissar. So I have called
him the Health choice administration’s
commi-czar-issioner. And he would be
the person who heads up this commis-
sion through which every health insur-
ance company here, the private insur-
ers, everything in white on this are ex-
isting. Those in color are newly created
agencies, departments, and function-
alities.

Thirteen hundred private health in-
surance companies. That sounds like a
big number. Some of those companies
have names for the different States
that they operate in. But, Mr. Speaker,
1,300 health insurance companies here
and the 100,000 potential, I'll say exist-
ing, policy variations here, the tradi-
tional health insurance plans, would
all have to be qualified by this new
commi-czar-issioner’s board in order to
provide through this period of 5 years
to qualify, in order to provide the
qualified health benefits plans.

So every health insurance policy in
America would have 5 years to be ap-
proved by the new health choices
commi-czar-issioner. And the regula-
tions would be written by them. So we
have a piece of legislation that sets up
a commission that would write new
regulations, the commission to be
named later, to write regulations that
would be named later that would con-
trol the destiny of 1,300 health insur-
ance companies and 100,000 health in-
surance policy varieties, options that
the American people have.

All of that would have to jump
through the hoops to be created later
after the legislation has passed by peo-
ple to be appointed later, including the
health choice administration commi-
czar-issioner.

So for the President to make the
promise to the American people that if
you like your health insurance policy
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and your doctor, don’t worry, you get
to keep it—if you noticed, he had to
change the language when he stood
here and gave his address to the joint
session of Congress—I believe that was
September 8. That’s within a day, Mr.
Speaker, and his language changed to
actually be: ‘“Nothing in this bill will
force you to give up your doctor or
your health insurance policy.”

Well, I don’t know that that’s true
because something in this bill may
force those companies out of business
and may disqualify your health insur-
ance policy, and it may discourage
your doctor to the point where he de-
cides that he wants to go drive a taxi
cab like they do in Cuba. If you want
to meet a doctor in Cuba, take a taxi.
You’ll get in the back seat of a 1954
Chevy with a five cylinder Russian die-
sel in it, and the guy behind the wheel
might be a doctor. They have a lot of
doctors in Cuba. It pays better to drive
a taxi cab.

So this reach that we have of taking
the private insurance companies, 1,300,
and force their 100,000 policies to go
through new regulations to be writ-
ten—and we know there are going to be
fewer than 100,000 policies—so people
will lose their policies.

I hope the President, Mr. Speaker,
turns on C-SPAN and understands
what I’'m saying. He can’t say it any
more, Mr. President. If anything more
like this passes, people will lose their
policies, and they’re likely to lose their
doctor.

And you haven’t told the Speaker of
the House that she can’t support some-
thing like this if she’s going to be con-
sistent with the intent of the language
that she used herself.

So, Mr. Speaker, I'll submit that
this, the recharacterization, needs to
revert back to the language of the bill.
And we need to understand what hap-
pens when bureaucrats make decisions.
And by the way, we sometimes just
need to listen to the people on the
other side of the aisle. They’re for sin-
gle-payer government takeover. A hun-
dred or more of them have signed a let-
ter saying they would vote against a
health care bill if it didn’t have a ‘‘gov-
ernment option.” Excuse me, that’s
not the right quote. The quote is a
“public option.”

Mr. Speaker, a public option is a gov-
ernment option. It is a government
takeover of the health care industry
eventually. And, by the way, this is the
purple circle of the 100,000—it won’t be
100,000—but those that are left of the
original 100,000 policies and the 1,300
companies. This purple circle, the
qualified health benefits plans, that
will be the private sector that actually
meets the regulations after 5 years.

Fewer companies, fewer policies. We
don’t know how many, but we do know
this: the government then would
produce a public health plan. That’s
the second purple circle here. They
would be under this health insurance
exchange. So envision that as maybe
an Internet site you would go to that
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had a series of bureaucrats behind
there that would make recommenda-
tions, evaluate policies, and let you
look at the government option versus
the private sector option.
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But this public health plan, this gov-
ernment option, has to be set up with
Federal taxpayer dollars. You can’t
start an insurance company without
capital. Where is it going to come
from? The American taxpayers. And
where does our money come from now
after we have long past burned through
the tax revenue for the 2009 fiscal year?
It comes from the Chinese and the
Saudis. And we are borrowing money
from foreign countries. We are bor-
rowing money to buy things from
them, and now we would be borrowing
money to start up a health insurance
company. In any case, it would be na-
tional debt money, billions that would
be the capital foundation to set up an
insurance company so that there would
be conceivably 1,301 health insurance
companies. One more company.

The President’s view was, we need
more competition in the health insur-
ance industry. So, if 1,300 companies is
not enough, set up a Federal company.
That will be the difference. And we will
borrow money and put billions into it.
And now this enterprise, this Federal
enterprise that is in direct competition
with the private companies has to suc-
ceed.

Well, if it can’t sell policies, it can’t
succeed. So how does the government
g0 about doing this? Well, they set the
premiums low enough and the benefits
competitive enough that they can get
people to buy the policies, otherwise
they are an irrelevant entity.

So I guess you would say that’s fine,
except we need to understand this. The
regulations that would be written for
the government plan would be regula-
tions that are written so the govern-
ment plan can compete with all of
these private plans, which means that
the regulations would be written to
favor the government plan. And the
premiums the government would
charge would be premiums that are de-
signed to be competitive, and I’'m going
to say likely cheaper than can be of-
fered in the private sector. And so the
result of that will be that either we are
going to have to subsidize the govern-
ment plan health insurance company,
or we are going to have to regulate
these private sector businesses out of
business.

It’s how government operates. We
have several models that we can look
at.

The simplest and most stark of them
all is the National Flood Insurance
Program. If you want to know, Mr.
Speaker, how health insurance will go
if we have the government option, look
at the National Flood Insurance Pro-
gram. We had a government option on
Federal flood insurance. In 1968, this
Congress passed legislation that estab-
lished the National Flood Insurance
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Program. We had property and cas-
ualty insurance companies in the pri-
vate sector that sold flood insurance.
But when the government got involved,
they set new premiums and new regula-
tions, and they still couldn’t crack into
the market well enough. And so then
they passed a regulation that required
that a real estate loan through a na-
tional bank had to include flood insur-
ance. And when they put that mandate
on the national banks, they required
the flood insurance to be purchased—
from where? The Federal Government.
With premiums set by? The Federal
Government.

Today, it is impossible to buy flood
insurance in America from anyone
other than the National Flood Insur-
ance Program because the Federal Gov-
ernment has squeezed out all of the
competition, and the Federal Govern-
ment owns the entire territory.

We have today—I say ‘‘we,” the Fed-
eral Government has a monopoly on
flood insurance. And their operation is
pretty wobbly because they are $19.2
billion in the red. That’s billion with a
B, Mr. Speaker. The National Flood In-
surance premiums don’t reflect the
risk. They’ve pushed out all the com-
petition. They’ve lowered the pre-
miums. And now what are we doing as
a result? We are building more and
more and developing more and more
real estate in floodplains because the
premiums for the flood insurance are
cheaper than the risk. And so people
can do that, and we create more risk
accordingly.

The markets, Mr. Speaker, can re-
strain and bring about rational deci-
sions. Bureaucrats make mistakes over
and over again. That’s the Federal
flood insurance. That’s what will hap-
pen to this Federal health insurance if
it should get passed.

In addition, we have the school loan
program. Twenty-five years ago, that
was completely private. The private
lending institutions set up the school
loan program. But today, thanks to
some very liberal Members of Congress,
it looks like the steps have been taken
that will, within a very short period of
time, squeeze out what is left of the
private school loan program, the school
loan program, where I will predict that
within 5 years from today, if there isn’t
a dramatic difference in the elections
that are taking place in this country,
there will be nothing but government
student loans. There will no longer be
any private student loans.

This is a country that was built on
free enterprise. We are a proud and
independent people. We are slowly set-
tling into dependence.

We have handed over the private sec-
tor flood insurance. And by the way, in
the State of Florida, they have State
hurricane insurance now that owns
that market, because they decided gov-
ernment could do it better than the
private sector.

Over and over again, we give up our
freedoms and we forget about the
underpinnings of American exception-

October 1, 2009

alism and the markets and personal re-
sponsibility. I heard the gentleman
from Ohio say last night, I believe it
was, that if you get sick, you may have
to go into bankruptcy to pay your
bills. He then asked the question, is
that freedom? Well, yes, actually. This
is a country that if you’re going to
have freedom, you have to be willing to
take some risks. You have to have the
freedom to succeed, and you have to
have the freedom to fail.

Now, I'm all about, and many of us
are about reaching out to our neigh-
bors and our friends, and we don’t want
people that have been responsible to
have to pay a consequence because
they happen to be very misfortunate.
But by the same token, I don’t want to
take away the personal responsibility
from the American people.

I remember when Jimmy Carter was
running for President. He said this pro-
found thing. Well, for Jimmy Carter,
this was a profound thing. He said, the
people that work should live better
than those that don’t. Now I don’t
know whether he actually lived by that
or set policy by that. But I remember
when he said that because it caught my
attention. This was maybe 1976 or so.
The people that work should live better
than those that don’t. The people who
step up and take responsibility should
at least have a modicum of benefit for
taking that responsibility.

But the effort over on the Democrat
side of the aisle seems to be take all
the responsibility away from the peo-
ple because I think they disrespect the
ability, the work ethic, the character,
the morality, the discipline, the edu-
cation, the intellect and the core val-
ues that we have as American people.

We can rise above anything. Mr.
Speaker, we are not a regular people
here in America. We’re Americans.
We’re not just an extension of Europe.
That was the base of our original popu-
lation. We are far different from that.
We are a people that are the recipients
of all the best that came from Western
civilization. But we have got also the
cream of the crop from every donor civ-
ilization.

The vitality that it must have taken
and the dreams that it must have
taken to be able to get on a ship and
find a way to barter your way for pas-
sage or pay the passage to come across
here. My great grandfather multiple
times over came over here in 1757 from
England. He served as an indentured
servant in a livery stable and paid off
his passage. He was the father of 17
kids, and their dreams were realized.
And multiple generations arrived here
that way. That’s part of what is the
core of who it is to be an American. It
is not a normal, regular thing. We’'re
not just an extension of Europe or any
other country. We have a special vital-
ity, because it has been hard to get
here, and you had to have a dream to
come here. The people that didn’t have
a dream stayed home in their own
country. And some of them sat back
and didn’t work and didn’t excel.
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Many came here for religious free-
dom. Many came here for economic
freedom. And many more came here for
religious and economic freedom. That
beacon of the Statue of Liberty was in
the minds of the American people and
an inspiration for the world long before
the statute was put up at Ellis Island.
We are a unique people that have relied
upon this freedom. Our vitality has
been an inspiration for the world.

We sit in the Congress and we begin
to erode these freedoms one after an-
other after another and trade them off
for a dependency. If we take this false
clarion call that somehow we can push
the expenses for this, the debt for this,
off on to the succeeding generations,
what moral standard would anyone
have to make a declaration to the lit-
tle kids growing up in America and
those children not born, that we, our
generation, in our time, have somehow
a right to put them in debt in the first
place? And secondly, what right do we
have to put them in debt because we
want to give everybody in America not
health care—not health care—because
everybody in America has access to
health care. The argument is we want
to give everybody in America a health
insurance policy created by the govern-
ment.

Think how this works. This single-
payer national health care plan is the
goal of the President of the United
States, the goal of the Speaker of the
House and the goal of the leadership
here. And I know that there is ref-
erence made to the chairman of the Ju-
diciary Committee, Mr. CONYERS. I
went back and pulled a bill that he had
introduced on health care in 1981. It’s
getting to be a while back now, 28
years ago. I know Mr. GINGREY ref-
erenced him in his earlier speech. But I
read the bill. That bill I read. It was
about 167 pages. It sets up a United
States health services department, an
agency.

It says in there that every human
being, every person, in the United
States, legal and illegal, whatever
their status might be, whatever their
proclivities might be, has a right to
quality, timely and respectful health
care, a right to this in 1981. It’s pretty
astonishing to read that.

Now you can have that concept, I
guess, and that is the concept of the
chairman. But to follow this thing
along, he also declares that everybody
has a right to this health care, legal
and illegal, but in addition, all health
care workers will be salaried employ-
ees. So he sets up a national company
to manage all the health care in Amer-
ica, and no worker can be there work-
ing off a fee for service. The brilliant
surgeons that are creating new ways to
save lives and improve the quality of
lives, and new surgical techniques and
new equipment, they would all have to
be paid at the end of the month just
like the person who is, let me say,
maintaining the building.

It takes away the incentive. You
have forgotten completely about the
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difference between being an American
and being a regular dependent soul in a
social democracy in Western Europe,
for example.

We have got to remember: We are
Americans. We are a distinct group of
people. That kind of idea of socialized
medicine is anathema to freedom-lov-
ing, freedom-breathing people. If we
bargain it away, it’s never to be re-
tained again, not in this generation,
not in any other.

I will conclude and go to the gen-
tleman from Missouri.

There’s a lot at stake here. The fu-
ture of America is at stake. And it is
not just this national health care act.
It is the socialized medicine that lies
underneath it. It is the cap-and-trade
which pushes our industry to India and
China. It’s the comprehensive amnesty
policy that they are preparing to de-
liver. If any combination of these three
should become law, they will try to
ram the rest of them through. And
that, Mr. Speaker, sounds to me like
the end of American freedom.

I will stand and fight it every step of
the way, as will my friend from Mis-
souri (Mr. AKIN) to whome I will be
very happy to yield whatever time he
may consume.

Mr. AKIN. It’s my pleasure to join
my good friend. And as you talk a lit-
tle bit about freedom, you have spoken
in somewhat general terms about the
effects of the government taking over
paying the doctors and what that
would do. But I would like to get a lit-
tle bit more into the details, because I
think we have to remember the results
of what that freedom has done in the
area of medicine.

The level of innovation that has oc-
curred in medicine in a free society
such as ours is just incredible. And it is
America that drives all of these new
developments of various drugs. It is
America that is driving all of these
things like laser surgery for eyes.

We see examples now of something
that was considered a very risky and
strange procedure that wasn’t covered
by insurance company, called Lasik
surgery for your eyes, which now is tre-
mendously common. My wife had some
10 years ago, and her vision was ter-
rible. It’s much better than mine now
because of the fact we had this innova-
tion. We have innovation in terms of
heart surgery and the way that we deal
with that. My dad just had a seven-way
heart bypass. That was something that
wasn’t available 30, 40 years ago. And
he is surviving and doing well at 88
yvears old. There are so many different
kinds of innovations, use of radiation
which is now focused in a very, very
tiny area to be able to destroy cancer,
and different types of drugs and things.
All of this innovation is the product of
freedom, because as people take risks
and try new ideas, new and better ways
to do things are born.

It struck me, my good friend from
Iowa, that it was said that it wasn’t
until about the First World War that
when you got sick and went to a doctor
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that you came out ahead. In other
words, if you went to see a doctor be-
fore World War I, it was certainly after
the Civil War, but if you got sick and
went to see a doctor, at least 50 percent
of the time you would leave the doctor
worse than where you started. And
that is, of course, kind of a grim situa-
tion to be very sick and have to see a
doctor knowing you have got less than
a b0 percent chance to do better than
when you started.

Mr. KING of Iowa. If the gentleman
would yield, how would you compare
those results to the results of dealing
with the Pelosi Congress today?

Mr. AKIN. I'm afraid that America is
probably less healthy under the results
of the Pelosi Congress. If you were to
judge in economic terms, you would be
talking in trillion-dollar measure-
ments of less healthy. You would be
talking about excessive spending and
excessive government control.

I think sometimes history is so close
to us we fail to grasp the significance.
Did you ever stop to think that the
President of the United States fired the
President of General Motors? That is
an incredible intrusion that our fore-
fathers would say, What? I can’t be-
lieve that.

And now we are talking about this
isn’t just a sort of semi-benign Lyndon
Baines Johnson war on poverty. He fig-
ured out there were people that were
hungry out there, so he decides to hand
out some food stamps, which has
turned out to be a very corrupt pro-
gram.
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So he decides to hand out some food
stamps, which has turned out to be a
very corrupt program, but he didn’t try
to have the government take over
every supermarket and every farm in
America.

You’ve got 100 million people that
have got good health insurance, good
relations with their doctors and hos-
pitals, getting good medical treatment,
and for what he started saying, 30 mil-
lion, and then your chart I see coming
up is going to explain about how small
this is.

So we’re going to basically have the
government take over the entire sys-
tem and mess everything up for 100
million people in order to try and help
15 million? I mean, just the common
sense of this. And you’re talking about
the Pelosi Congress. I will tell you, the
patient is a lot sicker than they were 6
months ago, my friend.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming my
time and thanking the gentleman from
Missouri, and I hope we can continue
this dialogue. You’ve inspired me to go
with this other chart. Some say 50 mil-
lion uninsured. The highest number 1
generally hear is 44 million to 47 mil-
lion, but this is the 47 million unin-
sured chart.

Now, the President has said there are
two things that are very compelling
that cause us to have to go down this
path of a national health care plan.
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One is we spend too much money. We
spend about 14.5 percent of our GDP on
health care. The average of the indus-
trialized world is 9.5 percent.

So we may spend too much. We could
fix almost all that with tort reform
and allowing people to buy insurance
across State lines. The too much ques-
tion, spending too money can be fairly
easily resolved. The other component
of this is too many uninsured.

The gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. AKIN. Now, who is it that should
allow the Federal Government to tell
American citizens whether they’re
spending their money in the right
place? Isn’t that kind of this Big Gov-
ernment top-down mindset that comes
up with something as dumb as that?

If you’re sick, you’re going to spend
as much money as you need to try and
get well. Who’s to tell you you spent
too much or too little? Even the very
sniff of that speaks of this Big Govern-
ment mindset.

Mr. KING of Iowa. I'd suggest it’s
probably the predecessors to Merkel,
Sarkozy, and Gordon Brown, or maybe
even they, themselves. In fact, I heard
an actual dialogue with Chancellor An-
gela Merkel, We spend too much on
health care. They have that look-over-
our-shoulder tendency, as if global
norms would be right. I remember one
of those contributors to global norms
would be the health care industry in
Iraq. When we went in there in March
of 2003, the average annual expenditure
for health care per person in Iraq was
fifty cents per year. So I suppose you
could add that into the global average.

We do spend a lot of money. We get
great results. And I haven’t heard the
American people complaining all that
much about their results, because they
are great results. But if we want to
take the cost down, then we take care
of medical malpractice.

I talked to an orthopedic surgeon—
and my days blend together, but I be-
lieve it was yesterday—that out of his
small little operation they spend more
than a million dollars a year in pre-
miums for malpractice and in unneces-
sary—unnecessary tests in order to
avoid the litigation. Defensive medi-
cine, over a million dollars a year out
of what he considers to be a small prac-
tice; what I consider to be he’s a great
contributor to our society and to our
civilization. That’s multiplied across
the country.

When I hear numbers that come from
representatives that are part of the
health insurance underwriters in
America and they tell me that 8.5 per-
cent of the overall health care costs
are malpractice premiums, litigation,
and defensive medicine, those three
things in that category, and I multiply
.085 times the gross receipts for the
cost of health care, that comes to $203
billion a year unnecessarily spent be-
cause the trial lawyers have that cor-
ner of the market fixed, and there’s no
will on HARRY REID’s side of this Cap-
itol building or NANCY PELOSI’s side of
this Capitol building. In fact, there’s a
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huge will to resist addressing mal-
practice and the reform of lawsuit
abuse. That’s the best and most impor-
tant thing we could do.

We evaluate these bills on the part of
a 10-year plan; $203 billion a year. If we
could fix it all, that’s over $2 trillion.
The President, in fixing the health care
industry that he says costs too much
money, only proposes to fix it by put-
ting another $1.6 trillion into it. So we
simply fix the malpractice and we have
been able to fund all the other ideas
which I don’t agree with. That’s a com-
ponent of this. It needs to happen.

And then we have the uninsured, Mr.
AKIN. I would like to raise the issue
about the uninsured. These 47 million—
now, this chart has got somebody else’s
software that did it, so I will tell you
the numbers that I remember that I
have vetted to be accurate.

Starts out with 47 million uninsured.
We need to fix this because there are
too many uninsured in America. So
what are they comprised of? All people
who don’t have affordable options? No
is the answer, and here’s what it’s com-
prised of.

These are the illegal aliens. This
chart says 6 million. Mine said 5.2 mil-
lion. Then you have those that are here
in the country legally that the law
bars from benefits. That’s the b5-year
bar. It’s a matter of solid Federal prac-
tice. They add up to 10 million—10.2
million, actually.

Then you have those who earn more
than $75,000 a year. That’s about 9 mil-
lion people. And, presumably, they
could write a check and buy them-
selves at least catastrophic insurance.
They are not in a position where we
need to tax somebody that makes less
to take care of those people that are
making more.

Then you go on down the line. Those
that are eligible for government pro-
grams; that number is actually 9.7 mil-
lion. Most of that is people that qualify
for Medicaid but don’t bother to sign
up. And then you have those that are
eligible for employer insurance, rough-
ly 6 million people, that either opt out
or don’t opt in to their employer-of-
fered plan.

So once you add up all of these peo-
ple and you subtract these numbers
that I believe are not the target of this
dialogue and rhetoric or the bill, you
end up with 12.1 million Americans
that don’t have affordable options.
That’s less than 4 percent of the popu-
lation.

This is what it looks like, Mr. Speak-
er. This is the entire population of the
United States here, 306 million people,
maybe 307 million by now, and these
are the categories that I have men-
tioned: illegals/immigrants; those with
$75,000 a year; those that qualify for,
generally, Medicaid; those under an
employer’s plan. But over here, this lit-
tle sliver in red, those are the Ameri-
cans without affordable options. Less
than 4 percent; 12.1 million people.

All of the rest of these people, not
only are they insured, but they’re
happy with what we have.
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Mr. AKIN. So what we’re doing, gen-
tleman, is we’re saying we’re going to
scrap the whole system, have the gov-
ernment take it over, because of that
little 4 percent thing. I came from the
engineering world, and there’s one
thing about solving a problem. There’s
another one to have a solution to just
try to force your solution on some-
thing that doesn’t make sense.

It appears to me that the solution is
we want the government to run every-
thing. We want the government run-
ning health care, so we’re going to
force a government solution just be-
cause of that little red—that isn’t even
a decent piece of pie. You couldn’t even
gain any weight on that amount.

Mr. KING of Iowa. A tiny little sliv-
er. Even though 12.1 million people are
a lot of people, they’re still a small
percentage of the American population.
And to upset a hundred percent of the
health insurance industry, perhaps de-
stroy a hundred percent of the health
insurance industry and change the de-
livery system for the best health care
delivery system in the world, all of
that—this is an excuse for a govern-
ment takeover. It’s not a reason.

And if there’s anything that my fa-
ther taught me, he said, you know,
Son, there’s a difference between rea-
sons and excuses. And I'm you’re dad
and I will tell you I know the dif-
ference. And I don’t have to explain it
to you. I will just label them as such.

Well, this is an excuse, and I will
label it as such. It’s not a reason, not
a reason to upset the entire industry,
but an excuse because the people on
this side of the aisle believe in Big
Government. They don’t believe in the
American people, and they are sapping
our vitality.

Mr. AKIN. Gentleman, the truth of
the matter is we’re not standing here
defending everything about the Amer-
ican health care system. There’s things
that need to be changed, and we’ve
talked about those things. You have
mentioned on the floor that tort re-
form has to be a big part of it because
tort reform is just using up a whole lot
of money that doesn’t need to be spent,
which could be spent on good medicine.
So that’s one item.

But there’s some other things that I
think almost any American, if you
heard about it, would say, Oh, yeah,
that’s right. For instance, there are
some people in America who get to buy
their health insurance using pretax
dollars; whereas, small business men
and self-insured people have to use the
money they pay after they’ve paid
taxes on the money.

So that’s not just justice. People are
not equal before the law. We say we’re
a Nation of laws, but that’s not a just
solution. What we should do is that ev-
erybody should use the same equation.
I think you and I would agree that we
just pay for health insurance with
pretax dollars. That would be making
everybody consistent.

There’s a second thing that we could
do. Another thing is the idea of a med-
ical savings account. You could allow
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people with pretax dollars to set money
aside. They could use that money to
buy health insurance or to pay medical
bills. And if they don’t use it, they can
keep it earning interest in an unin-
sured account. If they up and die, they
can pass it on to their kids. That
makes sense, too. That allows us to
allow Americans having their own
money, buying health care, and that
equation starts to get people to shop
for prices. So that’s another good idea.
And there are quite a number of other
ones that we’ve proposed.

You mentioned another one which
makes a whole lot of sense. People say,
Oh, well, you’re trying to help the big
insurance companies. No. What we
want is reasonable competition. And
that idea of being able to shop for
health insurance across State lines is a
very effective and competitive mecha-
nism, because if one State has got laws
that allow the insurance to be pur-
chased at a lower price, then why can’t
a citizen, particularly where we have a
big metropolitan area that bridges two
different areas, get their health insur-
ance from places less expensive?

So there’s another idea that’s been
proposed. And there are other ones. I
don’t want to run too long on your
time, gentlemen, but there are a num-
ber of things that we can do to make
medicine better in our country.

Let me tell you. You know who votes
with their feet? You get some sheik in
Bahrain or some other place or some
other part of the world that’s loaded
with millions of dollars and they get
sick, guess where they come to get
their medical care? They come to the
good old USA. That’s because our med-
ical system is not bad. It’s producing
very good results. It’s just that there’s
a lot of cost shifting going on.

Here’s an idea, gentlemen. I just toss
this out for you to think about it.
Somebody summarized, if there is a
problem with American health care,
the problem is this: that is that one-
third of Americans are paying nothing
for it and the other two-thirds are pay-
ing for it, and that that cost shift is
the problem, that one-third are paying
nothing. And that’s part of what’s
causing our cost shift problem.

I’d yield.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming, I
thank the gentleman from Missouri.
Initially, I put this concept out here,
Mr. Speaker, that the circumstances
that are going on this way are that for
a long time those that are in the in-
come-earning and productive years of
their lives have been paying for the
health insurance, the health care of
those that are retired. We’ve decided to
do that. It’s a matter of public policy.
And I don’t hear an objection on the
part of the people that are paying their
taxes on their payroll to support Medi-
care. In fact, I don’t hear a complaint
very much on the funding that goes
into Medicaid at the lower-income side.
And, generally, the younger people are
beneficiaries of Medicaid.

So you have on the low-income side
Medicaid funded by the working, pro-
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ducing, tax-paying Americans, and on
the senior citizen side you have Medi-
care funded by the working, producing,
tax-paying citizens. But in the middle,
those working, producing, tax-paying
citizens today at least have the free-
dom to choose a policy of their choice,
buy a policy of their choice or not buy
a policy of their choice. And this bill,
H.R. 3200, takes that away.

And the subliminal message that I
have not heard articulated that seems
to be viscerally understood is that the
people that are paying for Medicaid
and Medicare out of their paycheck be-
cause they're going to work every day
and managing and planning, now the
government is saying, You no longer
have the freedom to choose your own.
You have to pay for everybody else’s.
You’ve been doing that a long time,
but now we want to take away your
right to buy your own health insurance
policy. And that sticks in the craw of
the American people because it dimin-
ishes freedom.

Mr. AKIN. That strikes me a little
bit as, first of all, you run over them
with a car and then back over them to
say you’re sorry. I mean, you’re get-
ting them coming and going.

First of all, they’re doing what we
would say is the right thing as a re-
sponsible citizen—having a job, buying
health insurance, and trying to take
care of their own bills—and now you’re
going to tax them for doing the very
thing that you wanted them to do in
the first place.

There’s a basic rule of economics,
and that is what you tax, you get less
of, and what you pay for, you get more
of. The more people you pay for free
medical care, you’re going to get more
and more people signed up for it. And
the more you tax people who are work-
ing and paying for their own health
care, you’re going to get less of it. So
why in the world would we want to
adopt a policy like that?

The interesting thing is, gentleman,
this proposal, the Pelosi health care
proposal, in spite of the fact that a lot
of major media is pushing it and the
President is pushing it and all kinds of
people like that are pushing it, the
American public is not buying this
thing. And I was just kind of thinking
in my mind, Who would be against
this? Why is it that the polling data
shows that this is not popular with the
American public? And I’m thinking,
well, it’s almost like politics, in a way.
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How many groups of people does this
Pelosi plan antagonize? Well, let’s see.
First of all, if you’re on Medicare,
you’re going to take $500 billion out of
Medicare. Well, the people who are on
Medicare are thinking, I don’t want
you to take $500 million out of the
place where I’'m getting my health. So
the older people—who are pretty reg-
ular voters, by the way—they don’t
like this thing.

Well, then you’ve got other people.
Gentleman, you were a successful
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owner of a small business. Well, the
small business guys are going to get
soaked to have to pay for this plan, so
they’re not too enthused about it. Then
you have some other people. They call
themselves pro-lifers. They don’t like
this plan very well either because there
was an amendment offered in com-
mittee making it clear that we weren’t
going to use this government socialized
money to pay for free abortions. That
amendment was defeated in com-
mittee. It is very clear that this money
is going to go for abortions, and that’s
why National Right to Life says, This
is the biggest threat in the pro-life
area since Roe v. Wade.

So the pro-life people don’t like this,
small business people don’t like it,
older people don’t like it. Then you
have got the 100 million people that
have their insurance, doctors that they
like and a system that’s giving them
good health care, and basically you’re
creating something that’s going to de-
stroy that, and they’re going to have to
change to a government system within
some number of years, so they’re not
liking this.

After you start adding those people
together, it starts to make sense why
people don’t like this. And particu-
larly, most Americans at a funda-
mental level understand that good
health care has to start with a patient-
doctor relationship. It has to start
with the doctor and the patient decid-
ing what is the right health care alter-
native. We don’t like it when some big
insurance company sticks their nose in
that relationship, and we like it a
whole lot less when it’s going to be a
government bureaucrat.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming again,
I completely agree. As I'm listening to
the gentleman from Missouri, the engi-
neer who sees things in black and
white and finite formulas that work
out or else they can be checked and
balanced, a logical approach is, let me
say, that’s the engineering approach.
As I'm listening to this, it’s triggering
in my memory some of the things
about what it was like to start and run
a business for 28 years and what the
motivations are. Now my business, a
construction business, seasonal busi-
ness. I looked at it, and I look at it
from this concept: I wanted to have
people that I could rely on. I wanted it
to be a career. So I set things up where
we would keep people on all year long,
even though it was a seasonal business.
And when things freeze up in Iowa, and
it gets cold, there is frost and the tem-
peratures go down, we move people
into the shop where we would rebuild
our equipment.

Sometimes we would take on some
custom work, fixing somebody else’s,
but we kept them around. I kept people
around 12 months out of the year. I
want them to have a health care pack-
age. I want them to have a retirement
plan. I want them to have a vacation
plan. That’s all fine when you pay the
payroll, but when the government



H10452

interferes—for example, the unemploy-
ment tax, and if they would offer un-
employment benefits and sometimes
they gave unemployment benefits to
somebody that just didn’t want to
work. But it was sometimes impossible
for me to fight it.

So even though I had my reading at
zero, if you’re not willing to fight that,
many others would see it go up to 9
percent, and they’d pay the percent of
their payroll to unemployment because
government regulation had decided
they knew better than the market-
place. As I said, the year-round work
part of this, keep people working year
round. Well, the incentive is, if you're
going to pay unemployment at the top
rate anyway, you might as well lay
people off rather than keep them work-
ing when you don’t really need them.
So instead, they become piecemeal
workers rather than career employees.

Then the Federal Government de-
cided, you shall pay union scale, Davis-
Bacon wage scale, and we’ll decide
what those categories are. Now you
have people jockeying for a position,
undermining the efficiencies, and the
Federal Government looking over your
shoulder, telling you how to run your
business. All of that still has created
inefficiencies by government regula-
tion that bring about the illogical, ir-
rational business decisions until you
consider the government regulation.
Then it becomes rational within those
rules.

To throw this health care thing on
top of it, employers that have
capitulated and decided they’re going
to use people as piecemeal workers
rather than career employees because
of too much regulation, they’re going
to also decide, I'm not going to pay
this health insurance. I am just going
to pay the premium. I'm going to add
it on to the price of the work I'm
doing, and it undermines the relation-
ship between employers and employees.
That’s a component of all this.

I wanted to throw out before our
time ticks down, in what I believe is
about 6 minutes, a little subtle segue,
Mr. AKIN. I think most of America
should know what this little subtle
segue is. This is a pervasive influence
of the corrupt criminal enterprise
ACORN. ACORN has developed since
1970, 39 years, to be this insidious oper-
ation of now, according to a Govern-
ment Reform report issued by Mr. ISSA
of California on July 23, 361 affili-
ations, affiliations that have been en-
gaged in shaking down lenders across
this country in 120 cities.

Put this in your mind, Mr. Speaker.
This of Chicago, Chicago politics, Chi-
cago hardball politics. The make-a-
deal—this is shakedown. The head of
ACORN who recruited President
Obama and is proud of their relation-
ship has bragged about going into lend-
ers’ offices and shoving the banker’s
desk over against the wall and sur-
rounding him with ACORN people and
intimidating that lender into making
bad loans in bad neighborhoods.
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Mr. AKIN. You know, you talked
about a lot of corrupt and illegal prac-
tices, gentleman. And when I think of
ACORN, maybe as an engineer, I'm
thinking cause and effect. ACORN is
more closely associated with the cen-
tral nerve center and hub of what cre-
ated the housing crisis and the housing
bubble in America. They’re the ones
that basically started all of these bad
loans which Wall Street then lied
about, saying that they were good
loans, packaged them up and sold them
all over the world, creating the current
economic crisis. So if you want to look
at the epicenter of what created, for
many of us who lost 30, 40 percent of
our life savings in this economic mess,
you’re looking at the symbol of that
ACORN. I'm glad you've got a line
through it because we don’t owe them
any favors.

Mr. KING of Iowa. These are the peo-
ple that are undermining American
freedom more aggressively than any
other. They’re in many, many walks of
life. Their influence is pervasive. They
are at the core of the mortgage melt-
down crisis. The intimidation factors,
the shakedown in the cities of the lend-
ers and at the same time the lobbying
effort where they spent millions in this
Congress to push to lower the under-
writing standards on the secondary
market of Freddie Mac and Fannie
Mae. The chairman of the Finance
Committee, Mr. FRANK, has been en-
gaged in lowering and fighting off the
increased capitalization requirements
of Freddie Mac and Fannie Mae, and
that was lobbied by ACORN. If you
look back through the financial crisis
in the community level, it is ACORN at
the core of that. The President of the
United States has been at the begin-
ning of this. His entire political career
he has been part and parcel, tied to
ACORN, and he has said so, and the
videotape is available.

Mr. AKIN. The interesting thing is,
our judicial system should be pun-
ishing lawbreakers, and yet what we
saw just a few weeks ago was a couple
of courageous—I don’t know if they
were college students—some gal with
some pretty legs going in with a hidden
camera at ACORN and getting all of
the financial information necessary
and the legal information, how they
could set up a house of ill repute, bring
in underage illegals to work, to write
them off as dependents so that the tax-
payer is paying some of the tab so that
this guy could run for Congress because
he started this illegal brothel.

This whole thing is on tape, and yet
we’ve got the Justice Department and
all of these institutions of law in
America that should have been crack-
ing down on this organization; instead,
you’ve got a couple of courageous Kkids
that are barely out of college, taking
some videos and capturing the atten-
tion and building the rage of the Amer-
ican public. It is just mind-boggling
that our government is so inefficient
and so unable to stop this organization
that passed out money like it was
water down here in Washington, D.C.
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Mr. KING of Iowa. The crimes that
they were promoting and supporting in
those five major cities, Baltimore,
Washington, D.C., Brooklyn, San
Bernardino, California, and San Diego,
California. All of that at an organiza-
tion, and the President claims that he
is not paying attention to this. I will
submit, he knows who Joe Wilson is.
He knew who Professor Gates was. He
got involved in Officer Crowley’s law
enforcement up near Harvard, but he
says he doesn’t know what’s going on
in ACORN, even though I have seen the
videotape of the President speaking to
ACORN, telling them, We walk this
walk together. ACORN was involved in
promoting a whole series of crimes
within these five cities, including: pro-
motion of child prostitution; illegal
immigration; violations of the Mann
Act; helping to facilitate mortgages for
a house of ill repute and telling them
how to avoid taxes, report only 10 cents
on the dollar and then qualify for the
earned income tax credit, tapping
money out of the taxpayer; and the
child care tax credit for little children
prostitutes.

And were these mothers that were
sitting behind the desk at ACORN
when we saw the face of them? I heard
children playing in the background.
They’re recruiting girls to be pros-
titutes while girls are being raised in
the background. Those things hap-
pened, and there are some similarities
in five cities across America. And
that’s not the full spectrum. The voter-
registration fraud, the voter election
fraud. Today in the State of Nevada,
ACORN, as an entity, is under prosecu-
tion right now. The trial is going on
right now about ACORN’s fraudulent
voter registrations, and Troy, New
York, fraudulent votes—Mr. Speaker,
this has got to stop.

———

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 Mrs. CAPPS) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. CAPPS, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. KAPTUR, for 56 minutes, today.

Mr. SCHIFF, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. GOHMERT) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. FORBES, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. POE of Texas, for 5 minutes, Oc-
tober 8.

Mr. JONES, for 5 minutes, October 8.

Mr. WoLF, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 56 minutes,
October 6, 7 and 8.

Mr. PENCE, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. GOHMERT, for 5 minutes, October
6, 7, and 8.
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BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Lorraine C. Miller, Clerk of the
House reports that on September 30,
2009 she presented to the President of
the United States, for his approval, the
following bills.

H.R. 3593. To amend the United States
International Broadcasting Act of 1994 to ex-
tend by one year the operation of Radio Free
Asia, and for other purposes.

H.R. 2131. To amend the Foreign Affairs
Reform and Restructuring Act of 1998 to re-
authorize the United States Advisory Com-
mission on Public Diplomacy.

H.R. 2918. Making appropriations for the
Legislative Branch for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2010, and for other purposes.

H.R. 3614. To provide for an additional tem-
porary extension of programs under the
Small Business Act and the Small Business
Investment Act of 1958, and for other pur-
poses.

H.R. 3607. To amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to extend the funding and ex-
penditure authority of the Airport and Air-
way Trust Fund, to amend title 49, United
States Code, to extend authorizations for the
airport improvement program, and for other
purposes.

———
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 26 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Fri-
day, October 2, 2009, at 10 a.m.

————

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

3877. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Review Group, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
“Major’” rule — Farm Storage Facility Loan
and Sugar Storage Facility Loan Programs
(RIN: 0560-AH60) received September 24, 2009,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

3878. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Ametryn, Amitraz, Ammo-
nium Soap Salts of Higher Fatty Acids,
Bitertanol, Coppers, et al., Tolerance Ac-
tions [EPA-HQ-OPP-2009-0251; FRI1.-8431-7] re-
ceived September 10, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

3879. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Boscalid; Pesticide Toler-
ances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2008-0624; FRIL-8431-1]
received September 10, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

3880. A letter from the Secretary, Securi-
ties & Exchange Commission, transmitting
the Commission’s final rule — Extension of
the Temporary Exemptions for Eligible Cred-
it Default Swaps to Facilitate Operation of
Central Counterparties to Clear and Settle
Credit Default Swaps (RIN: 3235-AK26) re-
ceived September 16, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.
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3881. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — International Education
Programs [Docket ID ED-2009-OPE-0002]
(RIN: 1840-AC97) received August 25, 2009,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

3882. A letter from the Director, OSHA Di-
rectorate of Standards and Guidance, De-
partment of Labor, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Updating OSHA Stand-
ards Based on National Consensus Standards;
Personal Protective Equipment [Docket No.:
OSHA-2007-0044] (RIN: 1218-ACO08) received
September 15, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

3883. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Legislation and Regulatory Law,
Department of Energy, transmitting the De-
partment’s final ‘‘Major” rule — Energy
Conservation Program for Certain Industrial
Equipment: Energy Conservation Standards
and Test Procedures for Commercial Heat-
ing, Air-Conditioning, and Water-Heating
Equipment [Docket No.: EERE-2008-BT-STD-
0013] (RIN: 1904-AB83) received September 24,
2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

3884. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — National Emission Stand-
ards for Hazardous Air Pollutants: Area
Source Standards for Aluminum, Copper, and
Other Nonferrous Foundries—Technical Cor-
rection [EPA-HQ-OAR-2008-0236; FRL 8954-3]
(RIN: 2060-AP85) received September 10, 2009,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

3885. A letter from the Secretary, Federal
Trade Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Telemarketing Sales
Rule Fees (RIN: 3084-AA98) received Sep-
tember 10, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

3886. A letter from the Secretary, Federal
Trade Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Health Breach Notifi-
cation Rule (RIN: 3084-AB17) received Sep-
tember 10, 2009, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

3887. A letter from the Program Manager,
Health and Human Services, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Breach Notifi-
cation for Unsecured Protected Health Infor-
mation (RIN: 0991-AB56) received August 25,
2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

3888. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Deaprtment
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3889. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting a report pursuant to the
Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform.

3890. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3891. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3892. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
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the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3893. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3894. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3895. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3896. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3897. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3898. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3899. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3900. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3901. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3902. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3903. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3904. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3905. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3906. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affiars, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3907. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
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of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3908. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3909. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3910. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3911. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3912. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3913. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3914. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3915. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3916. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3917. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3918. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting a report pursuant to
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

3919. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — EPAAR Prescription and
Clauses-Government Property-Contract
Property Administration [EPA EPA-HQ-
OARM-2008-0817; FRL-8956-4] (RIN: 2030-A A98)
received September 10, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

3920. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
— Land and Minerals Management, Depart-
ment of the Interior, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Outer Continental
Shelf — Technical Corrections [Docket No.:
MMS-OMM-2009-0008] (RIN: 1010-AD52) re-
ceived September 14, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources.
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3921. A letter from the Wildlife Biologist,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Department
of the Interior, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final ‘“Major” rule — Migratory Bird
Hunting; Final Frameworks for Late-Season
Migratory Bird Hunting Regulations [FWS-
R9-MB-2008-0124] (RIN: 1018-AW31) received
September 23, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

3922. A letter from the Wildlife Biologist,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Department
of the Interior, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final “Major” rule — Migratory Bird
Hunting; Late Seasons and Bag and Posses-
sion Limits for Certain Migratory Game
Birds [FWS-R9-MB-2008-0124] (RIN: 1018-
AW31) September 23, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources.

3923. A letter from the Wildlife Biologist,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Department
of the Interior, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final ‘“Major” rule — Migratory Bird
Hunting; Migratory Bird Hunting Regula-
tions on Certain Federal Indian Reservations
and Ceded Lands for the 2009-10 Early Season
[FWS-R9-MB-2009-0124] (RIN: 1018-AW31) re-
ceived September 23, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources.

3924. A letter from the Wildlife Biologist,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Department
of the Interior, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final ‘“Major” rule — Migratory Bird
Hunting; Early Seasons and Bag and Posses-
sion Limits for Certain Migratory Game
Birds in the Contiguous United States, Alas-
ka, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Is-
lands [FWS-R9-MB-2008-0124] (RIN: 1018-
AW31) received September 23, 2009, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Natural Resources.

3925. A letter from the Wildlife Biologist,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Department
of the Interior, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final “Major” rule — Migratroy Bird
Hunting; Final Frameworks for Early-Sea-
son Migratory Bird Hunting Regulations
[FWS-R9-MB-2008-0124] (RIN: 1018-AW31) re-
ceived September 23, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources.

3926. A letter from the Wildlife Biologist,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Department
of the Interior, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final ‘“Major’ rule — Migratory Bird
Hunting; Migratory Bird Hunting Regula-
tions on Certain Federal Indian Reservations
and Ceded Lands for the 2009-10 Late Season
[FWS-R9-MB-2009-0124] (RIN: 1018-AW31) re-
ceived September 23, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources.

3927. A letter from the Trial Attorney, Of-
fice of Chief Counsel, Federal Railroad Ad-
ministration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
State Highway-Rail Grade Crossing Action
Plans [Docket No.: FRA-2009-0032; Notice No.
1] (RIN: 2130-ACO05) received September 18,
2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

3928. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; Boeing Model 747-100, -100B, -100B
SUD, -200B, and -300 Series Airplanes; and
Model 747SP and T747SR Series Airplanes
[Docket No.: FAA-2009-0477; Directorate
Identifier 2008-NM-191-AD; Amendment 39-
16003; AD 2009-18-07] (RIN: 2120-A A64) received
September 16, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

3929. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting

October 1, 2009

the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; Pilatus Aircraft Ltd. Models PC-
6, PC-6-H1, PC-6-H2, PC-6/350, PC-6/350-H1,
PC-6/350-H2, PC-6/A, PC-6/A-H1, PC-6/A-H2,
PC-6/B-H2, PC-6/B1-H2, PC-6/B2-H2, PC-6/B2-
H4, PC-6/C-H2, and PC-6/C1-H2 Airplanes
[Docket No.: FAA-2009-0622; Directorate
Identifier 2009-CE-034-AD; Amendment 39-
15999; AD 2009-18-03] (RIN: 2120-A A64) received
September 16, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

3930. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; Air Tractor, Inc. Models AT-802
and AT-802A Airplanes [Docket No.:. FAA-
2009-0489; Directorateldentifier 2009-CE-025-
AD; Amendment 39-16000; AD 2009-18-04] (RIN:
2120-AA64) received September 16, 2009, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

3931. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; Construcciones Aeronauticas.
S.A. (CASA), Model CN-235, CN-235-100, CN-
235-200, and CN-235-300 Airplanes [Docket
No.: FAA-2009-0386; Directorate Identifier
2008-NM-184-AD; Amendment 39-16002; AD
2009-18-06] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received Sep-
tember 16, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

3932. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; Pilatus Aircraft Litd. Models PC-
6, PC-6-H1, PC-6-H2, PC-6/350, PC-6/350-H1,
PC-6/350-H2, PC-6/A, PC-6/A-H1, PC-6/A-H2,
PC-6/B-H2, PC-6/B1-H2, PC-6/B2-H2, PC-6/B2-
H4, PC-6/C-H2, and PC-6/C1-H2 Airplanes
[Docket No.: FAA-2009-0622; Directorate
Identifier 2009-CE-034-AD; Amendment 39-
15999; AD 2009-18-03] (RIN 2120-AA64) received
September 16, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

3933. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; Fokker Model F.27 Mark 050 and
F.28 Mark 0100 Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA-
2009-0496; Directorate Identifier 2008-NM-139-
AD; Amendment 39-16001; AD 2009-18-05] (RIN:
2120-AA64) received September 16, 2009, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

3934. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — Airworthiness
Directives; CFM International, S.A. CFM56-
5B1/P; -5B2/P; -5B3/P; -56B3/P1; -5B4/P; -56B4/P1;
-56B5/P; -5B6/P; -5B7/P; -5B8/P; -5B9/P; -5B1/3;
-6B2/3; -5B3/3; -5B4/3; -5B5/3; -5B6/3; -5B7/3;
-5B8/3; -5B9/3; -5B3/3B1; and -5B4/3B1 Turbofan
Engines [Docket No.: FAA-2008-0174; Direc-
torate Identifier 2008-NE-03-AD; Amendment
39-15997; AD 2009-18-01] (RIN: 2120-AA64) re-
ceived September 16, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

3935. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service,
transmitting the Service’s final rule — Dis-
regarded Entities Excise Taxes [TD 9462]
(RIN:1545-BH91) received September 11, 2009,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

3936. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service,
transmitting the Service’s final rule — Modi-
fications of Commercial Mortgage Loans
Held by a Real Estate Mortage Investment
Conduit (REMIC) [TD 9463] (RIN: 1545-
BGT7)received September 16, 2009, pursuant
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to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

3937. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service,
transmitting the Service’s final rule — Modi-
fications of Commercial Mortgage Loans
Held by an Investment Trust [Notice 2009-79]
received September 16, 2009, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

3938. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule — Ex-
amination of returns and claims for refund,
credit or abatement; determination of cor-
rect tax liability (Rev. Proc. 2009-45) received
September 16, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

3939. A letter from the Director, Child Nu-
trition Division, Department of Agriculture,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Marketing and Sale of Fluid Milk in Schools
[FNS-2005-0009] (RIN: 0584-AD83) received
September 3, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); jointly to the Committees on
Agriculture and Education and Labor.

———

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania: Committee
on House Administration. H.R. 2393. A bill to
amend the Uniformed and Overseas Citizens
Absentee Voting Act to improve procedures
for the collection and delivery of marked ab-
sentee ballots of absent overseas uniformed
services voters, and for other purposes (Rept.
111-281). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

———
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:

By Mr. ISSA:

H.R. 3687. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to eliminate the diver-
sity immigrant program and to re-allocate
those visas to certain employment-based im-
migrants who obtain an advanced degree in
the United States; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. ARCURI (for himself, Mr.
BUYER, Mr. CASTLE, Mr. PoL1s of Col-
orado, Mr. DONNELLY of Indiana, and
Mr. DEAL of Georgia):

H.R. 3688. A bill to encourage programs of
health promotion or disease prevention; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
and in addition to the Committees on Edu-
cation and Labor, and Ways and Means, 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. RAHALL (for himself and Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington):

H.R. 3689. A bill to provide for an extension
of the legislative authority of the Vietnam
Veterans Memorial Fund, Inc. to establish a
Vietnam Veterans Memorial visitor center,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Natural Resources.

By Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA (for himself,
Mr. RAHALL, Ms. HIRONO, and Mr.
ABERCROMBIE):

H.R. 3690. A bill to establish a Commission
on Recognition of Indian Tribes to review
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and act on petitions by Indian groups apply-
ing for Federal recognition, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

By Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida (for herself, Mr. TIBERI, and Mr.
REICHERT):

H.R. 3691. A bill to extend to 2010 the pro-
gram for economic recovery payments estab-
lished under the American Recovery and Re-
investment Act of 2009; to the Committee on
Ways and Means, and in addition to the Com-
mittees on Veterans’ Affairs, Transportation
and Infrastructure, and Appropriations, 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. INSLEE (for himself, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. JOHNSON of
Illinois, Mr. KIRK, Mr. RAHALL, Mr.
HARE, Mr. BERMAN, Ms. McCOLLUM,
Mr. NADLER of New York, Mr. VAN
HOLLEN, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. GEORGE
MILLER of California, Mr. MORAN of
Virginia, Mrs. CAPPS, Ms. HIRONO,
Ms. LEE of California, Mr. TIERNEY,
Mr. WEXLER, Mr. STARK, Mr. WAX-
MAN, Mr. BOUCHER, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. WU,
Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut, Mr.
LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. CONNOLLY of
Virginia, Mr. CARNAHAN, Mr. SHER-
MAN, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts,
Mr. SMITH of Washington, Ms. ESHOO,
Mr. OLVER, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr.
LANGEVIN, Mr. COHEN, Mr. COSTELLO,
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. HARMAN, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Ms. NORTON, Mr.
HorT, Mr. HONDA, Mr. KENNEDY, Ms.
ZOE LOFGREN of California, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. NYE, Mr. MARKEY of
Massachusetts, Mr. HEINRICH, Mr.
PAYNE, Mr. MILLER of North Caro-
lina, Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. LEVIN, Mr.
DEFAZIO, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. ACKER-
MAN, Mr. FILNER, Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms.
BERKLEY, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. ROTHMAN
of New Jersey, Ms. SCHWARTZ, Mr.
SCHIFF, Mr. MCNERNEY, Mr. JACKSON
of Illinois, Mr. ScOTT of Virginia, Mr.
RYAN of Ohio, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr.
HIiGGINS, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. GRAYSON,
Mr. DINGELL, Mr. SARBANES, Ms.
DEGETTE, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr.
CLEAVER, Mr. LUJAN, Mr. SPRATT,
Mr. CLAY, Ms. SPEIER, Ms. DELAURO,
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. PATRICK J. MURPHY
of Pennsylvania, Mr. PERRIELLO, Mr.
YARMUTH, Mr. FARR, Ms. EDWARDS of
Maryland, Mr. SESTAK, Mr. PRICE of
North Carolina, Mr. JOHNSON of Geor-
gia, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. SNYDER, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. HALL of New York,
Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. ScoTT of Georgia,
Mr. KILDEE, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr.
WATT, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. PETERS, Mrs.
NAPOLITANO, Mr. NEAL of Massachu-
setts, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. COOPER, Mr.
ARCURI, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. BISHOP
of New York, Mr. KUCINICH, Ms.
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. RUSH, Mr.
CARSON of Indiana, Ms. WATERS, Mrs.
LOwWEY, Mr. CUMMINGS, Ms. MOORE of
Wisconsin, Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, Mrs.
DAVIs of California, Mr. ALTMIRE, Mr.
ELLISON, Mr. MOORE of Kansas, Mr.
BUTTERFIELD, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr.
MEEK of Florida, Ms. KILROY, Mr.
MASSA, Ms. CASTOR of Florida, Mrs.
MCcCARTHY of New York, Mr. KIND,
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. PAs-
TOR of Arizona, Mr. LIPINSKI, Ms.
ROYBAL-ALLARD, Ms. KILPATRICK of
Michigan, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of
California, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. TONKO,
Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. DOGGETT, Ms.
SUTTON, Mr. LANCE, Mr. DELAHUNT,
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Mr. FOSTER, Mr. MAFFEI, Mr. BRADY
of Pennsylvania, Mr. LYNCH, Ms.
TSONGAS, Ms. MATSUI, Ms. LiNDA T.
SANCHEZ of California, Ms. EDDIE
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, and Mr.
MARSHALL):

H.R. 3692. A bill to protect inventoried
roadless areas in the National Forest Sys-
tem; to the Committee on Agriculture, and
in addition to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. BURGESS (for himself, Mr.
DEAL of Georgia, Mr. LINDER, Mr.
GINGREY of Georgia, Mr. ROE of Ten-
nessee, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. DENT,
Mr. McCAUL, Mr. SESSIONS, and Mr.
WALDEN):

H.R. 3693. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to modify Medicare phy-
sician reimbursement policies to ensure a fu-
ture physician workforce, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, and in addition to the Committee on
Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. BROUN of Georgia:

H.R. 3694. A bill to establish judicial proce-
dures for causes and claims relating to any
action or decision by a Federal official re-
garding the leasing of Federal lands (includ-
ing submerged lands) for the exploration, de-
velopment, production, processing, or trans-
mission of oil, natural gas, or any other
source or form of energy, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut (for
himself and Mr. POE of Texas):

H.R. 3695. A bill to authorize funding for,
and increase accessibility to, the National
Missing and Unidentified Persons System, to
facilitate data sharing between such system
and the National Crime Information Center
database of the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion, to provide incentive grants to help fa-
cilitate reporting to such systems, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. BACHUS (for himself, Mr.
BOEHNER, Mr. HENSARLING, Mr. GAR-
RETT of New Jersey, Mr. JONES, Mr.
LANCE, Mr. McCCARTHY of California,
Mr. ROYCE, Mr. MCcCCOTTER, Mr.
PosEY, Mr. KING of New York, Mrs.
CAPITO, Mr. GERLACH, Mrs. BIGGERT,
Mr. LEE of New York, Mr. MCHENRY,
Mrs. BACHMANN, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr.
PRICE of Georgia, Mr. ISsA, and Mr.
SMITH of Texas):

H.R. 3696. A bill to prohibit recipients of
TARP assistance from funding ACORN, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

By Mr. COLE:

H.R. 3697. A Dbill to amend the Act of June
18, 1934, to reaffirm the authority of the Sec-
retary of the Interior to take land into trust
for Indian tribes; to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources.

By Mr. MORAN of Kansas:

H.R. 3698. A bill to authorize grants to
State and local law enforcement training
centers to provide training to State and
local law enforcement agencies and officers
to communicate with telecommunications
carriers in emergency situations, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Ms. LEE of California (for herself,
Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms.
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WATERS, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. ELLISON,
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Ms. WATSON,
Mr. TOwWNS, Mr. CLEAVER, Ms. JACK-

SON-LEE of Texas, Mr. COHEN, Mr.
HONDA, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. STARK, Mr. HIN-

CHEY, Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. EDWARDS of
Maryland, Ms. CLARKE, Mr. FILNER,
and Mr. GRAYSON):

H.R. 3699. A bill to prohibit any increase in
the number of members of the United States
Armed Forces serving in Afghanistan; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. GINGREY of Georgia:

H.R. 3700. A bill to establish requirements
for any health reform legislation enacted by
the Congress or the President during the
111th Congress; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

By Ms. McCOLLUM:

H.R. 3701. A bill to establish the More
Books for Africa Program to facilitate the
donation, processing, shipping, and distribu-
tion of text and library books to African
schools, libraries, community centers, and
other centers of learning in partnership with
United States-based entities, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs.

By Mr. BOOZMAN:

H.R. 3702. A bill to amend the Controlled
Substances Act to provide enhanced pen-
alties for marketing controlled substances to
minors; to the Committee on the Judiciary,
and in addition to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. BURTON of Indiana (for him-
self, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. MCMAHON, and
Mr. TURNER):

H.R. 3703. A bill to require the President to
call a White House Conference on Autism; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. DEAL of Georgia:

H.R. 3704. A bill to authorize a Department
of Veterans Affairs major medical facility
lease in Atlanta, Georgia; to the Committee
on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. ELLISON (for himself, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. CON-
YERS, Mr. SERRANO, and Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida):

H.R. 3705. A bill to amend the Richard B.
Russell National School Lunch Act and the
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 to increase the
number of children eligible for free school
meals; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey:

H.R. 3706. A bill to require borrowers under
FHA-insured mortgages for single-family
housing to make downpayments of at least 5
percent and to prohibit financing of closing
costs under such mortgages; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

By Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey:

H.R. 3707. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exclude combat zone
compensation of members of the Armed
Forces from employment taxes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey:

H.R. 3708. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exclude from gross in-
come the earned income of a spouse of a
member of the Armed Forces of the United
States serving in a combat zone; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. INSLEE (for himself, Mr. SIMP-
SON, Mr. MINNICK, and Mr.
BLUMENAUER):

H.R. 3709. A bill to amend the Geothermal
Steam Act of 1970 to authorize noncompeti-
tive leasing of certain areas adjoining other
lands for which a qualified company or indi-
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vidual holds a preexisting legal right to de-
velop geothermal resources, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

By Mrs. LOWEY (for herself, Mr. VAN
HOLLEN, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Ms.
LEE of California, Mr. LEWIS of Geor-
gia, Mr. SHERMAN, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr.
ROTHMAN of New Jersey, Mr. GEORGE
MILLER of California, Mr. FARR, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. RAN-
GEL, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts,
Mr. BERMAN, Ms. DELAURO, Mr.
WEXLER, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. STARK,
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. CON-
YERS, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. HARE, Mr.
MARKEY of Massachusetts, Mr. HOLT,
Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. CROWLEY, Ms. ZOE
LOFGREN of California, Mrs. CAPPS,
Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. MOORE of Kansas,
Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. SERRANO, Ms.
BALDWIN, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, and Mr.
Wu):

H.R. 3710. A Dbill to end the use of body-
gripping traps in the National Wildlife Ref-
uge System; to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

By Mr. NADLER of New York:

H.R. 3711. A Dbill to authorize States or po-
litical subdivisions thereof to regulate fuel
economy and emissions standards for taxi-
cabs; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.

By Mr. PLATTS (for himself, Mr.
ARCURI, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. DOYLE,
Mr. GERLACH, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr.
ISRAEL, Mr. MURTHA, Ms. SCHWARTZ,
Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. COHEN, Mr. FORTENBERRY,
Mr. GORDON of Tennessee, Mr.
HOLDEN, Mr. MILLER of North Caro-
lina, Mr. P1TTS, Mr. SESTAK, and Mr.
WOLF):

H.R. 3712. A bill to require the Secretary of
the Treasury to mint coins in recognition of
and to commemorate the 1863 invasion of
Pennsylvania, the Battle of Gettysburg, and
President Abraham Lincoln’s Gettysburg Ad-
dress; to the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices.

By Mr. ROGERS of Michigan (for him-
self, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. SHIMKUS,
Mr. P1rTs, Mrs. MYRICK, Mrs. BONO
MACK, Mr. BUYER, Mr. UPTON, and
Mr. HALL of Texas):

H.R. 3713. A bill to provide bipartisan solu-
tions to lower health costs, increase access
to affordable coverage, and give patients
more choices and control; to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce, and in addition to
the Committees on Ways and Means, Edu-
cation and Labor, Appropriations, and the
Judiciary, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. SCHIFF (for himself and Mr.
PENCE):

H.R. 3714. A bill to amend the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 to include in the Annual
Country Reports on Human Rights Practices
information about freedom of the press in
foreign countries, establish a grant program
to promote freedom of the press worldwide,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

By Ms. SCHWARTZ (for herself, Mr.
TIBERI, Mr. CARNAHAN, Mr. GORDON of
Tennessee, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. WELCH,
Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, Mr. HIG-
GINS, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr.
PASCRELL, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr.
YARMUTH, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr.
FATTAH, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr.
LANGEVIN, Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia,
Mr. HoLT, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. TURNER,
Mr. ALTMIRE, Mr. COURTNEY, Mr.

October 1, 2009

PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. TONKO,
Mr. ARCURI, Ms. KAPTUR, Ms. SHEA-
PORTER, Ms. SUTTON, Mr. MCGOVERN,

Mr. ETHERIDGE, Ms. DELAURO, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr.
COSTELLO, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr.

TIERNEY, Ms. TSONGAS, Mr. ANDREWS,
Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr.
SERRANO, and Mr. SESTAK):

H.R. 3715. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to expand the rehabilita-
tion credit, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. STUPAK (for himself and Mr.
WELCH):

H.R. 3716. A Dbill to make certain adjust-
ments to the price analysis of propane pre-
pared by the Secretary of Commerce; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. TTAHRT:

H.R. 3717. A Dbill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to require a provider of a
commercial mobile service or an IP-enabled
voice service to provide call location infor-
mation concerning the user of such a service
to law enforcement agencies in order to re-
spond to a call for emergency services or in
an emergency situation that involves the
risk of death or serious physical harm; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. TOWNS (for himself, Mr.
PIERLUISI, Mr. MicA, Mr. YOUNG of
Alaska, Mr. SERRANO, Ms. ROsS-
LEHTINEN, Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of
Florida, Mr. PASCRELL, Ms.
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, and Mr. CROW-
LEY):

H.R. 3718. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to make residents of Puer-
to Rico eligible for the refundable portion of
the child tax credit; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. BURGESS (for himself and Mr.
GONZALEZ):

H. Con. Res. 193. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress regarding the
need to pass meaningful legislation to pro-
tect commercial and government data from
data breaches; to the Committee on Science
and Technology, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form, 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. BIGGERT:

H. Res. 789. A resolution expressing support
for designation of October 2, 2009, as World
MRSA Day; to the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform.

By Ms. BERKLEY (for herself, Ms.
TIiTUS, Mr. HELLER, Mr. WAMP, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. ELLSWORTH,
Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida, Mr.
CARDOZA, Ms. WATSON, Mr. GENE
GREEN of Texas, Mr. CosTA, Mr.
LANGEVIN, Mr. DONNELLY of Indiana,
Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee,
Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California,
Mr. HARE, Mr. KIND, Mr. HoLT, Mr.
DRIEHAUS, Mr. WALZ, Mr. THOMPSON
of Mississippi, and Mr. LOEBSACK):

H. Res. 790. A resolution supporting the
goals and ideals of a national day of remem-
brance on October 30, 2009, for American nu-
clear weapons program workers and uranium
miners, millers, and haulers; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

By Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas (for
himself, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas,
Mr. POE of Texas, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. KILDEE, Mr.
CULBERSON, Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr.
OLSON, Mr. BARROW, Ms. DEGETTE,
Mr. BURGESS, Mr. INSLEE, Ms. WOOL-
SEY, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. THORNBERRY,
Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, Mr.
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HINOJOSA, Mr. CUELLAR, Mr.
RODRIGUEZ, Mr. MCCAUL, Mr. LEWIS
of Georgia, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr.
MOLLOHAN, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. REYES,
and Mr. HONDA):

H. Res. 791. A resolution congratulating
the Aldine Independent School District in
Harris County, Texas, on winning the 2009
“Broad Prize for Urban Education’; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. POSEY (for himself and Ms.
HIRONO):

H. Res. 792. A resolution honoring Robert
Kelly Slater for his outstanding and unprece-
dented achievements in the world of surfing
and for being an ambassador of the sport and
excellent role model; to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

By Mr. REYES (for himself, Mr.
HONDA, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON

of Texas, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr.
BUTTERFIELD, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of
California, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr.

RODRIGUEZ, Mr. BACA, Ms. ROYBAL-
ALLARD, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. HoLT, Mr.
EHLERS, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. McGoOV-
ERN, Mr. OLVER, Ms. MATSUI, Mr.
BOREN, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. BISHOP
of Georgia, Mr. BURGESS, Mr. POE of
Texas, Mr. HALL of Texas, Ms.
CORRINE BROWN of Florida, and Mr.
FOSTER):

H. Res. 793. A resolution supporting the
goals and ideals of National Chemistry
Week; to the Committee on Science and
Technology.

By Mr. ROHRABACHER (for himself,
Mr. DELAHUNT, and Mr. BURTON of In-
diana):

H. Res. 794. A resolution calling for a run-
off election in Afghanistan between the two
top finishers; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

By Mr. SHUSTER:

H. Res. 795. A resolution honoring the peo-
ple of Shanksville, Pennsylvania, and the
Flight 93 Ambassadors for their efforts in
creating the Flight 93 temporary memorial
and encouraging the completion of the Na-
tional Park Service Flight 93 National Me-
morial by the 10th anniversary of September
11, 2001; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

———

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 24: Mr. Harper.

H.R. 32: Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. LEWIS of Geor-
gia, Mr. TIERNEY, and Mr. LLUCAS.

H.R. 124: Mrs. MILLER of Michigan and Mr.
LINDER.

H.R. 213: Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. MOLLOHAN,
Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California, and Mr.
KILDEE.

H.R. 227: Mr. ROE of Tennessee.

H.R. 268: Mr. MANZULLO.

H.R. 275: Mr. WOLF and Mr. KRATOVIL.

H.R. 391: Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. CULBERSON,
Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. KING of Iowa, Mrs.
MCMORRIS RODGERS, and Mr. RYAN of Wis-
consin.

H.R. 422: Mr. BUTTERFIELD and Mr. MCCLIN-
TOCK.

H.R. 442: Ms. MARKEY of Colorado.

H.R. 471: Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Mr.
RYAN of Ohio.

H.R. 503: Mr. MARKEY of Massachusetts.

H.R. 510: Mrs. MILLER of Michigan and Mrs.
EMERSON.

H.R. 571:

H.R. 579:

H.R. 690:

H.R. 718:

Mr. MILLER of North Carolina.
Mr. COHEN.

Mrs. CAPITO and Mr. REICHERT.
Mr. SHUSTER.
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H.R. 836: Mrs. HALVORSON and Mr. TURNER.

H.R. 868: Mr. SOUDER, Mr. SIRES, and Mr.
DOGGETT.

H.R. 932: Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin and Mr.
LARSON of Connecticut.

H.R. 953: Mr. CHILDERS.

H.R. 1067: Mr. RYAN of Ohio and Mr.
COURTNEY.

H.R. 1074:

H.R. 1079:

H.R. 1086:

H.R. 1132:

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

TURNER.
BisHOP of Utah.
GRAVES.
MCCLINTOCK.

H.R. 1233: Mr. CHAFFETZ.

H.R. 1245: Mr. LEE of New York, Mr. OLSON,
Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of Florida, and Mr.
WAMP.

H.R. 1310: Mr. DRIEHAUS.

H.R. 1351: Mr. CUMMINGS and Mr. DEAL of
Georgia.

H.R. 1352: Mr. MURTHA.

H.R. 1378: Ms. GIFFORDS.

H.R. 1398: Mr. PERLMUTTER.

H.R. 1441: Mr. MILLER of North Carolina.

H.R. 1521: Mr. HASTINGS of Washington and
Mrs. CAPITO.

H.R. 1569: Mr. BERMAN and Mr. STARK.

H.R. 1596: Mr. MINNICK, Mr. RAHALL, Mr.
SNYDER, Mrs. MALONEY, and Mr. BERRY.

H.R. 1618: Ms. RICHARDSON and Ms. SUTTON.

H.R. 1623: Mr. INGLIS.

H.R. 1677: Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr. COLE,
and Mr. GONZALEZ.

H.R. 1695: Ms. FOXX.

H.R. 1766: Mr. CARSON of Indiana and Mr.
THOMPSON of Mississippi.

H.R. 1792: Mr. ISRAEL.

H.R. 1799: Mr. KAGEN.

H.R. 1800: Ms. HARMAN.

H.R. 1826: Ms. T'SONGAS and Ms. KAPTUR.

H.R. 1829: Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mrs. BIGGERT,
Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, and Mr. MILLER of
North Carolina.

H.R. 1831: Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Mr.
THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr. FRANK of Mas-
sachusetts, and Ms. TSONGAS.

H.R. 1908: Mr. KRATOVIL
BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 1941: Mr. SHULER.

H.R. 1987: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia and Mr.
ORTIZ.

H.R. 2000: Mr.
CROMBIE.

H.R. 2001: Mr. PoLis of Colorado, Mr. KIL-
DEE, Ms. SCHWARTZ, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. ROTHMAN
of New Jersey, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. CASTLE,
Mr. UPTON, Mr. SALAZAR, Ms. HIRONO, Ms.
SHEA-PORTER, Mr. OLVER, Ms. BERKLEY, and
Mr. FILNER.

H.R. 2017: Mr. CUMMINGS and Mr. REHBERG.

H.R. 2054: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi.

H.R. 2109: Mr. WEXLER, Mr. COHEN, Mr.
EHLERS, Mr. PLATTS, and Mr. MCGOVERN.

H.R. 2136: Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. PRICE of
North Carolina, Mr. FATTAH, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. HIRONO, Ms.
CORRINE BROWN of Florida, Mr. PAYNE, and
Ms. SUTTON.

H.R. 2139: Ms. DELAURO, Mr. HASTINGS of
Florida, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California, and
Mr. VAN HOLLEN.

H.R. 2149: Mr. BOUCHER.

H.R. 2176: Mr. MASsA and Mr. THOMPSON of
Pennsylvania.

H.R. 2227: Mr. INGLIS and Mrs. BIGGERT.

H.R. 2246: Ms. TSONGAS.

H.R. 2266: Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Mr.
WATT, Mr. NADLER of New York, Mr. PoLIS of
Colorado, and Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi.

H.R. 2267: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi and
Mr. SMITH of Washington.

H.R. 2329: Mr. CARSON of Indiana.

H.R. 2336: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California.

H.R. 2366: Mr. LATHAM.

H.R. 2369: Mr. COHEN.

H.R. 2393: Ms. FALLIN.

H.R. 2398: Mr. ROE of Tennessee, Mr.
GALLEGLY, and Mr. MILLER of North Caro-
lina.

and Mr.

SCHAUER and Mr. ABER-
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H.R. 2404: Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 2406: Mrs. CAPITO
FORTENBERRY.

H.R. 2421: Mr. SKELTON.

H.R. 2446: Mr. ROSS.

H.R. 2452: Mr. KRATOVIL.

H.R. 2493: Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, and Mr. BACA.

H.R. 2499: Mr. CROWLEY.

H.R. 2502: Mr. BILBRAY and Mr. PoLIS of
Colorado.

H.R. 2541: Mr. KIRK and Mr. SCHOCK.

H.R. 2553: Mr. LANCE.

H.R. 2556: Mr. HOEKSTRA.

H.R. 2567: Mr. MASSA.

H.R. 2573: Mr. DOYLE and Ms. BERKLEY.

H.R. 2584: Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. SNYDER, and
Mr. COBLE.

H.R. 259T:
RUPPERSBERGER.

H.R. 2672: Ms. MARKEY of Colorado.

H.R. 2698: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska.

H.R. 2699: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska.

H.R. 2727: Mr. EDWARDS of Texas, Mr. LI-
PINSKI, and Mr. MILLER of North Carolina.

H.R. 2788: Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, Mr.
POSEY, Mr. LINDER, and Mr. GARY G. MILLER
of California.

H.R. 2817: Mr. HONDA.

H.R. 2842: Mrs. BACHMANN and Mr. McCLIN-
TOCK.

H.R. 2852: Mr. KISSELL, Mr. BOUCHER, and
Mr. UPTON.

H.R. 2879: Mr. TEAGUE.

H.R. 2891: Mr. BOSWELL.

H.R. 2903: Mr. OBERSTAR and Mr. KAGEN.

H.R. 2935: Mr. MILLER of North Carolina,
Mr. CALVERT, Ms. MATSUI, Mrs. MILLER of
Michigan, and Mr. TEAGUE.

H.R. 2936: Mrs. DAHLKEMPER.

H.R. 3002: Mr. BLUNT.

H.R. 3015: Mr. MARSHALL, Mr. CARTER, Mr.
BARTLETT, Mr. GRAVES, Mr. MILLER of Flor-
ida, Ms. GRANGER, Mr. ROONEY, Mr. SAM
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. SMITH of Nebraska,
Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, Mr. WOLF, Mr.
BUYER, Mr. DENT, and Mr. WHITFIELD.

H.R. 3018: Mr. BURGESS, Mr. HALL of Texas,
Mr. TIBERI, and Mr. BARTON of Texas.

H.R. 3044: Mr. CONAWAY, Mr. CARTER, Mr.
HUNTER, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Ms. KOSMAS, Mr.
LUJAN, Mr. CRENSHAW, Mr. SCHOCK, and Mr.
HiILL.

H.R. 3046: Mrs. MILLER of Michigan.

H.R. 3070: Mr. KILDEE.

H.R. 3116: Mr. BOCCIERI, Mr. BROWN of
South Carolina, Mr. DUNCAN, and Mr. PASTOR
of Arizona.

H.R. 3140:

H.R. 3174:

H.R. 3227:

H.R. 3251:

and Mr.

Mr. BOSWELL and Mr.

Mr. JONES.

Mrs. CAPITO.

Ms. MARKEY of Colorado.
Mr. SOUDER.

H.R. 3355: Mr. COURTNEY and Mr. GERLACH.

H.R. 3375: Mrs. BLACKBURN.

H.R. 3380: Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. SHERMAN,
and Mr. PALLONE.

H.R. 3400: Mr. GARY G. MILLER of Cali-
fornia and Mr. HALL of Texas.

H.R. 3407: Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida and Mr. KAGEN.

H.R. 3420: Mr. COHEN.

H.R. 3421: Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. OLVER, Ms. SUT-
TON, Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland, Mr.
COURTNEY, Ms. WATSON, and Ms. WOOLSEY.

H.R. 3427: Mr. FOSTER.

H.R. 3463: Mr. LATOURETTE.

H.R. 3486: Mr. HODES and Mr. DONNELLY of
Indiana.

H.R. 3501: Mr. COHEN.

H.R. 3510: Mr. COHEN and Mr. BISHOP of
New York.

H.R. 3519: Ms. MARKEY of Colorado, Mr.
MORAN of Kansas, and Mr. COHEN.

H.R. 3524: Mr. KIND, Mr. MCNERNEY, Mr.
CALVERT, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr.
FILNER, and Mr. CONAWAY.

H.R. 3554: Ms. SUTTON.

H.R. 3569: Mr. LUucASs and Mr. WITTMAN.
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H.R. 3582: Mr. LATTA.

H.R. 3586: Mr. WALZ.

H.R. 3608: Mr. JONES.

H.R. 3610: Mr. LATTA and Mr.
Ohio.

H.R. 3611: Mr. MCMAHON.

H.R. 3612: Mr. SMITH of Texas and Ms. MAR-
KEY of Colorado.

H.R. 3613: Mr. LucAas, Mr. WITTMAN, and
Mr. SOUDER.

H.R. 3621: Mr. LIPINSKI and Mr. BISHOP of
New York.

H.R. 3636: Mr. BERMAN.

H.R. 3674: Mr. BOCCIERI.

H.R. 3680: Mr. ABERCROMBIE and Mr.
SABLAN.

H.J. Res. 26: Mr. KIRK.

H. Con. Res. 42: Mr. MEEK of Florida, Ms.
NORTON, and Mr. CONYERS.

H. Con. Res. 43: Mr. MEEK of Florida and
Mr. CONYERS.

H. Con. Res. 129: Ms. PINGREE of Maine, Mr.

JORDAN of

BOREN, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. KLINE of Min-
nesota, Mr. SESTAK, Mr. EHLERS, and Mr.
Thornberry.

H. Con. Res. 160: Mr. LATHAM, Mr.

WITTMAN, and Mr. McCAUL.

H. Con. Res. 168: Mr. MURPHY of New York.

H. Con. Res. 177: Mr. PAULSEN and Mr.
KRATOVIL.

H. Con. Res. 181: Mr. DINGELL and Mr. HIN-
CHEY.

H. Res. 150: Mr. CLAY, Mr. ScoTT of Vir-
ginia, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, and Mr.
CARNAHAN.
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H. Res. 159: Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, Ms.
SCHWARTZ, Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. MORAN of Vir-
ginia, Mr. MINNICK, Mr. HINCHEY, and Ms.
BERKLEY.

H. Res. 504: Mr. KIRK.

H. Res. 510: Mr. LANGEVIN.

H. Res. 554: Mr. MINNICK, Mr. GINGREY of
Georgia, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. FLEMING, Mr.
BisHOP of Utah, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr. CAMP-
BELL, Mr. KIRK, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr.
COBLE, Mr. MIcA, Mr. YOUNG of Florida, Mr.
TERRY, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. BLUNT, Mr.
BARTON of Texas, Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky,
Mr. LUETKEMEYER, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. PUT-
NAM, Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania, Mr.
REICHERT, Mr. TIBERI, Mr. BILBRAY, and Mr.
PENCE.

H. Res. 567: Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. BERMAN,
Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of California, Mrs.
BoNO MACK, Mr. MACK, Mr. COSTA, Mrs.
CAPPS, Mr. BUCHANAN, Ms. MATSUI, Mr.
SCHIFF, Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. DREIER,
Mr. IssA, Mr. CARDOZA, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of
California, Mr. LEE of New York, Mr.
MCCLINTOCK, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr.
MCNERNEY, and Mr. SHERMAN.

H. Res. 603: Mr. FILNER and Mr. MASSA.

H. Res. 605: Mr. MURPHY of New York and
Mr. STEARNS.

H. Res. 611: Mrs. LOWEY.

H. Res. 649: Mr. SABLAN, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr.
FILNER, and Mr. RUSH.

H. Res. 660: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania,
Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Mrs.
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CHRISTENSEN, Mr. DAvVIS of Illinois, Ms.
MOORE of Wisconsin, Mr. MEEK of Florida,
Mr. PAYNE, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas, Mr. TOwWNS, Ms. EDWARDS of Mary-
land, and Mr. RUSH.

H. Res. 700: Mr. COHEN.

H. Res. 708: Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. JOHNSON of I1-
linois, and Mr. JACKSON of Illinois.

Res. 709: Ms. MATSUI.

Res. 715: Mr. KIRK.

Res. 719: Mr. MORAN of Kansas.

Res. 736: Mr. SOUDER.

Res. 740: Mr. SHULER.

. Res. 747: Mr. SHIMKUS and Mr. MURPHY
of New York.

H. Res. 749: Mr. INGLIS.

H. Res. 752: Mr. RUSH, Mr. LOEBSACK, and
Mr. ROSKAM.

H. Res. 754: Mr. BoozMAN and Mr. KLINE of
Minnesota.

H. Res. 759: Mr. UPTON.

H. Res. 773: Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. WOLF, Mr.
WITTMAN, and Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts.

H. Res. 783: Mr. WOLF, Mr. SCHAUER, and
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.

H. Res. 786: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. PAYNE, Mr.
ENGEL, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. MILLER of Flor-
ida, Ms. CASTOR of Florida, Mr. SIRES, Ms.
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. CROWLEY, Ms.
BORDALLO, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. GINGREY of
Georgia, and Mr. COSTELLO.
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